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SENATE— Wednesday, February 19, 1969

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Vice
President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chaplain
will offer a memorial prayer.

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

Lord God of our fathers and our God,
we lift our hearts to Thee this day for
the good gift of life itself, for its wonder
and its mystery, for its joys and its sor-
rows, for work to do and strength with
which to do it and for the sacrament of
memory. We thank Thee for the hal-
lowed recollections of Thy servant who
walked and worked with us in this
place, and we pray that we may prize
highly and guard carefully the gifts
which his loyalty and devotion have
passed on to us. Perfect in us the work of
our fathers, and so fit us for our age that
the values and virtues of the past may be-
come the pure possession of our children.
Accept anew our dedication that we may
be true as he was true, loyal as he was
loyal, that we may serve our country and
our God all the days of our lives until
at last with him we hear the triumphant
word:

“Servant of God, well done.”

“Blessed are the pure in heart for they
shall see God.”

In the name of the living Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
day, February 18, 1969, be dispensed with.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT (H.
DOC. NO. 91-74)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which
was referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare:

To the Congress of the United States:

The blight of poverty requires priority
attention. It engages our hearts and
challenges our intelligence. It ean not
and will not be treated lightly or indiffer-
ently, or without the most searching
examination of how best to marshal the
resources available to the Federal Gov-
ernment for combatting it.

At my direction, the Urban Affairs
Council has been conducting an inten-
sive study of the Nation’s anti-poverty
programs, of the way the anti-poverty
effort is organized and administered, and
of ways in which it might be made more
effective.

That study is continuing. However, I
can now announce a number of steps I
infend to take, as well as spelling out
some of the considerations that will guide
my future recommendations.

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
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is now scheduled to expire on June 30,
1970. The present authorization for ap-
propriations for the Office of Economic
Opportunity runs only until June 30,
1969. I will ask Congress that this au-
thorization for appropriations be ex-
tended for another year. Prior to the end
of the Fiscal Year, I will send Congress
a comprehensive proposal for the future
of the poverty program, including rec-
ommendations for revising and extend-
ing the Act itself beyond its scheduled
1970 expiration.

How the work begun by OEO can best
be carried forward is a subject on which
many views deserve to be heard—both
from within Congress, and among those
many others who are interested or af-
fected, including especially the poor
themselves. By sending my proposals
well before the Act's 1970 expiration, I
intend to provide time for full debate
and discussion.

In the maze of anti-poverty efforts,
precedents are weak and knowledge un-
certain. These past years of increasing
Federal involvement have begun to make
clear how vast is the range of what we
do not yet know, and how fragile are
projections based on partial understand-
ing. But we have learned some lessons
about what works and what does not.
The changes I propose will be based on
those lessons and those discoveries, and
rooted in a determination to press ahead
with anti-poverty efforts even though
individual experiments have ended in
disappointment.

From the experience of OEO, we have
learned the value of having in the Fed-
eral Government an agency whose spe-
cial concern is the poor. We have learned
the need for flexibility, responsiveness,
and continuing innovation. We have
learned the need for management ef-
fectiveness. Even those most thoroughly
committed to the goals of the anti-pov-
erty effort recognize now that much that
has been tried has not worked.

The OEO has been a valuable fount
of ideas and enthusiasm, but it has suf-
fered from a confusion of roles.

OEO’s greatest value is as an initiat-
ing agency—devising new programs to
help the poor, and serving as an “incu-
bator” for these programs during their
initial, experimental phases. One of my
aims is to free OEO itself to perform
these functions more effectively, by pro-
viding for a greater concentration of its
energies on its innovative role.

Last year, Congress directed that spe-
cial studies be made by the Executive
Branch of whether Head Start and the
Job Corps should continue to be ad-
ministered directly by OEO, or whether
responsibility should be otherwise
assigned.

Section 309 of the Vocational Educa-
tion Amendments of 1968 provides:

The President shall make a special study
of whether the responslbility for administer-
ing the Head Start program established un-
der the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
should continue to be vested in the Director
of the Office of Economic Opportunity, should
be transferred to another agency of the Gov-
ernment, or should be delegated to another

such agency pursuant to the provisions of
section 602(d) of the aforementioned Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, and shall
submit the findings of this study to the
Congress not later than March 1, 1969.

I have today submitted this study to
the Congress. Meanwhile, under the Ex-
ecutive authority provided by the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act, I have directed
that preparations be made for the dele-
gation of Head Start to the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.
Whether it should be actually trans-
ferred is a question I will take up in my
later, comprehensive message, along with
my proposals for a permanent status and
organizational structure for OEO. Pend-
ing a final decision by the Secretary of
HEW on where within the department
responsibility for Head Start would be
lodged, it will be located directly within
the Office of the Secretary.

In order to provide for orderly prep-
aration, and to ensure that there is no
interruption of programs, I have directed
that this delegation be made effective
July 1, 1969, By then the summer pro-
grams for 1969 will all have been funded,
and a new cycle will be beginning.

I see this delegation as an important
element in a new national commitment
to the crucial early years of life.

Head Start is still experimental. Its
effects are simply not known—save of
course where medical care and similar
services are involved. The results of a
major national evaluation of the pro-
gram will be available this Spring. It
must be said, however, that preliminary
reports on this study confirm what many
have feared: the long term effect of Head
Start appears to be extremely weak. This
must not discourage us. To the contrary
it only demonstrates the immense con-
tribution the Head Start program has
made simply by having raised to promi-
nence on the national agenda the fact—
known for some time, but never widely
recognized—that the ehildren of the poor
mostly arrive at school age seriously de-
ficient in the ability to profit from formal
education, and already significantly be-
hind their contemporaries. It also has
been made abundantly clear that our
schools as they now exist are unable to
overcome this deficiency.

In this context, the Head Start Follow-
Through Program already delegated to
HEW by OEO, assumes an even greater
importance.

In recent years, enormous advances
have been made in the understanding of
human development. We have learned
that intelligence is not fixed at birth, but
is largely formed by the environmental
influences of the early formative years.
It develops rapidly at first, and then
more slowly; as much of that develop-
ment takes place in the first four years as
in the next thirteen. We have learned
further that environment has its
greatest impact on the development of
intelligence when that development is
proceeding most rapidly—that is, in
those earliest years.

This means that many of the prob-
lems of poverty are traceable directly to
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early childhood experience—and that if
we are to make genuine, long-range
progress, we must focus our efforts much
more than heretofore on those few years
which may determine how far, through-
out his later life, the child can reach.

Recent scientific developments have
shown that this process of early child-
hood development poses more difficult
problems than had earlier been recog-
nized—but they also promise a real pos-
sibility of major breakthroughs soon in
our understanding of this process. By
placing Headstart in the Department of
HEW, it will be possible to strengthen it
by association with a wide range of other
early development programs within the
department, and also with the research
programs of the National Institutes of
Health, the National Institute of Mental
Health, and the National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development.

Much of our knowledge is new. But we
are not on that ground absolved from
the responsibility to respond to it. So
crucial is the matter of early growth that
we must make a national commitment to
providing all American children an op-
portunity for healthful and stimulating
development during the first five years of
life. In delegating Headstart to the De-
partment of HEW, I pledge myself to
that commitment.

The Vocational Education Amend-
ments of 1968 directed the Commissioner
of Education to study the Job Corps in
relation to state vocational education
programs. I have directed the Secretaries
of Labor and of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and the Assistant Secretary of
Labor for Manpower, to work with the
Acting Commissioner of Education in
preparing such a report for submission
to Congress at the earliest opportunity.

One of the priority aims of the new
Administration is the development by the
Department of Labor of a comprehensive
manpower program, designed to make
centrally available to the unemployed
and the underemployed a full range of
Federal job training and placement serv-
ices. Toward this end, it is essential that
the many Federal manpower programs be
integrated and coordinated.

Therefore, as a first step toward better
program management, the Job Corps will
be delegated to the Department of Labor.

For the Department, this will add an-
other important manpower service com-
ponent. For the Job Corpsmen, it will
make available additional training and
service opportunities. From the stand-
point of program management, it makes
it possible to coordinate the Job Corps
with other manpower services, especially
vocational education, at the point of
delivery.

‘The Department of Labor already is
deeply involved in the recruitment,
counseling and placement of Job Corps-
men. It refers 80 percent of all male and
45 percent of all female enrollees; it pro-
vides job market information, and helps
locate Job Corpsmen in the areas of
greatest opportunity.

This delegation will also be made ef-
fective on July 1, 1969; and the Depart-
ments of Interior and Agriculture will
continue to have operating responsibility
for the Job Corps centers concerned pri-
marily with conservation.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I have directed that preparations be
made for the transfer of two other pro-
grams from OEO to the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare: Com-
prehensive Health Centers, which pro-
vide health service to the residents of
poor neighborhoods, and Foster Grand-
parents program. In my judgment, these
can be better administered at present, or
in the near future, within the structure
of the Department.

In making these changes, I recognize
that innovation costs money—and that
if OEO is to continue its effectiveness as
an innovating agency, adequate funds
must be made available on a continuing
basis. Moreover, it is my intent that
Community Action Agencies can con-
tinue to be involved in the operation of
programs such as Head Start at the local
level, even though an agency other than
OEO has received such programs, by
delegation, at the national level. It also
is my intent that the vital Community
Action Programs will be pressed for-
ward, and that in the area of economic
development OEO will have an impor-
tant role to play, in cooperation with
other agencies, in fostering community-
based business development.

One of the principal aims of the Ad-
ministration’s continuing study of the
anti-poverty effort will be to improve
its management effectiveness. When pov-
erty-fund monies are stolen, those hurt
most are the poor—whom the monies
were meant to help. When programs are
inefficiently administered,  those hurt
most again are the poor. The public gen-
erally, and the poor especially, have a
right to demand effective and efficient
management. I intend to provide it.

I expect that important economies will
result from the delegation of the Job
Corps to the Department of Labor, and
we shall continue to strive for greater
efficiency, and especially for greater ef-
fectiveness in Headstart.

A Concentrated Management Im-
provement Program initiated in OEO
will be intensified. Under this program,
selected Community Action Agencies will
be required to take steps to devise im-
provements in such areas as organiza-
tional structure, financial and account-
ing systems, personnel training and work
scheduling. Standards will be applied un-
der the “management improvement pro-
gram” to evaluate the operations of Com-
munity Action Agencies. We intend to
monitor these programs actively in order
to insure that they are achieving high-
level effectiveness and that they are
being administered on an orderly basis.

In the past, problems have often aris-
en over the relationship of State, county
and local governments to programs ad-
ministered by OEO. This has particu-
larly been the case where the State and
local officials have wanted to assume
greater responsibility for the imple-
mentation of the programs but for vari-
ous reasons have been prevented from
doing so. I have assigned special responsi-
bility for working out these problems to
the newly-created Office of Intergovern-
mental Relations, under the supervision
of the Vice President.

I have directed the Urban Affairs
Council to keep the anti-poverty effort
under constant review and evaluation,
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seeking new ways in which the various
departments can help and better ways
in which their efforts can be coordinated.

My comprehensive recommendations
for the future of the poverty program
will be made after the Urban Affairs
Council’s own initial study is completed,
and after I have reviewed the Comptrol-
ler General’s study of OEO ordered by
Congress in 1967 and due for submission
next month.

Meanwhile, I would stress this final
thought: If we are to make the most of
experimental programs, we must frankly
recognize their experimental nature and
frankly acknowledge whatever short-
comings they develop. To do so is not to
belittle the experiment, but to advance
its essential purpose: that of finding new
ways, better ways, of making progress in
areas still inadequately understood.

We often can learn more from a pro-
gram that fails to achieve its purpose
than from one that succeeds. If we apply
those lessons, then even the “failure”
will have made a significant contribution
to our larger purposes.

I urge all those involved in these ex-
perimental programs to bear this in
mind—and to remember that one of the
primary goals of this administration is
to expand our knowledge of how best to
make real progress against those social
ills that have so stubbornly defied solu-
tion. We do not pretend to have all the
answers. We are determined to find as
many as we can.

The men and women who will be
valued most in this administration will
be those who understand that not every
experiment succeeds, who do not cover
up failures but rather lay open problems,
frankly and constructively, so that next
time we will know how to do better.

In this spirit, I am confident that we
can place our anti-poverty efforts on a
secure footing—and that as we continue
to gain in understanding of how to mas-
ter the difficulties, we can move forward
at an accelerating pace.

RicHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HoUsg, February 19, 1969.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
relation to the transaction of routine
morning business be limited to 3 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

MRS. GANDHI SEES MODERATE
SIGNS IN CHINA

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
the February 14 issue of the Washington
Post appeared an account by Selig S.
Harrison of an interview with India's
Prime Minister, Mrs. Indira Gandhi.

I was particularly interested in Prime
Minister Gandhi's comments concerning
American intervention in Vietnam and
about China.

Mrs. Gandhi, when asked if American
intervention in Vietnam had helped
India in long-term security problems
with China, said:
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It hasn't made any difference at all in
strengthening our position with respect to
China as far as we are concerned. As for
Vietnam, had there not been a war, both
of them would have been in a stronger po-
sitlon to resist China if China ever did wish
to menace them. North Vietnam has shown
independence of China in not consulting
them about the Paris talks.

On the China problem, Mrs, Gandhi
said:

For them to be isolated the way they are is
dangerous. They believe the whole world is
as theyre Imagining it. I'm sure it would
help for them to get their people out and to
be more involved.

She continued:

China's basic anger has always been a
feeling that “why should two or three powers
be the only great powers and China should
be left out?” Viewing it from their perspec-
tive, your recognition of China as a world
power might be helpful in creating a new
environment in Asia. But that would still
leave the question of what to do with their
power.

I believe that my colleagues will be in-
terested in this article, and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed at this
point in the Recorb.

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

Mgs, GANDHI: MODERATE SIGNs IN CHINA

(By Selig S. Harrlson)

New DeLHI, February 13.—Prime Minister
Indira Gandhi sald today that she sees
“some signs” of a possible moderate trend
in Communist China’s foreign policy and
suggested that American recognition of
China as & world power might be helpful in
creating a new environment in Asia.

“They seem to be making certain friendly
gestures to Burma in qulet ways,” she de-
clared in an hour-long interview, “but we
don't know yet whether its beginning to
change with regard to us. They are beginning
to attend diplomatic receptions here and
that sort of thing. We would certainly not
be adverse to having talks with them if the
atmosphere improves.”

TERMS SOFTENED

The Prime Minister recently softened In-
dia’s stand on the terms for a border settle-
ment with Peking for the first time since the
Himalayan conflict six years ago. She told a
news conference that New Delhi should be
ready for “a flexible way out” even if this
meant modifying the 1863 Colombo pro-
posals backed by India but rejected by China.

This has stirred an undercurrent of debate
here between hard-liners in the governing
Congress Party and leading Foreign Ministry
officials who point to the forthcoming Sino-
U.S. talks in Warsaw and view the threat of
accommodation with Peking as a checkrein
on Soviet arms aid to Pakistan.

Relaxed and full of banter despite election
setbacks for the Congress Party yesterday in
West Bengal and two other North Indian
states, Mrs, Gandhi, wrapped in a gray kash-
mir shawl thrown over & bright purple sari,
observed that “the Chinese are continuing
their propaganda against us, of course, and
we cannot ignore that. But this is all part of
a larger picture,

“For them to be isolated the way they
are is dangerous. They believe the whole
world is as they're imagining it. I'm sure it
would help for them to get their people out
and tc be more involved.”

CHINA VIEW

China’s "basic anger," she continued, has
"always been a feeling that ‘why should two
or three powers be the only great powers
and China should be left out? Viewing it
from their perspective, your recognition of
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China as a world power might be helpful
in creating a new environment in Asia. But
that would still leave the question of what
to do with their power.”

Describing proposals for American-Soviet
collaboration fo contain China as “"unfortu-
nate,” Mrs. Gandhi sald that “any combina-
tion against another provokes that
person and must inevitably lead you to some
kind of complication.” Then she interjected
that “a strange situation has been develop-
ing” In relations between Washington and
Moscow,. “While there is a certain amount of
Cold War, they do sometimes get together
also.”

REJECTS INTERFRETATION

Asked whether she had Czechoslovakia In
mind and had discussed recent events in
Prague with the visiting chairman of the
Supreme Soviet, I. V. Spiridinov, who con-
ferred with her immediately before my ar-
rival at her residence, she smiled and said
only, “I was thinking of Europe rather than
Asia.”

Mrs. Gandhi shook her head vigorously in
responding to & question concerning the con-
tention of former White House adviser Walt
Rostow that American intervention in Viet-
nam had buttressed India's long-term se-
curity against China.

“It hasn't made any difference at all in
strengthening our position with respect to
China as far as we are concerned,” she
stated. “"As for Vietnam, had there not been
a war, both of them would have been In a
stronger peosition to resist China if China
ever did wish to menace them. North Viet-
nam has shown independence of China in
not consulting them about the Paris talks.”

Alluding to the view often expressed by
Rostow and others that the war had pro-
vided a protective shleld for the economic
development effort of Southeast Aslan coun-
tries, she saild that “the whole of Southeast
Asia is in rather an explosive state just now.
None of those couniries can be strengthened
under present circumstances. It's so much
based on the troops and that cannot be solid
or lasting. Even though the countries are
small they should be strengthening their
economic base and working out regional ar-
rangements of their own that will have some
lasting value.”

JOHNSON'S IMPATIENT

Former President Johnson was “very im-
patient of criticism,” Mrs. Gandhi said, “and
we were a favorite whipping boy for some
time, whether it was Vietnam or the Middle
East. In falrness, that impatience is per-
haps not just his characteristic. It's an
American characteristic. But in any case,
the public attitude toward the government's
Vietnam policy changed gradually in the
United States, and fortunately the differences
between us have narrowed.”

Urging a continuation of American assist-
ance to India under the Nixon Administra-
tion, the Prime Minister expressed gratitude
for past ald and added that “It has been well
used and very effective despite what some
people say. We carry the major burden of
development ourselves but what we get
from outside gives us a margin we need to
go ahead.

“I know there is a feeling in the United
States that India is too big to tackle, that
the poverty is too vast. But we are making
steady progress, and we need and desire
your help and friendship.”

ELECTION DEFEAT

The only moments of tension and reserve
in an otherwise free and easy exchange fol-
lowed persistent questions concerning the
implications of the Congress election defeats.

Referring to the Communist sweep in
West Bengal, she sald that “this has been a
surprise to everybody. We had a lot of dif-
ficulties with them before, and the situation
may be quite difficult. There will be uncer-
tainty In people’s minds, In the minds of
businessmen. But it’s difficult to prophesy.”
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A series of questions on the current pollti-
cal turmoil in Pakistan brought a cautious
response at first that “we are trylng very hard
to say as little as possible on this subject.
It is not our business to pass judgments on
them, and we want to keep a good atmosphere
in case they should want to make a gesture
toward better relations.”

After a pause, she added that "obviously,
the relations between our two countries are
not unrelated to events in both of them.
Some people have said that one of the rea-
sons they were not anxious for friendship
with India was that Ayub needed tension to
justify the denial of democratic rights. I
never thought that a military-backed re-
glme was the answer even at the helght of
Ayub’s success. Every system has its good and
bad points. There is no easy path to devel-
opment. We thought democracy as the better
path because it educates the people and
strengthens them. They galn in experience.
The other way they are cut off.”

ORDER OF EUSINESS

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT, Pursuant to
Public Law 89-81, the Chair appoints the
Senator from California (Mr. MURPHY)
to the Joint Commission on the Coinage
in lieu of Senator Kuchel, retired.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries.

REPORT ON GOVERNMENT EM-

PLOYEES PARTICIPATING 1IN
TRAINING IN NON-GOVERNMENT
FACILITIES—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which,
with the accompanying report, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service:

To the Congress of the United States:
As required by section 1308(b) of title
5, United States Code, I am transmitting
forms supplying information on those
employees who, during Fiscal Year 1968,
participated in training in non-Govern-
ment facilities in courses that were over
one hundred and twenty days in duration
and those employees who received awards
or contributions incident to training in
non-Government facilities.
RicuEARD NIXON.
TuE WaITE HoUsk, February 19, 1969.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
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the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees,

(For nominations this day received,

see the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (HR. 684) to
amend title 38 of the United States Code
in order to make certain technical cor-
rections therein, and for other purposes,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 684) to amend title 38 of
the United States Code in order to make
certain technical corrections therein,
and for other purposes, was read twice
by its title and referred to the Committee
on Finance.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT OF SECRETARY OF COMMERCE ON
ExprorRT CONTROL

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the 86th
Quarterly Report on Export Control covering
the fourth gquarter of 1968 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

REFORT OF FEDERAL CoMMISSION PURSUANT
TO FAIR PACKAGING AND LABELING ACT

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Trade
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report pursuant to the Fair Packaging and
Labeling Act, for the fiscal year ended June
30, 1968 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Commerce,

STEAM-ELECTRIC PLANT CONSTRUCTION COST
AND ANNUAL PRODUCTION EXPENSES, 1067

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Power
Commission, transmitting for the informa-
tion of the Senate a document entitled
“Steam-Electric Plant Construction Cost and
Annual Production Expenses, 1967" (with
an accompanying document); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

REFORT OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration's decision not to require build-
er's cost certification for Rossmoor Lelsure
World Developments, Department of Housing
and Urban Development (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

RerorT oF LEGloN oF VALOR OF THE UNITED
STaTES OF AMERICA, INC.

A letter from the National Corporation
Agent, Legion of Valor of the United States
of America, In¢., transmitting, pursuant to
law, the financial report of the Legion of
Valor for the period August 1, 1967, to July
31, 1968 (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on the Judiclary.
REPORT OF DEPARTMENT OF HEeALTH, EpUcCa-

TION, AND WELFARE COVERING DONATION OF

PERSONAL PROFERTY

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report covering personal property
donated to public health and educational
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institutions and civil defense organizations,
for the period July 1 through December 31,
1968 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution adopted by the Lithuanian
Council of Miami, Miami, Fla., remonstrat-
ing the continued colonization and oppres-
sion of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia by the
U.S8.R.; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

A resolution adopted by the board of di-
rectors of Carpinteria, Calif.,, County Water
District, praying for favorable and prompt
action on the watershed work plan for the
Carpinteria Valley Watershed; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

REPORT ENTITLED “ORGANIZATION
AND COORDINATION OF FEDERAL
DRUG RESEARCH AND REGULA-
TORY PROGRAMS: LED"—REPORT
OF A COMMITTEE (S. REPT. NO.
91-82)

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, pur-
suant to Senate Resolution 186 of the
89th Congress and Senate Resolutions
59 and 214 of the 90th Congress, I submit
a report entitled “Organization and Co-
ordination of Federal Drug Research and
Regulatory Programs: LSD,” and ask
that it be printed. The report was ap-
proved by the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations on January 17, 1969.

The report is based on hearings and
investigation conducted by the Subcom-
mittee on Executive Reorganization un-
der the chairmanship of Senator Robert
Kennedy. Due to Senator Kennedy’s
death, I am filing this report. The views
expressed herein are solely those of the
members of the subcommittee who have
signed the report.

Robert Kennedy was a vital member
of the subcommittee for 3 years. His keen
mind, fervent idealism and quick wit
made a major contribution to the sub-
committee work. He had a deep sensi-
tivity to the issues involved in the urban
crisis, drug control and traffic safety.
This was complemented by a practical
understanding of the steps that must be
taken to deal with these problems. Sen-
ator Kennedy's death was a grave loss
to the Senate and the Nation, for he was
a man of great character dedicated to
the betterment of his country.

The report summarized the testimony
of 17 witnesses from the Government
and the private sector concerning LSD.
After considering all the evidence the
subcommittee concluded that in organi-
zation, coordination, and basic research
Federal efforts were unequal to the chal-
lenge posed by this drug.

The subcommittee made three spe-
cific findings: First, the Government did
not act promptly to halt the illegal
spread of L.SD. Although information on
how to manufacture the drug became
generally available in 1963, according
to testimony by Dr. James Goddard,
Commissioner of the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, Dr. Stanley Yolles, Direc-
tor of the National Institute of Mental
Health, told the subcommittee that the
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Government did not anticipate extensive
misuse of the drug because, “it was the
feeling of the people concerned that it
was such an esoteric drug that it would
never be in widespread use in colleges.”
Thus, 3 years passed before the Govern-
ment moved to control the abuse of LSD.

Second, the subcommittee found that
when the Government did act it moved
in a precipitous manner, thereby impair-
ing research and adding to the notoriety
of the drug. In April 1966, when Sandoz,
the only legal manufacturer ceased pro-
duction and withdrew its research plan,
the Food and Drug Administration
abruptly terminated all but nine of the
70 research projects then in progress.
This caused the abandonment of other
research projects two witnesses told the
subcommittee.

Third, the quality of some of the re-
search done was poor and the research
program did not recognize the potential
for abuse of the drug. Dr. Goddard
acknowledged that—

There has been a great deal of bad re-
search carried out on this drug.

And it was not until 1965 that the first
survey on the extent and pattern of
abuse was planned. This demonstrates
again that Government response to LSD
was tardy.

Control of these substances will be-
come even more difficult in the years
ahead. Dr, Yolles told the subcommitiee
that in the next 10 years there will be
a “hundredfold inerease in the number
and types of drugs capable of affecting
the mind.”

These developments will confront us
with complex scientific and moral ques-
tions. The tragic experience which many
of our young people have had with L.SD,
points up the need for sound and reliable
information about any new hallucino-
genic or other dangerous drug. We must
know more than the pharmacology of
such drugs and how they are used in
the laboratory. We must learn the causes
and effects of drug abuse and how o
combat them.

Accordingly, the report recommends &
review of our drug regulation and re-
search control measures to assure that
these programs are properly organized
to deal with the foreseeable problems and
that the responsible agencies have ade-
quate authority to carry out their tasks.

With specific regard to LSD, the re-
port makes three recommendations.

First, that the new Bureau of Nar-
cotics and Dangerous Drugs and the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health under-
take a comprehensive nationwide study
to determine the causes of LSD use, the
adverse physical and psychological
effects, the extent of its use, and the
best method of prevention and treatment.

Second, that NIH expand its research
program on LSD and similar drugs to in-
crease our knowledge of the risks and
potential benefits of LSD and the rela-
tion between them.

And third, that the Bureau of Nar-
cotics and Dangerous Drugs establish an
early warning system so that as the pat-
tern of drug use shifts, Federal research,
enforcement and education programs will
change also.

In carrying out these recommendations
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special concern must be given to our
young people. In the past 3 years a sig-
nificant number of them have experi-
mented with LSD and similar drugs.
Their use of these drugs manifests more
than youthful curiosity. It denotes at
least a temporary withdrawal from the
responsibilities of organized soclety. Pre-
ventive and punitive measures must be
taken to halt the illicit drug traffic. But
these actions alone are not a long-term
answer to drug abuse. Society must chan-
nel the tensions, pressures, and anxieties
which young people feel, into construc-
tive alternatives. Drugs are no answer to
today’s problems, especially for the Na-
tion’s youth. As the report says:

Young people must be shown that the
challenges and rewards of involvement in
the real world are more satisfying for the
individual and society than the isolation of
the world of drugs.

Finally, Mr. President, we must recog-
nize that the problems represented by
LSD are not new, They are as old as the
relation of government and science.
Each new discovery tests the ingenuity
of government to guide the results of
invention into paths which benefit so-
ciety. This is a test of men as well as
institutions. If we are to master the
sometimes menacing product of our in-
creasing scientific knowledge we will need
flexible institutions responsive to change
and men who can weave the delicate
thread that links freedom of inquiry for
the individual scientist with enlightened
regulation in the public interest.

This will require that government and
science realize their reciprocal responsi-
bilities to each other. It is the duty of
government to encourage sound experi-
mentation, evaluate critically the results
and act appropriately on them. Corre-
spondingly, it is the obligation of the sci-
entist to conduct his work in an objective
manner with due regard for its effect
upon the public.

This is the foundation for mutual re-
spect and harmony between government
and science. Such an attitude and ap-
proach can help contain the social poison
carried by LSD and similar drugs.

REPORT ENTITLED “THE MIGRA-
TORY FARM LABOR PROBLEM IN
THE UNITED STATES"—REPORT
OF A COMMITTEE—INDIVIDUAL
VIEWS (8. REPT. NO. 91-83)

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent for
the filing of the annual report of the
Subcommittee on Migratory Labor, to-
gether with the individual views of the
senior Senator from California (Mr.
MuvurprHY) . Approved for filing by the full
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
on January 29, 1969, the report is filed
pursuant to Senate Resolution 222,
agreed to March 15, 1968.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received; and, without objection,
the report will be printed, as requested
by the Senator from New Jersey.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time and, by unani-
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mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. DIRESEN:

8.1077. A bill to amend title 18 and title
28 of the United States Code with respect
to the trial and review of criminal actions
involving obscenity, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. GURNEY:

S.1078. A bill to authorize and direct the
Secretary of the Treasury to cause the vessel
Moby Dick II, owned by Richard B. Camphell,
of Hollywood, Fla., to be documented as a
vessel of the United States with coastwise
privileges; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. SCOTT (for himself, Mr.
SCHWEIKER, Mr. Javrrs, Mr. GOODELL,
Mr. Typings, and Mr. MATHIAS) :

S.1079. A bill consenting to the Susque-
hanna River Basin Compact, enacting the
same into law thereby making the United
States a signatory party, making certain res-
ervations on behalf of the United States,
and for related purposes; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

(See the remarks of Mr. Scorr when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. SCOTT:

5.1080. A bill for the relief of Coe A.
Boardman and his wife, Martha E. Board-
man, and the estate of Frank J. Smith and
his widow, Therese E. Smith; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EAGLETON (for himself and
Mr, SYMINGTON) :

5. 1081. A bill to provide for the striking of
medals in honor of the dedication of the
Winston Churchill Memorial and Library; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. EaGLETON when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. RIBICOFF':

5.1082. A bill for the relief of Arlene W.
Chang; and

5.1083. A bill for the rellef of Howard
Staub; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, HARRIS:

S.1084, A bill for the relief of Lu Jan

Tan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. NELSON:

S. 1085. A bill to be cited as the “Environ-
mental Quality Preservation Act of 19869”;
to the Committee on Public Works.

(See the remarks of Mr. Nersoxw when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. HARTKE:

5.1086. A bill for the relief of John Lee
Adams and the estates of his wife, Althela J.
Adams, and of his sons, David John Adams
and Mark Edward Adams; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr, ERVIN:

5. 1087. A bill for the relief of Vernon Louis

Hoberg; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr,
SCHWEIKER, Mr. RaANDOLPH, Mr.
EacLETON, Mr. NELsoN, Mr. HUGHES,
and Mr, MURPHY) !

S.1088. A bill to be cited as the “Vet-
erans’ Employment and Relocation Assistance
Act of 1969"; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. Javitrs when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. EAGLETON:

8. 1089, A bill for the relief of Peter Pock;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, MUSEIE (for himself, Mr,
AIKEN, Mr. BroOOKE, Mr. CANNON,
Mr. Dopp, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. ERVIN,
Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. HARRIS, Mr, HART,
Mr, HoLrmwgs, Mr. INouye, Mr.
Javrrs, Mr. Jorpaw of North Caro-
lina, Mr. EENNEDY, Mr, McCARTHY,
Mr. McInTYRE, Mr., MoNDALE, Mr.
Moss, Mr. NeLsonN, Mr. PasTorg, Mr,
PELL, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. RANDOLPH,
Mr. TaLMADGE, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.
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YarsorouGcH, and Mr, Youwnc of
Ohlo) :

S.1000. A bill to authorize funds to carry
out the purposes of title V of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 as amended, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Public Works.

(See the remarks of Mr. Muskie when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. HART (for himself, Mr. BaYH,
Mr. BROOKE, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr,
HarTEE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. McCarTHY, Mr. MeTcaLy, Mr,
STEVENS, and Mr. YARBOROUGH) :

S. 1091. A bill to amend the Fish and Wild-
life Act of 1956 to provide technical and
financial assistance to the commercial fishing
industry in meeting the requirements of the
Wholesome Fish and Fishery Products Act of
1969; to the Committee on Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. HarT when he in-
troduced the above blll, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. HART (for himself, Mr. BaYH,
Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BroOEKE, Mr.
EAGLETON, Mr, Fowa, Mr, GOODELL,
Mr. HARTEE, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. EENNEDY, Mr. McCarTHY, Mr.
McGee, Mr. McGoveErN, Mr, METCALF,
Mr. MoNDALE, Mr. MoNTOYA, Mr,
Moss, Mr. PErcy, Mr. STEVENs, Mr.
YarborROUGH, and Mr. Youwc of
Ohio) :

S.1092. A bill to regulate interstate com-
merce by amending the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act to provide for the inspec-
tion of facilitles used in the harvesting and
processing of fish and fishery products for
commercial purposes, for the inspection of
fish and fishery products, and for coopera-
tion with the States in the regulation of in-
trastate commerce with respect to State fish
inspection programs, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. HarT when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. ERVIN:

8.1083. A bill to amend the Federal Power
Act in order to provide for the regulation of
the amount of project reservoir storage ca-
pacity that may be allotted for water quality
control; to the Committee on Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. ErviN when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

S.1084. A bill to improve the health and
safety conditions of persons working in the
coal mining industry of the United States;
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

(See the remarks of Mr. WiLLiams of New
Jersey when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. TOWER:

8.J. Res. 50. Joint resolution to establish
a joint congressional committee to study
and investigate matters pertaining to na-
tional security; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

(See the remarks of Mr. Tower when he
introduced the above joint resolution, which
appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ERVIN (for himself and Mr.
Joroan of North Carolina) :

S.J.Res. 51. Joint resolution to designate
the month of May as “National Arthritis
Month"; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr, Ervin when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

S. 1079—INTRODUCTION OF B8US-
QUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COM-
PACT BILL

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I introduce
for appropriate reference a bill to grant
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official congressional consent to the for-
mation of the Susquehanna River Basin
compact, and to make the U.S. Govern-
ment a party to that compact. I am
pleased to have joining me as cosponsors
in this effort all of the distinguished Sen-
ators from the three States primarily
involved—Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIE-
ER), New York (Mr. Javirs and Mr.
GoobpeLL), and Maryland (Mr. T¥DINGS
and Mr., MATHIAS) .

The Susquehanna is the last major rel-
atively undeveloped river basin in the
Northeast-Middle Atlantic region. The
river's West Branch rises in central
Pennsylvania; its North Branch issues
from Otsego Lake at Cooperstown, N.Y.
It flows scuthward eventually, emptying
into the head of the Chesapeake Bay at
Havre de Grace, Md. Ifs length of 448
miles makes it the 24th longest river in
the United States. More than 3 million
people live in the basin.

Most of the basin lies in Pennsylvania,
about 76 percent of it, in an area which
comprises approximately 46 percent of
the entire Commonwealth. Eighty per-
cent of the basin’s total population lives
in Pennsylvania, about one-sixth of the
State’s total.

The area is an extremely valuable asset
to the millions of people who reside in it
and to the tens of millions who live with-
in a few hundred miles of it. It is an area
where many local governments, three
States and the Federal Government have
major interests and responsibilities. It
is an area in need of a comprehensive,
coordinated governmental management
system which will preserve and enhance
its value to its people and their neigh-
bors. This is what the Susquehanna River
Basin compact is designed to achieve.

The compact would create the Susque-
hanna River Basin Commission. Its
members would be the Governors of the
three basin States—Pennsylvania, Mary-
land, and New York—or their immediate
representatives, and a direct representa-
tive of the President. The compact would
require the Commission to develop and
effectuate plans, policies, and projects
relating to water resources of the basin;
to adopt and promote uniform and co-
ordinated policies for water resources
conservation and management, and to
encourage and direct the planning, de-
velopment, operation, and, subject to the
applicable laws, the financing of water
resources projects according to such
plans and policies,

The core of the compact would be a
comprehensive plan “for the immediate
and long range development and use of
the water resources of the basin” and “a
water resources program, based upon the
comprehensive plan.” This plan is to
take into consideration the quantity and
quality of the area’s water resources
needs, existing and proposed public and
private projects to meet these needs, and
a separate statement of projects which
the compact would propose that the
Commission undertake. To this end, the
Commission would be directed to pre-
pare annual current expense and capi-
tal budgets consistent with its program,
policies, and projects.

The comprehensive plan and program
would deal with such matters as water
supply, water quality management and
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control, flood protection, watershed man-
agement, recreation, fish and wildlife
habitat, the perservation and enhance-
ment of scenic, cultural, and historical
sites, hydroelectric power, and water
withdrawals and diversions in protected
areas during emergencies.

Although the Commission would be
empowered to act as a construction and
operation agency, it would be enjoined
by the provisions of this bill to “engage
in the construction, operation, and main-
tenance of a project only when the proj-
ect is necessary to the execution of the
comprehensive plan and no other com-
petent agency is in a position to act, or
such agency fails to act.”” The signatory
parties would specifically declare it to be
their policy “to preserve and utilize the
functions, powers, and duties of the exist-
ing offices and agencies of government
to the extent consistent with this com-
pact,” and the Commission would fur-
ther be “directed to utilize those offices
and agencies for the purposes of the
compact.”

Throughout this bill, the Commission
is required to “cooperate’” with others
and to “encourage” them in activities
that will further the purposes of the
compact. Moreover, the compact does not
preempt the field; whenever appropriate,
the powers of the signatory parties are
preserved. Article 5, for Instance, states:

Nothing in this Compact shall be con-
strued to repeal, modify, or qualify the au-
thority of any signatory party to enact any
legislation or enforce any additional condi-
tions or restrictions to lessen or prevent the
pollution of waters within its jurisdiction.

The model for the Susquehanna com-
pact is the Delaware River Basin com-
pact. In 1961, Congress enacted that
compact to draw together the efforts of
the United States and the States of Del-
aware, N2w Jersey, New York, and Penn-
sylvania in the planning, conservation,
development, utilization, management,
and control of that basin’s water re-
sources, Two of the member States of
the Delaware compact—Pennsylvania
and N2w York—are already members of
the Susquehanna. That they are again
willing to join together with the Federal
Government in a venture of this kind is
eloquent testimony to their satisfaction
with the Delaware compact, and an ex-
pression of their confidence in a similar
arrangement for the Susquehanna River
Basin.

In the middle years of ihe current dec-
ade, the Delaware River Basin experi-
enced a severe water shortage. The Del-
aware River Basin Commission managed
that shortage in such a way that it was
not necessary to deny essential water
supplies to any public or private entity
dependent on basin water, including the
tremendous metropolitan complexes of
Philadelphia and New York.

The Delaware Commission was suc-
cessful, too, in formulating and coordi-
nating a set of basinwide water quality
standards for submission to the Secre-
tary of the Interior in accordance with
the Water Quality Act of 1965. This is
the only instance in the entire Nation of
such a multistate accomplishment, and
it was done in the context of varied and
complex water problems,

Today, the Delaware Commission is
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taking the lead in the necessary studies
to protect the environment in the Dela-
ware Water Gap Natlonal Recreation
Area. This involves the close meshing of
the planning, developmental, and con-
servation activities of three States—
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New
York—and the Federal Government. It
is doubtful that this could be undertaken
at all in the absence of the Delaware
River Basin compact.

Finally, the Delaware commission has
acted as the local sponsor of several Fed-
eral reservoir projects. Since the benefits
of each of these projects will be substan-
tially interstate in character, no one
State, and certainly no combination of
local governments within a State, could
have been in a position to give the neces-
sary local assurances.

I submit, Mr. President, that these sev-
eral accomplishments illustrate what
could be done on the Susquehanna if a
similar compaect and Federal enabling
statute were enacted, as is the purpose
of this bill. I think it is worth noting that
in all essential respects the Delaware
compact, and the proposed compact for
the Susquehanna River Basin, are sub-
stantially similar. Most of the language
of the proposed Susquehanna compact
is, in fact, taken from the Delaware. Only
in two significant respects do the two
differ.

First, the Susquehanna compact would
be more explicit in empowering its com-
mission to promote proper flood plain
zoning and management. This is a meri-
torious provision in its own right but, in
addition, it is intended to further the
policies laid down by Congress in the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, en-
acted as title XIII of the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1968. The new
Federal law requires, as a condition of
eligibility for flood insurance in an area,
that it be covered by effective State and-
local land use management laws or
ordinaneces.

The second difference lies in the greater
attention that would be given in the Sus-
quehanna plan to the preservation and
enhancement of scenic values and cul-
tural and historic sites. This is partic-
ularly significant in the Susquehanna
Basin because this is the last remaining
relatively undeveloped major basin in
the most densely populated part of the
entire Nation.

In the compact itself, and in the reser-
vations and conditions of the enabling
statute, are to be found the several safe-
guards that Congress enacted in approv-
ing the Delaware compact. Some changes,
however, have been made. One of these
has to do with making more explicit the
position of the U.S. member of the Com-
mission. Unlike the Delaware compact,
which left this point to implication, the
Susquehanna compact would state spe-
cifically that the U.S. member is to be the
direct representative of the President.
Obviously, this is necessary. The State
members are to be the Governors or
their immediate representatives. To
match their authority for coordination
with respect to State agencies, the Fed-
eral member must be directly responsi-
ble to the head of the Federal executive
branch.

Also, the language of the Susquehanna
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enabling statute would be more exact in
assuring that the responsibilies of other
Federal agencies are not affected by this
compact, except as specifically required
by the compact or by reservations in the
enabling act.

Several provisions of the Delaware
statute declare that commission to be a
Federal agency for some purposes, but
not for others. This is necessary because
the commission is a hybrid, a concept
that has worked well on the whole. In
certain respects, however, it seemed ap-
propriate to try to improve on the Dela-
ware model in making this point also in
the Susquehanna compact. Therefore,
this bill makes it clear, for example, that
the proposed Susquehanna River Basin
Commission is not to be considered a
Federal agency for purposes of the Fed-
eral Water Power Act. This reservation
continues by providing that no license
would be required from the Federal
Power Commission to develop a project
for hydroelectric generation if the proj-
ect were authorized by Congress, and if
that authorization included electric
power,

In the Delaware statute, the Federal
Water Pollution Control Administra-
tion’s jurisdiction over water quality is
continued in unmodified form. This, it
has been argued, appears to be paradoxi-
cal since the Delaware River Basin Com-
mission has regulatory authority over
water quality, and one of its members is
the President’s representative; in fact,
the Secretary of the Interior. To avoid
the possibility of having two Federal
agencies proceeding independently, the
Susquehanna compact would provide for
a limitation of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act in those instances in
which the U.S. member concurs in com-
mission action regarding water quality.

Mr. President, as I stated at the out-
set, the Susquehanna River Basin is rel-
atively undeveloped. Time is on our side
in this instance, but we do not have much
time left. Already population pressures
are being felt directly, and they are
bound to increase. To avert fragmented,
duplicated and unplanned development,
we need in the Susquehanna River Basin
an arrangement that will provide for the
legal and administrative coordination of
Federal and State activities. The Federal
Government and each of the States has
major responsibilities—responsibilities
that are not to be avoided. This is recog-
nized in this bill'’s declaration that “the
water resources of the Susquehanna
River Basin are regional assets vested
with local, State, and National interest”
for which each of the parties to this
compact has “a joint responsibility.”

The compact that is embodied in this
legislation is one that has been the ob-
ject of many years of study and negotia-
tion. In May 1962, the Interstate Advisory
Committee on the Susquehanna River
Basin met for the first time. Comprised
of elected and appointed officials of each
of the three States of the basin, the ad-
visory committee, after some preliminary
studies, appointed a drafting subcommit-
tee in May 1964. The latter group met
almost monthly for 22 months preparing
successive drafts for review by the par-
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ent committee. In April 1966, it approved
a version for publication and distribu-
tion. Copies were sent to Federal, State,
and local agencies and to interested pri-
vate persons. Many comments and sug-
gestions were received, and many of
these were incorporated in the draft doc-
ument that was presented to the legis-
latures of the three States. The compact,
in its present form, was adopted by
Maryland and New York in 1967, and by
Pennsylvania in 1968.

All that remains to be written of this
story to transform an idea into reality
is to secure the consent of Congress for
the Susqguehanna River Basin compact,
and to make the United States a signa-
tory to this compact. For this purpose, I
urge the speedy enactment of this bill so
that we can begin to bring the greatest
benefits to, and to produce the most ei-
ficient service in the public interest for,
the people of the basin and the Nation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp an explanatory memorandum
prepared by the Interstate Advisory
Committee on the Susquehanna River
Basin.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the memoran-
dum will be printed in the REcorp.

The bill (8. 1079) consenting to the
Susquehanna River Basin Compact,
enacting the same into law thereby mak-
ing the United States a signatory party,
making certain reservations on behalf
of the United States, and for related
purposes, introduced by Mr. Scort (for
himself and other Senators), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The memorandum, presented by Mr.
Scorr, is as follows:

MeMORANDUM ToO ACCOMPANY SUSQUEHANNA
RivER BasiN ComPACT BILL

The Susquehanna is the last major rela-
tively undeveloped river basin in the North-
east-Middle Atlantic Region. Accordingly, it
is particularly in need of & Federal-Interstate
coordinating mechanism to gulde the con-
servation, development and administration
of its resources in a manner which will most
efficiently serve the needs of its population,
and which will preserve and enhance its
value as a scenic and recreational asset for
the tens of millions who live within several
hundred miles of the basin. Fine as the indi-
vidual programs of many Federal agencies
may be, and valuable as the efforts of the
three separate States and each of their agen-
cies may be, a comprehensive and coordinated
governmental management instrument is by
far the best hope of safeguarding and maxi-
mizing the usefulness of the Susquehanna
in a way that will accord proper recognition
and give effect to the State, regional and na-
tional interests involved. Because the ex-
treme population pressure already ringing
the basin are bound to accelerate the trend
toward fragmented, duplicative and un-
planned development, an overall, combined
instrument for the legal and administrative
coordination of Federal and State activity is
urgent. The dangers of fragmentation arise,
on the one hand, from the separatism of
Federal agencies and, on the other, from
the individuality of State programs.

The Susquehanna River Basin Compact
can provide the means of overcoming these
difficulties. All three basin States (Pennsyl-
vania, New York and Maryland) have already
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enacted the Compact. If Congress also enacts
it, the document will be both Federal and
State law, Consequently, all of the govern-
ments and agencies working in any part of
the basin will be brought within a single
framework. The Susquehanna River Basin
Commission composed of the very topmost
level of State representation (the Governors
or their immediate representatives), and a
direct representative of the President, will
come into operation. While the Commission
will be an administrative body ‘in its own
right, the Compact contains speclific safe-
guards against its displacing existing agen-
cies—Federal, State or local. Coordination
will be achieved, while permitting all existing
talents and facilities to be employed.

The Susquehanna Compact would not be
the first of its type. In 1961 the Congress
enacted the Delaware River Basin Compact.
While it was made clear at the time that the
PFederal-Interstate compact was an experi-
ment, and some Federal agencies took the
position that it should not be regarded as
a precedent, the record of achievement under
the Delaware Compact demonstrates that a
similar instrument would be most advan-
tageous for the Susguehanna Basin. The
Delaware River Basin Commission success-
fully managed the acute water shortage of
the mid-1960's without denying essential
supplies to any of the public and private enti-
ties dependent on Delaware Basin water, in-
cluding the tremendous metropolitan com-
plexes of New York City and Philadelphia.
It also succeeded in formulating and har-
monizing a set of basinwide water quallty
standards for submission to the Secretary
of the Interior under the Water Quality Act
of 1965. This is the only instance of such an
accomplishment in the entire nation, and it
was done in an area of varied and complex
water problems embracing parts of four
States. Thirdly, the Delaware Commission is
spearheading the studies necessary to pro-
tect the environment in the Delaware Water
Gap National Recreation Area. Since this in-
volves the close meshing of the planning,
developmental and conservation activities of
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York and the
Federal Government, it s doubtful that it
could be properly undertaken at all in the
absence of the Delaware Compact. Finally,
the compact has established the intergovern-
mental operating agency which was able to
act as the local sponsor of several Federal
reservolr projects. Since the benefits of each
of these projects will be substantially inter-
state in character, no one State, and certainly
no combination of local governments within
a State, was in a position to give the neces-
sary local assurances. It is submitted that
these four major accomplishments illustrate
what could be done on the Susguehanna, if
a similar compact and Federal enabling stat-
ute were enacted by Congress for that basin,

In all essential respects the Susquehanna
and Delaware Compacts are substantially
similar. Indeed, most of the language in the
Susquehanna Compact is copied from Dela-
ware. Consequently, it cannot be said that
the instrument is untried and that the effects
of the provisions are unknown. Furthermore,
the fact that two of the States in the Dela-
ware Compact—Pennsylvania and New
York—have thought well enough of that
Federal-Interstate compact to enact virtu-
ally the same arrangement for the Susque-
hanna is practical testimony to the efficacy
of the Susquehanna River Basin Compact.

Only in two significant substantive re-
spects do the two compacts differ. The Bus-
gquehanna Compact 18 more explicit in em-
powering the Federal-Interstate Commission
to promote proper flood plain zoning and
management. Not only is this an important
advance, but it is directly in line with the
policies of the Congress which enacted the
National Flood Insurance Act of 1068 as Title
XIII of the Omnibus Housing Act, This new
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Federal statute requires effective state and
local land use management in flood plains
as a prereguisite to the availability of insur-
ance under the Federal program.

The second difference is in the greater at-
tention to concern with amenities such as
scenic wvalues and historical and cultural
sites. This is particularly significant for the
Susequehanna because as pointed out earlier,
this basin is the last remaining relatively
undeveloped major basin in the most densely
populated part of the entire nation.

The Susquehanna Compact must be part
of a Pederal statute which will do two things:
1) enact it into Federal law, thereby making
the United States a full participant, and 2)
contain such auxiliary provisions as are de-
sirable to fit the Compact into the general
pattern of Federal law. Section 1 of the bill
accomplishes the first task. Sectlon 2 covers
the second requirement In much the same
fashion as similar provisions of the Federal
enabling statute for the Delaware River
Basin Compact. However, there are several
differences between the Susquehanna bill
and the “reservations” included as part of
the Delaware statute. These are indicated
below, together with the reasons for the
changes.

Section 2(q) of the Susequehanna bill is
identical with Section 15.1(r) of the Delaware
statute, except for the addition of language
making it clear that the United States mem-
ber of the Susquehanna River Basin Com-
mission is to be the direct representative of
the President. This is the intent of the Dela-
ware Compact and of the Federal enabling
statute. It was recognized that to match the
coordinative authority of the governors with
respect to the activiles of state agencles, it
was necessary that the Federal member of
the Commission be directly responsible to the
head of the Federal Executive Branch. How-
ever, a draft Executive Order recently sent
to the Bureau of the Budget by the Water
Resources Council would have subjected the
Federal members of compact commissions to
check by both field level interdepartmental
committees and the Water Resources Coun-
cil. Fortunately, the President has not issued
the Order, but the auspices under which it
was proposed appears to make it desirable
that Congress reinforce its original intent.
Impeding and downgrading the President's
representative on a Federal-Interstate body
would give individual Federal agencies pow-
ers of delay and ultimate vetoes properly ex-
ercised only by Congress and the President,
and would materially impair the coordinat-
ing capabllity of the Compact.

In this same connection, it should be
noted that a draft of enabling legislation
for the Susquehanna Compact presented to
the States by the Water Resources Council
would give the United States member a veto
over Commission action, The Delaware stat-
ute confines such power to Congress and the
President and carefully details the procedures
and circumstances for its exercise, in order
to make clear that any such action is in-
tended to be extraordinary, and only for
truly compelling reasons.

Section 2(r) of the Susquehanna bill is
equivalent to Section 15.1(s8) of the Delaware
statute in purpose and meaning. Both pro-
vide assurance that, except as specifically
required by the compact, or reservations in
the enabling statute, the responsibilities of
other Federal agencies are unaffected. If it
were not for the recent suggestions that in-
dividual Executive agencies should be uni-
laterally free to offer their own interpreta-
tions of any other Act of Congress as a basis
for disregarding the Compact and the Fed-
eral-Interstate Commission, alteration of the
Delaware statute's language on this point
probably would not have occurred to any-
one. However, it now seems desirable to make
it even clearer that in enacting the Susque-
hanna Compact, the Congress reserves its
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full authority to legislate, and that it is not
conferring a like authority on individual seg-
ments of the Executive Branch.

Several provisions of the Delaware statute
are designed to make the Federal-Interstate
commission a Federal agency for some pur-
poses but not for others. On the whole, there
is no difficulty with this concept. In fact, the
basic value of the Susquehanna River Basin
Commission is that it will be a hybrid, able
to accomplish tasks that neither Federal nor
State Governments could do separately. How-
ever, it would be well to improve on the
Delaware statute In several particulars.

(a) It has been suggested that in Section
2(1)—the comparable provision to Section
15.1(m) of the Delaware statute—it would
be appropriate to make it clear that the Sus-
quehanna River Basin Commission is not a
Federal agency for purposes of the Federal
Water Power Act. A consequence would be to
require the Commission to obtain a license
from the FPC if it should decide to develop
a project for hydroelectric power generation.
The Susquehanna bill incorporates this sug-
gestion, but it also provides that no such
license would be required, if the project is
one authorized by the Congress, and if the
authorization includes hydroelectric power.

(b) The Delaware statute continues the
jurisdiction in unmodified form of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Administration
over water quality in the Delaware River.
This seems rather anomalous, because the
Federal-Interstate Commission has regula-
tory authority over water quality and one
of the members of the Commission is the
President's representative, In fact, on the
Delaware River Basin Commission, the Sec-
retary of the Interior is himself the U.S.
member. In order to remove this anomaly,
the Susquehanna bill provides for a limita-
tion on the applicability of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act in those instances in
which the United States member of the Sus-
quehanna commission concurs in commis-

sion action regarding water gquality control.
It seems destructive to authorize the Federal
Executive Branch to proceed in two inde-
pendent and possibly conflicting ways to
abate pollution.

(c) The general effect of the Delaware
statute and its interpretation by the Civil
Service Commission has been to exclude em-
ployees of the Federal-Interstate Commis-
slon from coverage by the Federal Employees
Retirement System and other Federal em-
ployee fringe benefits. Since such a com-
mission is not entirely a Federal agency,
there 1s justice in the position. However, it
would be desirable to authorize the Federal
agencies administering employee benefit
plans to make coverage agreements with the
Federal-Interstate Commission. If the Com-
mission were willlng to pay the full em-
ployer’s share, and the Commission’s em-
ployees were required to pay the remainder
of the premiums, there would be no cost to
the Federal Government. States make such
arrangements with interstate agencies in
which they participate. Accordingly, Section
2(m) of the Susquehanna bill authorizes
the making of coverage agreements. Other-
wise, it is identical with the Delaware statute
provision.

Finally, two provisions of the Delaware
statute have been omitted from the Susque-
hanna bill, because their purposes are ac-
complished by provisions of the Susquehanna
Compact itself. These provisions of the Dela-
ware statute are: Sections 15.1 (d) and (h).

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I am
extremely pleased to join in the intro-
duction of legislation to grant the con-
sent of Congress tu the Susquehanna
River Basin compact and to make the
United States a party to the compact.

The compact is of great importance for

3889

the conservation and development of
major New York water and related en-
terprises. Many New Yorkers will share
in the benefits of this arrangement. More
than one in every 20 people in New York

live in the Susquehanna River Basin. The
major portion of the basin is in Penn-
sylvania, but its approximately 6,300
square miles that lie in New York repre-
sent nearly one-seventh of the total area
of the State.

In addition, the millions of people
who reside in the metropolitan areas of
New York City, Philadelphia, and Balti-
more have an interest in what happens
in the basin.

The Susquehanna is the last major re-
latively underdeveloped river basin in the
Northeast-Middle Atlantic region. As
such, it will greatly benefit from a co-
ordinated development of its resources
through a Federal-interstate arrange-
ment. The Susquehanna compaet is
closely patterned on the Delaware River
Basin compact enacted in 1961. Two of
the member States of the Delaware—
New York and Pennsylvania—are also
members of the Susquehanna.

The record of achievement under the
Delaware compact demonstrates that a
similar arrangement would be most ad-
vantageous for the Susquehanna Basin.
We are all aware of the Delaware River
Basin Commission’s successful manage-
ment of the severe water shortage of sev-
eral years ago. The pollution control,
environmental planning, and Federal
project guarantee activities under the
Delaware compact are proving to be of
great value and are likely to be even more
significant in the immediate future,

The success of the Delaware compact
indicates the kinds of achievements
which could become a reality in the Sus-
quehanna if Congress enacts the appro-
priate enabling statute. A thoroughgo-
ing Federal-interstate partnership is the
essence of the arrangement. The other
signatory parties, the States of New York
and Maryland and the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania, have already enacted
the compact. Now it is up to the United
States vo act.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ScorT) in introducing leg-
islation to give congressional consent to
the Susquehanna River Basin compact.

This interstate compact has great im-
portance to Maryland. Although only 300
square miles of the Susquehanns Basin
are in Maryland, the Free State is the
recipient of all the waters of the river,
an average daily flow totaling 25 billion
gallons at Conowingo. The Susquehanna
provides fresh water for individual, in-
dustrial, and municipal use in the vast
Baltimore metropolitan area. It contrib-
utes well over half of the fresh water
flowing into Chesapeake Bay. It provides
numerous recreational opportunities for
Marylanders and visitors to the State.

Of course, the Susquehanna also con-
tributes pollution, sediment, and floating
debris to the Chesapeake Bay. Its sea-
sonal variations produce flood problems
at some times, while at other times a low
Susquehanna flow into the bay permits
saline water to move farther up the bay,
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altering its natural balance in ways
which can be very destructive to marine
life.

Thus maintaining a proper flow of
high quality water from the Susque-
hanna is literally a matter of life or
death for the renowned oysters, crabs,
and clams of Chesapeake Bay. It is a
matter of economic health and growth
for the Baltimore region. It is also a
knotty problem for water management
experts and the governments involved.

The river basin compact, developed
through over 6 years of painstaking work
by representatives of the States involved,
provides a framework for sound regional
management of the Susquehanna now
and in the years ahead. I trust that the
appropriate committee will consider this
legislation without delay.

8. 1081 —INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
PROVIDE FOR THE STRIKING OF
MEDALS IN HONOR OF THE
DEDICATION OF THE WINSTON
CHURCHILL MEMORIAL AND LI-
BRARY

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and Senator SymINGTON,
I introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill which would cause the Secretary of
the Treasury to strike a medal in honor
of the dedication of the Winston
Churchill Memorial and Library at
Westminster College in Fulton, Mo., in
May 1969.

Mr. President, Winston Churchill de-
livered his world-renowned Iron Curtain
speech at Westminster College on March
5, 1946.

As a high school student, I was privi-
leged to be in attendance at the time of
his great address and shall always treas-
ure it as one of the truly unforgettable
experiences of my life.

A medal commemorating the dedica-
tion of this memorial and library is not
only a proper tribute to the occasion at
hand, but also a fitting tribute to a world
statesman, a tangible recollection of one
of the great public addresses of modern
times, and a worthy recognition of a fine
midwestern academic institution, West-
minster College.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 1081) to provide for the
striking of medals in honor of the dedi-
cation of the Winston Churchill Memo-
rial and Library, introduced by Mr.
EacLETON (for himself and Mr. SYMING-
TON), was received, read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

S. 1085—INTRODUCTION OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PRES-
ERVATION ACT

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the most
urgent curren: business of our Nation
is to reverse the accelerating deteriora-
tion of our environment. We are now
moving rapidly on a course that can
threaten to destroy man’s habitat and
that of most other living creatures. Ir-
reparable damage has been done already
and great energies must be directed to
reversing this alarming trend.
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The menace to our environment posed
by a vast tide of air and water pollution,
by our increasing urban sprawl, and by
the products and byproducts of our rap-
idly burgeoning technology is stagger-
ing indeed. The indiscriminate use of
poisonous pesticides are contaminating
our environment. Pollution has all but
destroyed our lakes and it is threatening
our supply of fresh water. Many of our
Nation's finest forests have been ravaged
and destroyed. Stripminers and bulldoz-
ers have forever marred the beauty of
our natural Ilandscape. Automobiles
powered by the internal combustion en-
gine are filling the air we breathe with
noxious gases. Industrial plants pour
ever increasing amounts of harmful res-
idue into the atmosphere at a terrifying
rate. These grim facts are shocking.

In order to help our governments,
Federal, State, and local, to meet the
environmental crisis, I am introducing
today a bill—the Environmental Quality
Preservation Act of 1969.

Title I of the bill would create a Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality in the
Executive Office of the President to over-
see the programs of the Federal, State,
and local governments to determine to
what extent these activities are contrib-
uting to ‘he achievement of environ-
mental guality and to gather, analyze,
and inferpret conditions and trends in
environmental quality.

The principal task of the Council will
be to develop within a 5-year period
comprehensive national policies and
programs to improve and maintain the
quality of our environment. This is a job
of enormous import not only to us today
but also to many generations to come.

Under title II of the bill, the Secretary
of the Interior is authorized to conduct
studies of natural environmental sys-
tems in the United States to document
and define changes in these systems,
and to develop and maintain an inven-
tory of natural resource development
projects and other related projects
which may make significant modifica-
tions in the natural environment.

Further, the Secretary of the Interior
is directed to establish a clearinghouse
for information on ecological problems
and studies and to disseminate informa-
tion about progress in the field and to
establish a program in which representa-
tive natural environments on Federal
lands can be set aside for scientific study
and for preservation. Also, the Secre-
tary of the Interior will assist and en-
courage the establishment of similar
natural preserves on State and private
lands.

Title III of the bill would establish,
under the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, a comprehensive waste
management research program, coordi-
nating all such research now being done
under a number of different Federal pro-
grams. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare is also directed to com-
pile a national inventory of waste man-
agement needs and problems and of
waste management technology.

In addition, the bill would establish a
clearinghouse for information on all
aspects of air, water, and soil pollution
and waste disposal. This information
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would be made avallable to business, in-
dustry, municipalities, and the general
publie.

Our natural resources are a precious
commodity and we must begin to more
prudently marshal our efforts to stop
this senseless destruction of our environ-
ment,

The effort that we must make has to
be thorough and comprehensive. We need
the support of every citizen and of every
public official at all levels of government,
from city and county government right
up to the White House.

The time is long overdue for construe-
tive action and the promulgation of a
national directive in this regard.

The Environmental Quality Preserva-
tion Act of 1969 can meet this challeng-
ing objective.

I ask unanimous consent that this
bill be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the REcorbp.

The bill (S. 1085) to be cited as the
“Environmental Quality Preservation
Act of 1969,” introduced by Mr. NELSON,
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Public
Works, and ordered fo be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

S. 1085

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
act may be cited as the “Environmental
Quality Preservation Act of 1969".

Sec. 2 The Congress finds and declares—

(a) that the guality of the environment
of the Nation—its air, water, and soil—has
substantially deteriorated and is continu-
ing to do so at an increasing rate;

(b) that this decline in environmental
quality is threatening the health and sur-
vival of plant and animal life, and indeed of
man himself; is depriving man of esthetic
and recreational values increasingly import-
ant to his physical and mental health; and
is obstructing, and indeed may eventually
prevent, the economiec, soclal, and material
development necessary to meet the grave
problems of an expanding population, and
continuing urbanization and industrializa-
tion;

(c) that present pollution control pro-
grams, directed as they are to specific prob-
lems of pollution of water, air, or soil, do
not together constitute a comprehensive en-
vironmental quality program and cannot
maintain overall environmental quality at a
level sufficient for the emerging needs of the
Nation; and

(d) that the purposes of this Act there-
fore are to provide for the formulation and
recommendation to the Congress of a com-
prehensive national environmental quality
program; to foster interest in and attention
to the problems of environmental quality by
the Congress and throughout the executive
branch; and to recognize and redirect exist-
ing research programs, and establish new
programs, in order to expand rapidly knowl-
edge of all kinds in the areas of environ-
mental quality, pollution control, and waste
management,

TITLE I—COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY

Sec. 101. The President shall transmit to

the Congress annually beginning not later

than June 30, 1969, an Environmental Qual-

ity Report (hereinafter referred to as the

“Report”) which set forth (1) the status
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and condition of the major natural, man-
made, or altered environmental system of
the Nation, including, but not limited to the
alr, the aquatic, including marine, estuarine,
and fresh water, and the terrestrial environ-
ment, including, but not limited to, the for-
est, dryland, wetland, range, urban, subur-
ban, and rural environment; and (2) cur-
rent and foreseeable trends in management
and utilization of such environments and
the effects of those trends on the social, eco-
nomie, and other requirements of the Na-
tion.

Sec. 102. (a) There is hereby created in the
Executive Office of the President a Council
on Environmental Quality (hereinafter re-
feired to as the “Council”). The Council shall
be composed of five members who shall be
appointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, each of
whom shall be a person who, as a result of
his training, experience, and attainments, is
exceptionally qualified to analyze and inter-
pret environmental information of all kinds,
to appraise the environmental quality pro-
grams of Federal, State, and local govern-
ments, and to formulate and recommend na-
tional policy to promote the improvement of
the quality of the environment.

(b) The Council may employ such officers
and employees as may be necessary to carry
out its functions under this title. In addition,
the Council may employ and fix the com-
pensation of such experts and consultants as
may be necessary for the carrying out of its
functions under this title, in accordance
with section 3109 of title 5, United States
Code (but without regard to the last sen-
tence thereof).

(e¢) It shall be the prinecipal duty of the
Council to develop comprehensive national
policies and programs to improve and main-
tain the quality of the environment needed
to meet the emerging social, economic, ma-
terial, and other requirements of the Nation.
The recommendations of the Council shall be
transmitted by the President to the Con-
gress by January 1, 1873.

(d) In addition to those in subsection (c),
it shall be the duty and function of the
Council—

(1) to assist and advise the President in
the preparation of the Environmental Qual-
ity Report;

(2) to gather timely and authoritative in-
formation concerning the conditions and
trends in environmental qualities both cur-
rent and prospective, to analyze and interpret
such information and to compile and submit
to the President studies relating to such con-
ditions and trends;

(3) to appraise the varlous programs and
activities of Federal, State, and local govern-
ment for the purpose of determining the ex-
tent to which such programs and activities
are contributing to the achievement of en-
vironmental quality, and to make recommen-
dations to the President with respect thereto;

(4) to make and furnish such studies, re-
ports, and recommendations with respect to
matters of policy and legislation as the Pres-
ident may request; and

(5) to foster study and research in the
social, technical, administrative, economic,
political, and other aspects of environmental
quality at institutions of higher learning
throughout the Nation.

(e) In exercising its powers, functions, and
duties under this title—

(1) the Council shall consult with such
representatives of sclence, industry, agricul-
ture, labor, conservation, State and local
governments, and other organizations and
groups, as it deems advisable; and

(2) the Council shall, to the fullest extent
possible, utilize the services, facilities, and
information (including statistical informa-
tion) of public and private agencies, organi-
zations, and individuals, in order that dupli-
cation of effort and expense may be avolded.
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TITLE II—ECOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Sec. 201. The Secretary of the Interior
(hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary’),
in order to carry out the purposes of this
title, is authorized—

(1) to conduct investigations, studies, sur-
veys, research, and analyses;

(2) to document and define changes in the
natural environment, including the plant
and animal systems, and to accumulate nec-
essary data and other information for a con-
tinuing analysis of these changes or trends
and an interpretation of their underlying
causes;

(3) to develop and maintain an inventory
of natural resource development projects,
engineering works, and other major projects
such as, but not limited to, eradication proj-
ects contemplated or planned by public or
private agencies or organizations which may
make significant modifications in the natu-
ral environment;

(4) to establish a system of collecting and
receiving information and data on ecological
research and evaluations which are in prog-
ress or are planned by other public or private
agencies or organizations, or individuals;

(6) to evaluate and disseminate informa-
tion of an ecological nature to public and
private agencies or organizations, or indi-
viduals in the form of reports, publications,
atlases, and maps;

(6) to initiate and utilize ecological infor-
mation in the planning and development of
resource-oriented projects;

(7) to encourage other public or private
agencies planning development projects to
consult with the Secretary on the impact of
the proposed projects on the natural en-
vironment;

(8) to encourage and assist public (non-
Federal) or private agencies or organizations,
including educational institutions, muse-
ums, and botanical and zoological gardens,
and other scientific or conservation organi-
zations, or individuals, to acquire, designate,
and maintain representative samples of im-
portant natural environmental systems, in-
cluding natural areas for observation and for
manipulation, and to encourage such agen-
cies, organizations, and individuals to utilize
existing areas under their control or jurisdic-
tion for such purposes;

(9) to establish through interagency coor-
dination, on federally owned lands, a Federal
system of natural areas for scientific pur-
poses and develop the means and methods
for withdrawal of such areas from noncon-
forming uses, and provide for their manage-
ment and protection to serve the natural re-
search needs of all agencles, both public
and private; except that in developing stand-
ards governing any such withdrawals, the
Becretary shall give due consideration to fu-
ture alternative uses of such areas subject
to withdrawal; and

(10) to assist and advise the Council on
Environmental Quality established under
title I of this Act.

Sec. 202. The Secretary s further author-
ized for the purposes of this title (1) to make
grants and enter into contracts or coopera-
tive agreements with public or private agen-
cies or organizations, or individuals, (2) to
accept and use donations of funds, property,
personal services, or facilities, (3) to acquire
selected areas of lands or interests in lands
by donation, acquisition with donated funds,
devise, or exchange for acquired lands or
public lands under his jurisdiction which he
finds suitable for disposition, (4) to admin-
ister such lands or interests for experimental
purposes, including the observation and
manipulation of natural areas, and (5) to
issue such regulations as he deems neces-
sary with respect to the administration of
such lands.

SEC. 203. Activities authorized under this
title may be carried out on lands under the
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jurisdiction or control of other departments
or agencies of the Government only with
the approval of the head of the department
or agency concerned,

Sec. 204, The Secretary shall consult with
and provide technical assistance to depart-
ments and agencies of the Government, and
he is authorized to obtain from such depart-
ments and agencies such information, data,
reports, advice, and assistance as he deems
necessary or appropriate, and which can rea-
sonably be furnished by such departments
and agencies in carrying out the purposes
of this title. Any Federal agency furnishing
advice or assistance hereunder may expend
its own funds for such purposes, with or
without reimbursement by the Secretary.

Sec. 205. Nothing in this title is intended
to give, or shall be construed as giving, the
Secretary any authority over any of the
authorized programs of any other department
or agency of the Government, or as repealing,
modifying, restricting, or amending existing
authorities or responsibilities that any de-
partment or agency may have with respect
to the natural environment. The Secretary
shall consult with the heads of such depart-
ments and agencies for the purpose of iden-
tifying and eliminating duplication of effort.

Sec. 206. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to establish such advisory committees as he
deems desirable for the purpose of rendering
advice and submitting recommendations to
him relating to the carrying out of the pur-
poses of this title. Such advisory committees
shall render advice and submit recommenda-
tions to the Secretary upon his request and
may submit recommendations to the Secre-
tary at any time on their own initiative. The
Becretary may designate employees of the
Department of the Interior to serve as sec-
retaries to the committee.

(b) Members of advisory committees ap-
pointed by the Secretary may recelve not to
exceed $100 per day when engaged in the
actual performance of their duties, in addi-
tion to reimbursement for travel, subsist-
ence, and other necessary expenses incurred
by them in the performance of their duties.

Sec. 207. The Secretary is authorized to
participate in environmental research in sur-
rounding oceans and in other countries in co-
operation with appropriate departments or
agencies of such countries or with coordi-
nating international organizations if he de-
termines that such activities will contribute
to the objectives and purposes of this Act.

TITLE III—WASTE MANAGEMENT
RESEARCH

Sec. 301. (a) (1) The Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare (hereinafter referred
to as the “Secretary”) shall organize the re-
search and related activities authorized by
the Clean Air Act, as amended, and the Solid
Waste Disposal Act, as amended, into a com-
prehensive program for research in waste
management. The Secretary shall insure that
the program is organized, planned, and con-
ducted with singleness of purpose and maxi-
mum effectiveness, and for this purpose the
most advanced management and research
methods and techniques, including systems
analysis and systems engineering, shall be
employed.

(2) The Secretary is authorized to consult
with the Secretary of the Interior for the
purpose of including research and related ac-
tivities authorized by the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act, as amended, in the pro-
gram authorized in this title, and the Secre-
tary of the Interior is authorized to cooper-
ate to the extent practicable with the Secre-
tary for such purpose.

(b) As a foundation for the work of the
waste management research program estab-
lished by subsection (a) of this section, the
Secretary shall have compiled a national in-
ventory of waste management needs and
problems, and of present waste management
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methods, including the costs of these
methods.

{c) The Secretary shall also establish with-
in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (herelnafter referred to as the “De-
partment”) an office to collect from appro-
priate sources and to disseminate actively to
the general public, to agricultural, indus-
trial, and commercial groups and thelr repre-
sentatives, and to Federal, State, and local
government agencies and their representa-
tives, such information as is avallable re-
garding all aspects of alr, water, and soll
pollution, including In particular the extent
and dangers of such pollution, and the finan-
cial and technical assistance available from
the Federal Government for research on, and
prevention and abatement of, such pollu-
tion.

(d) The Secretary shall assist and advise
the Council on Environmental Quality es-
tablished under title I of this Act.

Sec. 302. (a) The Secretary shall encour-
age and arrange for full and complete co-
operation between the waste management
research programs established under section
301(a), and those programs of other depart-
ments and agencles of the Federal Govern-
ment engaged in research and development
work on any aspect of waste management.

(b) The Secretary is hereby authorized to
request, and the departments and agencies
of the Government are directed to grant, the
use of the waste disposal installations and
facilities of any such department or agency
for the purpose of testing and evaluating
new methods, procedures, and equipment for
waste management: Provided, That in the
judgment of the department or agency con-
cerned, such test and evaluation work will
not disrupt, disorganize, or in any way inter-
fere with the normal activity, operations, and
functioning of such agency or department:
Provided further, That any expense incurred
in such test and evaluation work above and
beyond the normal and usual expense of
operating the waste disposal installations and
facilities of the agency or department con-
cerned shall be borne by the department.

SEc. 303. When used in this title—

(a) the term “waste” means the unwanted
solid, liguid, and gaseous materials from agri-
cultural, industrial, commercial, domestic,
and community production and consumption
activities, discarded or discharged into or
onto the atmosphere, water courses, or the
ground;

(b) the term “waste management” means
the planned, organized, and efficient collec-
tion, treatment, reclamation, and disposal of
waste to minimize or prevent air, water, and
soil pollution; and

(c) the term “research" means (1) studles,
investigations, and experiments for the de-
velopment of basic and applied knowledge
bearing on waste management in the physi-
cal, biological, social, and earth sciences; and
{2) the design, development, and testing of
equipment, methods, and processes for waste
management.

TITLE IV—APPROPRIATIONS

Sgc. 401, There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated for the fiscal year beginning
July 1, 1968, and for each of five succeeding
fiscal years, such amounts as may be neces-
sary for the purposes of this Act.

8. 1088—INTRODUCTION OF BILL
RELATING TO VETERANS EM-
PLOYMENT AND RELOCATION
ACT

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and Mr. ScCHEWEIKER, Mr. MUR-
PHY, Mr. RawporrH, Mr, EAGLETON, MT.
Nevson, and Mr. Hucres, I introduce
the “Veterans Employment and Reloca-
tion Assistance Act of 1969,” a measure
designed to help Vietnam veterans find
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job opportunities to match their skills
and provide financial assistance where
relocation is necessary. This legislation
is aimed at assisting veterans returning
to areas in which there is no market for
the skills they have acquired while in
military service. It would direct such
veterans away from areas of high un-
employment, whether in inner city slums
or depressed rural areas.

Approximately 900,000 men will be
discharged from the armed services this
year and it is estimated that about 450,-
000 of these men will seek postdischarge
employment assistance. This bill would
assist our returning veterans in find-
ing employment opportunities which are
commensurate with their military train-
ing and experience, no matter where
such opportunities exist.

Many veterans have had such diffi-
culty obtaining jobs that they have had
to rely on unemployment compensation.
Throughout the Nation, 168,841 recent
dischargees—men who had served in the
armed services during 1968—filed for
unemployment compensation and drew
those benefits for an average total of 9
weeks.

The key feature of the bill I introduce
today is job mobility. It is its objective
to assist those veterans who would be
returning to areas of high unemploy-
ment by directing them to other sections
of the country where the skills and train-
ing they received while in military serv-
ice are in need and would be utilized.
Military service interrupts the life ex-
perience of many young men. We should
take advantage of this fact and seek to
furn such circumstance into an oppor-
tunity for significant social and economic
breakthrough. Those men who have left
depressed urban ghettos to serve in the
armed services should have the oppor-
tunity, if they wish, of going where em-
ployment opportunity exists after their
military service has been completed. Not
only could such a program benefit the
men involved, but it could contribute to
the national economy by promoting labor
mobility and overcoming manpower skill
shortages on a national basis.

Many of our returning veterans acquire
skills in the military which have coun-
terparts in the civilian economy. Each
servicemen generally learns from one to
three “military occupational special-
ties"—MOS. Many, although not all, of
the MOS's have immediate civilian rele-
vance. For those men who are to leave
the armed services unequipped to make
the transition to civilian life and who
need assistance in preparing for a job,
in addition to postdischarge training
benefits offered under the cold war GI
bill, the military is beginning to offer
other sources of relevant skill training.

In particular, I refer to Project Tran-
sition of the Department of Defense.
This program seeks to train men about
to be discharged for jobs which will exist,
for skills which are needed, in the civil-
ian labor market. This is done by offer-
ing specific MDTA courses at each of the
armed services separation points in the
United States and, in addition, by utiliz-
ing direct support from business in the
form of company-sponsored courses
taught on the bases.

The American Legion magazine of Feb-
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ruary 1969 reports that the Department
of Defense now has in operation VEVER,
Vietnam era veterans’ employment refer-
ral, an automated system whereby a Viet-
nam veteran who meets certain eligibility
requirements may make a single applica-
tion for civilian employment with Fed-
eral Defense or any other agency’s instal-
lations anywhere in the United States
and have it referred to the agencies at
the geographic location of his choice.
This is a step forward in matching a suit-
able vacancy in an area selected with
skills and employment desires.

The Veteran’s Employment and Relo-
cation Assistance Act represents an effort
to build upon and to supplement military
training and programs such as the Viet-
nam era veterans' employment referral
program and Project Transition. One of
the greatest limitations to Project Tran-
sition is lack of mobility. In an article in
the Reporter entitled “A Belated Job
Program for Vietnam Veterans,” John I
Brooks noted that—

Much of Project Transition’s success de-
pends on a man's willingness to go where the
job is . . . the returning veteran is at “a
point of high mobility” in his life becanse of
his recent separation from home and his
travels in the service.

This bill would take advantage of that
potential mobility. It would seek to stim-
ulate those veterans whose homes are in
areas of high unemployment to relocate
in those sections of the country where
they could more easily acquire useful and
relevant employment. This will be done
through a process of compilation and
matching of relevant data and a program
of financial relocation assistance.

Some of the data relevant to this pro-
gram of veterans’ assistance is already
available. The U.S. Employment Service
of the Bureau of Employment Security
in the Department of Labor is presently
charged with maintaining a system of
employment offices throughout the Na-
tion which collects and furnishes infor-
mation on employment opportunities in
each area. Moreover, these local USES
offices are to offer specific job counseling
assistance to veterans.

First, this act would require USES to
collect and compile information about
employment and training opportunities
on a national basis through the estab-
lishment of a so-called Veterans' em-
ployment and relocation assistance cen-
ter. It would also require the Secretary
of Defense to compile, each month, a list
of persons who are to be discharged, to-
gether with their homes of record and
any special education, training, or skill
such person may possess, including his
MOS, both primary and secondary. This
information, which could be crucial to
placing a veteran in a civilian job which
builds upon his most relevant and most
recently acquired skill, is not now gen-
erally available nor is it utilized by USES
in counseling and placing veterans in
Jjobs.

Second, the act would seek to match
the skills the veterans have acquired in
the armed services with employment and
training opportunities available on a na-
tional basis. Each local USES office would
continue its present practice of seeking
out veterans returning to its area, coun-
seling them, and assisting them to find




February 19, 1969

employment in that area. However, if no
employment is available in the veteran’s
home area, the local USES office would
then be required to direct those veterans
who so desire to employment or training
opportunities, commensurate with their
qualifications and training, available in
other parts of the Nation. This would be
done by using the information compiled
by the national relocation center. In this
manner, the employment opportunities
of each eligible veteran would be ex-
tended to a national basis.

Finally, the act would stimulate the
potential mobility of these returning vet-
erans through a system of financial as-
sistance for relocation. The Veterans’
Administration would pay the reasonable
travel expenses of each veteran for whom
USES has arranged a job interview at
a place other than his home area. In ad-
dition, a veteran who accepted an em-
ployment or training opportunity in an
area other than his home area, would re-
ceive, as a veterans' benefit, a moving
allowance, to include reasonable travel
expenses for his family and himself, rea-
sonable expenses for moving his personal
effects and household goods, and the cost
of lodging for a transitional period while
he sought housing in his new location.

It is my estimate that an expenditure
of about $35 million would be adequate
to cover the first-year costs of this pro-
gram, until such time as it has been in
operation for a period of time and it
would be possible to compute more ex-
actly the number of veterans who would
take advantage of its benefits. Presently,
about 70,000 men are being discharged
each month, If one assumes that about
10,000 of them take advantage of the
interview expenses, and 5,000, of the
moving expenses each month, these ben-
efits would run to a monthly expenditure
of approximately $2.5 million—based on
$100 per interview and $300 per actual
relocation. Adding an amount for ad-
ministrative overhead, the potential cost
of this program remains but a tiny frac-
tion of the total amount spent on vet-
erans’ benefits.

Mr. President, the measure could have
social and economic benefits far out of
proportion of its costs. The Veterans’
Employment and Relocation Assistance
Act builds upon and seeks to utilize the
skills which a young veteran has acquired
while in military service, and takes ad-
vantage of the fact that these men are
more mobile than most of the unem-
ployed and more mobile than they prob-
ably ever have been or ever will be again
in their lives. This program should pro-
mote labor mobility and thereby ease
skill shortages wherever they exist.

Finally, for those veterans who were
drafted or enlisted out of our urban
ghettos, whose ghetto living experience
has been interrupted by military service,
this program would seek to reach them
before they have returned to areas of
high unemployment and would give them
the opportunity, if they wished, of uti-
lizing their recently acquired skills and
training in areas in which those skills
and training will be relevant. Certainly,
meaningful employment for our veterans
should be a high objective of the society
for which they have fought.
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I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed at this point in the Recorb.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the ReEcorp.

The bill (S. 1088) to be cited as the
“Veterans' Employment and Relocation
Assistance Act of 1969,” introduced by
Mryr. Javirs (for himself and other Sena-
tors), was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorb, as follows:

S. 1088

Be is enacted by the Senale and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited by the “Veterans’ Employ-
ment and Relocation Assistance Act of 1969."

Sec. 2. (a) Part III of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
thereof a new chapter as follows:

“CHAPTER 42 —VETERANS' EMPLOY-
MENT AND RELOCATION ASSISTANCE

“Bec. :

“2101. Purpose.

“2102. Definitions.

#2103, Entitlement.

“2104. Compilation of necessary data.
*2105. Counseling.

“21086. Administration.

“2107. Relocation benefits.

““§ 2101. Purpose

“It is the purpose of this chapter to accord
appropriate recognition to the sacrifices
made by eligible veterans In serving their
country and to help meet the Nation's eco-
nomic needs by assisting such veterans who
desire meaningful employment to obtain jobs
which require skills learned by them while
serving in the Armed Forces, and to pro-
vide the financial assistance necessary to
relocate such veterans in areas where such
jobs are avallable.

“§ 2102. Definitions h

“For the purposes of this chapter—

“(1) The term ‘eligible veteran' means any
veteran who is eligible for education and
training benefits under chapter 34 of this
title and who Is discharged on or after the
eflective date of the Veterans’ Employment
and Relocation Assistance Act of 1968.

“(2) The term ‘home' means the home of
record of the veteran, as indicated in his
military record, at the time of his dis-
charge.

“§ 2103. Entitlement

“Any eligible veteran who seeks meaning-
ful employment, on-the-job training, or
apprenticeship training commensurate with
the skills and training he has acquired dur-
ing his period of military, naval, or air serv-
fce and who is unable to obtain such em-
ployment, on-the-job training, or appren-
ticeship training near his home shall be en-
titled to the employment and relocation
assistance provided for under this chapter.
“§ 2104. Compilation of necessary data

“(a) The Secretary of Labor shall establish
within the United States Employment Serv-
ice of the Bureau of Employment Security
of the Department of Labor a Veterans’ Em-
ployment and Relocation Assistance Center
(hereinafter in this chapter referred to as
the ‘Relocation Center'). It shall be the func-
tion of the Relocation Center to compile and
maintain comprehensive lists of avallable
job opportunities and on-the-job and ap-
prenticeship training opportunities avail-
able throughout the Nation and the educa-
tion, training, and skills reguired for such
opportunities, Each local United States Em-
ployment Service office shall periodically
compile such a list with regard to the job
opportunities and on-the-job and appren-
ticeship training opportunities available In
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the particular area served by such office
and shall transmit gsuch list to the Reloea-
tion Center, Such lists shall be malntained
on an up-to-date basis.

“{b)(1) The Secretary of Labor, using
every appropriate facility, shall collect and
compile information regarding education,
training, and skill requirements, occupa-
tional outlook, job opportunities, labor sup-
ply in various skills, and employment trends
on a National, State, area, or other appropri-
ate basis which shall be used in the place-
ment activities carried out under this chap-
ter. The Secretary of Labor shall also place
high priority on maintaining in current
status the Dictionary of Occupational Titles.
The Secretary shall give the highest priority
to performing the duties prescribed by this
section and shall place particular em;
on identifying and publishing information
relating to those occupations, skills, in-
dustries, and geographic areas in which the
supply of qualified workers is insufficlent to
meet existing and foreseeable future needs.

*“(2) As soon as practicable after he has
collected and compiled the information de-
scribed in paragraph (1) of this subsection,
the Secretary of Labor shall transmit such
information to the Relocation Center and
the Relocation Center shall utilize such in-
formation in carrying out the provisions of
subsection (a) of this section.

“{c) The Secretary of Defense shall cause
to be compiled at least once each calendar
month a list of persons discharged or released
from active duty (and who will be eligible
veterans), the home of record of each such
person, and any speclal education, training,
or skill such person may possess, Including
his military occupational specialty (both pri-
mary and secondary). Such lists shall be
transmitted to the Relocation Center for use
in carrying out the provisions of this chapter.
“§ 2105. Counseling

“{a) Each member of the Armed Forces
shall be advised immediately prior to his
discharge or release from active duty of the
services available to him under this chapter.

“{b) Each local office of the United States
Employment Service shall contact each eli-
gible veteran returning to the area served by
such office within a period of sixty days after
his discharge or release from active duty
and inform such veteran of the employ-
ment, training, and relocation assistance
avallable to him under this chapter. Special
attention shall be directed by the local of-
fices of the United States Employment Serv-
ice to eligible veterans who are underskilled
or who reside in areas of high unempiloy-
ment.

“(¢) Whenever an eligible veteran does
not possess any special training or skill to
qualify him for appropriate employment in
eclvilian life, he shall be advised of training
opportunities available to him, including,
but not limited to, on-the-job training and
apprenticeship training.

“§ 2106. Administration

“(a) An eligible veteran may make appli-
cation for assistance from the Relocation
Center at any time within 90 days following
the date of his discharge or release from
active duty.

“{b) The appropriate local office of the
United States Employment Service shall un-
dertake to match the particular qualfications
of an eligible veteran with an avallable job,
on-the-Jjob training opportunity, or appren-
ticeship opportunity which is commensurate
with such qualifications of the veteran. If no
such opportunity is available in the home
area of the veteran, the local United States
Employment Service office shall obtain from
the Relocation Center a listing of jobs, on-
the-job training, and apprenticeship oppor-
tunities available in other parts of the Nation
which are commensurate with the veteran's
qualifications or vocational objective and
shall direct the veteran to such opportuni-
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ties. Every effort shall be made to place the
veteran as close to his home area as prac-
ticable.

“{e) Whenever the local office of the United
States Employment Service has matched an
eligible veteran with an available job or on-
the-job training or apprenticeship opportu-
nity, such office shall, at the request of either
party, arrange for an interview between such
veteran and the prospective employer or the
tralning or apprenticeship program director,
as the case may be. In each case the local
office concerned shall ascertain whether or
not (1) the interview was conducted, (2) a
job, training, or apprenticeship offer was
made to the veteran, and (3) the offer was
accepted by the veteran.

“{d) An eligible veteran shall not be obli-
gated to accept any offer of a job, training,
or apprenticeship made to him, and a refusal
of any such offer for a satisfactory reason,
as determined in regulations prescribed by
the Administrator, shall not disqualify such
veteran for additional assistance under this
chapter. If a veteran refuses a job, training,
or apprenticeship offered to him through as-
sistance under this chapter without a satis-
factory reason therefor, such veteran shall be
ineligible for further assistance under this
chapter. No veteran shall be eligible for as-
sistance in obtaining a job, training, or ap-
prenticeship If he has refused offers of such
jobs, training, or apprenticeship made avail-
able to him under this chapter on three oc-
casions.

‘“(e) Unless otherwise provided in this
chapter, the provisions of this chapter shall
be carrled out through the local United
States Employment offices in the several
States. The Secretary of Labor and the Ad-
ministrator shall consult and cooperate in
the administration of this chapter.

‘& 2107. Relocation benefits

“(a) The Administrator is authorized to
pay the reasonable travel expenses, including
per dlem for food and necessary lodging, of
any eligible veteran in connection with any
interview of such veteran with an employer
or training or apprenticeship director ar-
ranged by a United States Employment Serv-
ice office. Such expenses may be paid in ad-
vance when necessary to avoid hardship to
veterans and their families.

“({b) The Administrator is authorized to
pay a reasonable moving allowance to any
eligible veteran who accepts a job or training
opportunity in an area outside his home
area. Such allowance may Iinclude (1)
reasonable travel expenses for the veteran
and his immediate family; (2) reasonable
expenses for moving his personal effects and
household goods; and (3) reasonable ex-
penses for lodging for not more than a two-
week period while seeking housing in the
new location.”

(b) The table of contents at the beginning
of title 38, United States Code, is amended by
inserting immediately below
“41. Job Counseling and Employment

Placement Service for Veter-

the following:

“42, Veterans' Employment and Re-
location Assistance

(c) The table of chapters at the beginning
of Part III of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof a new
item as follows:

“42, Veterans’ Employment and Re-
location Assistance. 2101".

Sec. 3. The amendments made by the first
section of this Act shall become effective
ninety days after the date of enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 4. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act.
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S. 1090—INTRODUCTION OF RE-
GIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACT OF
1969

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to authorize funds to carry out the pur-
poses of title V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, as
amended, and for other purposes.

In title V of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965, the
Congress authorized the establishment
of Regional Economic Development Com-
missions to initiate and coordinate eco-
nomic development programs for multi-
state regions whose economies lagged be-
hind that of the Nation as a whole. In
1966 and 1967 five such commissions were
established, serving the six New England
States, the Upper Great Lakes region, the
Ozarks region, the Coastal Plains region
in the Southeast, and the Four Corners
region. These Commissions are provided
Federal assistance by the Secretary of
Commerce for their administrative ex-
penses and necessary research and plan-
ning activities.

In amendments to title V enacted in
October of 1967, the Congress provided
the Commissions with authority to ini-
tiate supplemental grant programs to en-
able them to begin on a modest scale
the important task of spurring their re-
gional economies. In addition, the Con-
gress directed the Commissions to de-
velop comprehensive long-range eco-
nomie plans which would define regional
needs and priorities and serve as the
basis for the development of programs
addressed to those needs. During the past
2 years the Commissions have made sub-
stantial progress in complying with that
congressional directive, and have devel-
oped specific programs and projects to
carry out their development plans.

The primary purpose of the bill T am
introducing today is to enable the Com-
missions to implement the programs and
projects developed under their compre-
hensive long-range economic plans. It
would—

First, extend for 1 year, through fiscal
year 1971, the authority of the Secretary
of Commerce to provide technical assist-
ance to the regional Commissions; exist-
ing authority expires at the end of fiscal
year 1970;

Second, extend for 2 years, through
fiscal year 1971, the authority of the
Commissions to carry on supplemental
grant programs; existing authority ex-
pires at the end of fiscal year 1969; and

Third, provide additional authority
and funds to enable the Commissions to
carry out activities developed under the
long-range comprehensive economic
plans approved by the Secretary of Com-
merce.

Mr. President, in title V of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
the Congress laid the foundation for a
new form of cooperation between the
Federal Government and the States
through which their combined resources
could be brought to bear on problems
which are regional in nature, but relate
directly to national goals and objectives.
The regional Commissions—consisting in
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each instance of the Governors of the
States involved and a Federal cochair-
man—have the responsibility for admin-
istering and implementing this coopera-
tive venture.

The long-range plans developed by the
regional Commissions, when approved by
the Secretary of Commerce, represent
agreement by both Federal and State
Governments on what needs to be done
and the apportionment of responsibili-
ties for doing it. Now the regional Com-
missions need authorization to carry out
their plans in accordance with the ob-
jectives of the Congress in the enact-
ment of title V of the Public Works Act.

Senator JENNINGS RaNpoLpPH, the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Public
Works Committee, has introduced a bill
which would extend the supplemental
grant authority of the regional Commis-
sions for 1 year. I have joined with
others in cosponsoring that bill. How-
ever, in my judgment, renewed supple-
mental grant authority alone does not
provide adequately for the implementa-
tion of the comprehensive long-range
plans of the regional Commissions. Since
we have directed the Commissions to de-
velop projects particularly suited to the
needs of their regions, we have the re-
sponsibility to enable them to act on the
same basis. This bill provides the neces-
sary authority and funds for the regional
Commissions to move forward to imple-
ment their plans. I hope that this bill
will be given early and favorable con-
sideration by the Senate, and that it will
receive final approval by the Congress,
in order that the Commissions can move
forward with constructive development
programs.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill and a summary of its provi-
sions be printed in the Recorp at this
time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill and anal-
ysis will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 1090) to authorize funds
to carry out the purposes of title V of
the Public Works and Economic Devel-
opment Act of 1965 as amended, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. Mus-
kIE (for himself and other Senators), was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Public Works, and
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

S. 1090

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Represen:atwes of the United States Df
America in Congress assembled,

Secrion 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Reglonal Development Act of 1969".

Sec. 2. Section 505 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965 Is
amended by—

(a) in subsection (b), striking out the
second sentence and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “Thereafter, such expenses
shall be paid 50 per centum by the Federal
Government and 50 per centum by the States
in the region, except that the expenses of
the Federal Cochairman, his alternate, and
his staff shall be paid solely by the Federal
Government, The share to be paid by each
State shall be determined by the Commis-
sion, The Federal Cochairman shall not par-
ticipate or vote in such determination.”, and
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(b) in subsection (e¢), out “June
380, 1970 and inserting in lleu thereol “June
80, 1971*.

Sec. 8. Section 509 of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1065 is
amended by—

(a) In subsection (c), striking out "in
existence on or before December 31, 1967,"
and

(b) siriking out in subsection (d) *“the
sum of $5,000,000 for the period ending June
30, 1968, and the sum of $10,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1969", and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following: ‘‘the sum
of $10,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1970, and June 30, 1971".

Bec. 4. Section 510 of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 s
amended by redesignating such section as
section 611 and inserting after section 509
the following new sectlon 510:

“FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE POR CARRYING OUT
COMPREHENSIVE ECONOMIC PLANS

“Bec. 510. (a) The Secretary shall provide
funds to each of the Federal Cochairmen of
the regional commissions to enable the com-
missions to carry out activities included
within comprehensive long-range economic
plans approved pursuant to section 503(a)
(2). Activities assisted under this section
shall include programs and projects in the
flelds of natural resources, agriculture, edu-
cation, tralning, health and welfare, trans-
portation, and other fields related to the
purposes of this Act (including research,
planning, and demonstration activities and
the acquisition of land or the construction
or equipment of facilities). No such program
or project shall be implemented until (1)
the reglonal commission involved has ap-
proved such program or project and deter-
mined that it meets the applicable criteria
under section 504 and will contribute to the
carrying out of the plan, which determina-
tion shall be controlling, and (2) the pro-
gram or project has been approved by the
State member of the Commission in whose
Btate the program or project will be carried
out.

“(b) In order to promote maximum
efficiency and to avoid duplication of facili-
ties and personnel, Federal departments and
agencies having an interest in the subject
matter of activities assisted under this sec-
tion are hereby authorized, to the extent not
otherwise prohibited by law or incompatible
with the objectives of similar categories of
programs or projects, to carry out such pro-
grams or projects at the request and on be-
half of the regional commissions, The com-
missions are directed, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, to enter into such coopera-
tive agreements or arrangements as may be
necessary to enable such Federal depart-
ments and agencles, or agencies of State or
local government, to carry out programs and
projects assisted under this section.

“{c) The Federal portion of the cost of the
acquisition of land or the construction or
equipment of facllities in connection with
any project assisted under this section shall
not exceed the percentage established by
each commission for such costs, and shall in
no event exceed 80 per centum thereof.

“{d) PFinancial assistance under this sec-
tion shall be provided solely out of funds spe-
cifically appropriated for the purpose of
carrying out this section, and shall not be
taken Into account in the computation of
allocations among the States made pursuant
t0o any other provision of the law.

“{e) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary, to be available
until expended, for each of the regional com-
misslons for the purposes of this section
$20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1970, and $30,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971.”

The analysis presented by Mr. MUsKIE
is as follows:
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SEcTION-BY-BECTION ANALYSIS OF THE REe-
GIoNAL DEvELOPMENT ACT OoF 19609

Section 1 provides that the Act may be clited
as the Regional Development Act of 1960.

Bection 2 amends section 505 of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 to—

{a) make clear that the administrative ex-
penses of regional commissions shall be
shared 50-50 by the Federal Government and
the States, and that the FPederal Government
will bear the full cost of the administrative
expenses of the Federal Cochairman and his
staff, and

(b) authorize the appropriation of $15.~
000,000 for fiscal year 1971 for technical as-
sistance (including administrative expenses
and research and planning funds) to the
regional commissions,

Section 3 amends section 509 of the Act
to—

(a) make all Federal grant-in-aid pro-
grams assisting in the acquisition of land or
the construction or equipment of facilities,
whenever enacted, eligible for supplementa-
tion under section 500, and

(b) authorize the appropriation of $10,-
000,000 for each regional commission for sup-
plemental grants for each of the fiscal years
1970 and 1971.

Section 4 adds a new section 510 to the
Act suthorizing the Secretary of Commerce
to provide funds to the Federal Cochairmen
to carry out activities included within com-
prehensive long-range economic plans ap-
proved by him pursuant to section 503(a) (2).
Actlvities assisted would include programs
and projects in specified fields related to the
purposes of the Act, including research, plan-
ning, and demonstration activities, and the
acquisition of land or the construction or
equipment of facllities. No program or proj-
ect could be implemented until (1) the re-
glonal commission had approved the project
and determined that it met applicable cri-
teria under section 504 and would contribute
to the carrying out of the plan, and (2) the
project had been approved by the State Mem-
ber of the Commission in whose State it
would be carried out.

In order to avold duplication of facilities
and personnel, Federal agencies having an
interest in the subject matter of activities
assisted under the section would be author-
ized to carry out programs or projects at the
request of the regional commissions. The
commissions would be directed, to the maxi-
mum extend practicable, to enter into such
cooperative agreements as may be necessary
ito enable Federal agencies, and agencies of
State or local government, to carry out their
programs and projects.

There would be authorized to be appro-
priated Tfor each regional commission
$20,000,000 in fiscal year 1970 and $30,000,000
in fiscal year 1971 to carry out activities in-
cluded within approved comperhensive eco-
nomic plans.

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. President, I am
pleased to join in cosponsoring the Re-
gional Development Act of 1969, intro-
duced today by Senator Muskre. The bill
offers vital and urgently needed amend-
ments to the title V regional Commission
program under the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, and
I welcome the opportunity to help spon-
sor it.

The original title V program was an
important beginning—but only a begin-
ning—toward solving one of the most
crucial problems confronting many areas
of the country, the problem of finding
new ways to coordinate growth and de-
velopment in various regions having sig-
nificant economic, social, and cultural
ties that transcend State and loeal
boundaries.
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I have insisted many times that we
must eliminate the excessive fragmenta-
fion and decentralization that have so
long destroyed any effective effort at co-
ordinated development in the New Eng-
land area and other parts of the Na-
tion.

As long ago as 1953, President EKen-
nedy, in his first year as a Senafor, rec-
ognized that the problem cannot be
solved without the coordinated efforts of
governmental and private organizations.
And he stated:

No Federal programs can solve the prob-
lems of the New England economy without
action on the State and local level. Indeed,
no governmental program can do the job
without assistance from private agencies, or-
ganizations, and industries
England Council has often peinted out, and
as experience has shown, community leader-
ship and community spirit are of the ut-
most importance in maintaining the eco-
nomic prosperity of an area.

A decade later, in 1965, I emphasized
to the Massachusetts Legislature that the
two most important problems facing the
State were the need for greater revenues
and the need for coordinated regional
development of the entire New England
area.

The States of New England have the
oldest continuous system of demoeratic
government in the world. But the era of
isolated actions and programs by indi-
vidual States in the area is past. I urged
the legislators of Massachusetts to sound
a call in Boston that would be heard
throughout New England—not only in
Boston, but also in Portland and Provi-
dence, in Concord, Montpelier, and Hart-
ford. At that time. we first began to plan
a major cooperative program to coordi-
nate the development of the region.
Subsequently, when I spoke to President
Johnson of our program, he assured us
of his support for the regional approach.

We then began to lay the early founda-
tion of our regional development pro-
gram. We documented our common prob-
lems: Persistent economic and social ills,
especially in the areas of poverty, hous-
ing, employment, and education; the de-
parture of dominant industries, leaving
in their wake people too specialized in
their labor skills to find new employ-
ment; the severe pollution of our streams
and rivers, as well as other pervasive
blights that have marred our beautiful
open spaces and forests, our lakes and
coastal areas; and power and transporta-
tion networks that have served prior
generations well, but that we have failed
to bring into the mid-20th century.

In response to the nmeed to promote
areawide programs, Congress enacted the
Appalachian Regional Development Act
of 1965 and the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965. In those
statutes, Congress shifted the emphasis
it had traditionally placed on Federal aid
programs.

Before, essentially exclusive reliance
had been placed on programs designed
to rescue single localities. Now, empha-
sis was placed on coordinated programs
to develop entire regions. At last, the
Congress began to grasp the reality that
particular localities cannot go it alone,
that they can effectively upgrade them-
selves only by participating in programs
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to upgrade others with overlapping in-
terests and problems.

Late in 1965, we, the New England
Senators, strongly urged the Secretary
of Commerce to designate our six States
as an economic development region un-
der the title V program of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act.
In March 1966, Secretary of Commerce
Connor approved the designation of the
six New England States as a title V re-
gion., Subsequently, in early 1967, the
New England Regional Commission was
formally established and began to
function.

Our Commission acted immediately to
provide research and studies of the
broad range of problems facing the New
England region. By the end of fiscal year
1968—after 15 full months of opera-
tion—the Commission had carried out
eight major studies, ranging from a com-
prehensive economic analysis of key in-
dustries in the region, to specific studies
of such problem areas as regional trans-
portation, pollution, human resources,
and urban development. Continuing into
fiscal year 1969, the Commission has au-
thorized further studies in important ad-
ditional areas, such as health, govern-
ment services, and rural development.
In addition, the Commission has financed
significant demonstration projects in the
areas of health, manpower, and housing.

In spite of its auspicious start, how-
ever, I believe that the regional Com-
mission program has not yet fulfilled the
promise with which it was launched. In
part, the fault lay in the original enabling
legislation, which was too narrow in scope
to allow the regional Commissions to op-

erate effectively.

In October 1967, the Public Works and
Economic Development Act was amended
in two significant respects:

First, the act was amended to authorize
the regional Commissions to carry out

supplemental grant programs, under
which the Commissions can help State
and local governments that are unable,
because of economic circumstances, to
supply the full matching shares required
for assistance under certain other Fed-
eral grant programs. Although some of
the regional Commissions have used the
supplemental grant provision to promote
essential projects that could not other-
wise have been funded in their areas, it
appears that the provision in its present
form has frequently been of only margi-
nal utility. In many cases as it has turned
out, the various Federal aid programs
have already been too tightly budgeted
to accommodate applications under the
supplemental grant provision. As a re-
sult the program has not yet had an ade-
giusittre opportunity to realize its poten-
al,

Nevertheless, it is important to retain
the supplemental grant provision in at
least its present scope. One of the sig-
nificant provisions of Senator MUsKIE'S
bill is that it will accomplish this result.
I hope that in future hearings on the
plll. we shall be able to detect the flaws
in the present form of the supplemental
grant program and eliminate them in our
legislation.

In the second, and by far the more im-
portant of the 1967 amendments to the
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Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act, the regional Commissions were
required to prepare a comprehensive
long-range economic plan for their
areas. I welcomed that amendment be-
cause it offered the opportunity for the
regional Commission program to move
beyond the study and demonstration
project stage, into the area of compre-
hensive regional planning that has
proved so effective in other Federal aid
programs.

The 1967 amendment, however, was
not adequate to fully reap the promise
of the title V program. No one can deny
the need for planning, research and study
of regional problems, but the time is
long past when funding should have be-
come available for action programs. I be-
lieve that the regional Commissions must
be given new authority to carry out the
plans they have prepared, and to expand
their demonstration projects into region-
wide programs for the benefit of all citi-
zens in the area.

Senator Muskie's bill makes a signifi-
cant contribution toward meeting this
need, because it amends the 1965 act by
adding a new substantive provision au-
thorizing regional Commissions to make
action grants for innovative programs in
their respective areas.

It is not clear, however, that even this
new authority will be enough. For too
long, we have taken too shortsighted an
approach to the problem of regional de-
velopment, Our approach has been piece-
meal. One step at a time, we have sought
to amend the 1965 act to avoid its most
glaring deficiencies.

I believe the time has come for a com-
prehensive reexamination of the entire
title V program, For more than 3 years,
we have gained extensive experience un-
der that program. It is clear, however,
that we are ready to do more. We are
now in a position to make a fundamental
reappraisal of the title V program. We
should treat the 1965 act as a pilot pro-
gram, on which we can build new and
more enduring legislation that will en-
able the concept of regional development
to bear full fruit.

There is an obvious precedent for such
action, a precedent that closely paral-
lels the chronology of the present case.
In September 1965, we passed the Law
Enforcement Assistance Act, a modest
program of Federal aid to State and lo-
cal law enforcement, Last year, profiting
by 3 years of experience under the 1965
act, we enacted title I of the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act,
which provides a comprehensive program
of Federal planning grants, action
grants, and research grants to assist
State and local law enforcement. As we
have all recognized, the new safe streets
program has immense potential for com-
bating crime throughout the Nation. It
also offers us a guidepost by which the
experience of the title V economic devel-
opment program can be transformed into
more effective legislation.

There are many goals that we can seek
to accomplish through expanded regional
development programs. Many of the pro-
posals that I have most strongly urged
in the New England area in recent years
can be carried out once the title V pro-
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gram is appropriately enlarged. For ex-
ample:

We can implement an effective region-
wide transportation policy, especially in
the case of high-speed rail transportation
and improved intraregional airports and
air transportation.

We can implement effective programs
for comprehensive control of the environ-
ment, including control of air and water
pollution, open space and beautification
programs, and new approaches to prob-
lems of urban and rural development.

We can implement a comprehensive
plan for regional health centers and for
the delivery of health and medical serv-
ices to all parts of the New England
region, especially in its sparsely popu-
lated areas.

We can improve the training and flow
of skilled manpower, especially for dis-
advantaged individuals and minority
groups in the area.

We can undertake a broad program to
develop new towns in the area.

We can establish substantial new pro-
grams to train officials of State and local
governments, with special emphasis on
the use of modern techniques and in-
formation for planning and providing
basic governmental services.

Programs such as these, of course, are
not peculiar to the New England area
alone. Regional development is a concept
that can produce fertile programs in all
parts of the country, and it is time for
the Senate to take broad action to en-
courage such programs.

I therefore welcome Senator MUSKIE'S
bill to upgrade the regional Commission
program, not only because it removes a
major deficiency in the underlying legis-
lation, but also because it offers us the
opportunity to take a fresh new look at
the entire problem of regional coordina-
tion and development. I am happy to
lend my support to these efforts, and I
look forward to the day when we can
achieve the goal of the cause I have ad-
vocated for so long.

S. 1091—INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
AMEND THE FISH AND WILDLIFE
ACT OF 1956

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the proposed
fish inspection legislation may be costly
to certain processors. This expense will
not result from hiring inspectors, a cost
that the Federal Government will bear,
but from complying with the processing
standards promulgated by the Govern-
ment. If there were no sanitation prob-
lem, there would be no legislation. But
since there are problems, it is going to
be expensive for some persons to upgrade
their facilities so that they will be able
to meet the minimum Federal standards.

It is extremely difficult to estimate
what the costs to industry actually may
be. Obviously they will vary from plant
to plant depending upon individual con-
ditions. In some cases, the costs of im-
proving facilities, vessels, and equipment
may be such that companies will elect
to close their doors rather than meet the
expense., In other cases, mergers may
take place. But in either case the result
may be an unfortunate trend toward eco-
nomiec concentration, with the accom-
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panying threat of a reduction in compe-
tition within the fishing industry.

Such an eventuality would play a cruel
hoax upon the consumer we are seeking
to help, and it is a result which we must
seek to avoid. Both technical and finan-
cial assistance to the industry from the
Federal Government may help ease this
transition to more rigorous processing
procedures. As a result I am introducing
on behalf of myself, Mr. BavH, Mr.
BRrROOKE, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr., HARTKE, Mr.
INoUuYE, Mr, KENNEDY, Mr. McCARTHY,
Mr. METCALF, Mr, STEVENS, and Mr, YAR-
BOROUGH, & bill which would amend the
Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 to provide
technical and finanecial assistance to the
commercial fishing industry in meeting
the requirements of the Wholesome Fish
and Fishery Products Act of 1969. The
proposal would give the Department of
the Interior specific authority to provide
technical assistance and to make loans
to the commercial fishing industry in
meeting the requirements of the new
legislation. It would increase the fisheries
loan fund by $15 million for that purpose.

To my way of thinking, the health of
the marketplace is nearly as important
as the health of the consumer who shops
there. I earnestly hope that this technical
and financial assistance program will en-
able us to pass meaningful inspection
legislation without producing any ad-
verse effect on competition within the
fishing industry.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of this bill appear
at the conclusion of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the REcorbp.

The bill (8.1091) to amend the Fish
and Wildlife Act of 1956 to provide tech-
nical and financial assistance to the
commercial fishing industry in meeting
the requirements of the Wholesome Fish
and Fishery Products Act of 1969, in-
troduced by Mr. Harr (for himself and
other Senators), was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee
on Commerce, and ordered to be printed
in the Recorbp, as follows:

S. 1091

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That section 4 of
the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (70 Stat.
1121; 16 U.S.C. 742c) Is amended—

(1) by inserting before the pericd at the
end of subsection (a) the following: "or new
or operating establishments processing fish
and fishery products subject to regulations
issued under the Wholesome Fish and Fish-
ery Products Act of 1969 and subject to the
enactment of such Act';

(2) by inserting immediately after the
word ‘‘gear” in the first sentence of sub-
sectlon (b)(4) the words “and establish-
ments processing fish and fishery products”,
and by inserting before the period at the
end of such sentence the phrase “and com-
mercial fish processors’;

(3) by inserting immediately after the
word “applicant” in subsection (b)(5) the
words “for a loan relating to vessels or gear”,
and by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new sentence: “The applicant for a loan
relating to an establishment processing fish
and fishery products shall have the ability,
experience, resources, and other qualifica-
tions necessary to operate and maintain the
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establishment in a sound business-like man-
ner."”; and

(4) by amending the last sentence of sub-
section (¢) of such section to read as follows:
“There is authorized to be appropriated to
the fisheries loan fund the sum of $35,000,000
to provide initial capital.”

Sec. 2. Section 7(a) of the Fish and Wild-
life Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 1122; 16 U.S.C.
T42f(a)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and
(5) as paragraphs (5) and (6); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) a new
paragraph to read as follows:

‘“(4) provide technical assistance to the
commerclal fishing industry In developing
economically feasible technical improvements
to meet any standards of s=anitation and
quality control for the processing of fish and
fishery products promulgated under the
Wholesome Fish and Fishery Products Act of
1969 and any other provisions of such Act,
upon the enactment of such Act, and to as-
sure that the processing of all fish and fishery
products fully complles with such stand-
ards;",

S. 1092—INTRODUCTION OF THE
WHOLESOME FISH AND FISHERY
PRODUCTS ACT OF 1969

Mr. HART. Mr, President, I rise to in-
troduce on behalf of myself, Mr. BayH,
Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BROOKE, Mr. EAGLETON,
Mr. Fong, Mr. GOOpELL, Mr. HARTKE, Mr.
HucHES, Mr. INoUYE, Mr. KENNEDY, MT.
McCaArRTHY, Mr, McGeg, Mr. McGOVERN,
Mr., MeTCALF, Mr. MownpALE, Mr. MoN-
TOYA, Mr. Moss, Mr. PErcy, Mr, STEVENS,
Mr. YarBOROUGH, and Mr. Youne of Ohio,
the Wholesome Fish and Fishery Prod-
ucts Act of 1969. This bill is the third of
three recent major proposals designed to
safeguard the wholesomeness and qual-
ity of our Nation’'s food supply. The first,
the Wholesome Meat Act, was signed
into law by President Johnson on De-
cember 15, 1967. It extends to intrastate
proecessors of meat the same sanitation
and quality control reguirements that
have existed for interstate processors
since the early years of this century. The
second bill, the Wholesome Poultry Prod-
ucts Act, was signed into law by Presi-
dent Johnson on August 18, 1968. It also
requires continuous inspection of both
interstate and intrastate processing ac-
tivities in order to guarantee that the
consumer who buys poultry products can
be confident in their wholesomeness and
quality. For a good many years, however,
our third high-protein food—fish—has
had the weakest inspection and quality
control program of the three. And the
result of this oversight has been a prod-
uct which occasionally can endanger a
person’s health and which always varies
widely in quality.

Over the past decade meat and poultry
consumption has increased substantially
in the United States, so that in 1967
each person consumed an average of 178
pounds of red meat and nearly 46 pounds
of poultry. At the same time, however,
consumption of fish and fishery products
has remained relatively stable at about
11 pounds per person each year. This
wide disparity in the consumption of the
different varieties of high-protein food
products need not exist. Unquestionably
consumer doubt about the quality of
fishery products accounts for much of
their poor market acceptance.
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In the 90th Congress I sponsored two
bills which would provide for the inspeec-
tion of fish and fishery products. The
Commerce Committee, to which these
bills were referred, held 5 days of
hearings on fish inspection—two in July
of 1967, and three in April of 1968. Testi-
mony at these hearings disclosed many
serious deficiencies in fish handling and
in sanitary practices employed by the
fish processing industry.

A speech by Deputy Commissioner
Rankin of the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, for example, which is included
in the July 1967 hearings, described con-
ditions in the smoked fish industry. He
stated that an examination of 15 plants
engaged in smoked fish processing dis-
closed that 13 were operated under con-
ditions which were judged to be poten-
tially dangerous and six of these were
judged to be imminently hazardous to
consumers of the finished product. To
illustrate these findings, he quoted from
a report on one of these processors:

The fish were hung on wooden sticks for
the processing operation. The sticks and
nalls were encrusted with rotten fish scales
and particles from previous batches, The top
of the table, on which the raw fish were
scraped and gutted, was pitted. Debris from
previous batches of fish were trapped in the
knicked table top since no attempt was made
to clean and sanitize the table between op-
erations. These residues served to contami-
nate all batches of fish that passed over the
table. No attempt was made to clean the
rusty wire dip nets that were used to remove
the fish from the thawing and brining casks,
The nets had buildups of bits of rotten fish
flesh and entrails.

Since that time, the smoked fish indus-
try has worked closely with FDA in devel-
oping vastly improved processing proce-
dures. But FDA inspection reports con-
tained in the April 1968 hearings indi-
cate that unsanitary processing condi-
tions can still be found in nearly every
segment of the fishing industry.

The 1967 hearings quite clearly estab-
lished that as a result of these poor con-
ditions, the consumer of fishery products
is frequently shortchanged in the quality
of the product he buys. Articles from
Consumer Reports magazine which are
reprinted in the hearings reveal that 50
percent of the frozen breaded fish por-
tions which were tested by the Consum-
er's Union were judged substandard and
17 out of 18 salmon steaks sampled were
rancid. Tests conducted by the Bureau of
Commercial Fisheries which also appear
in the hearings confirm that a startling
percentage of a wide variety of fishery
products should be classified as “sub-
standard” or “grade not certified”: 55.5
percent of frozen fish portions; 26.2 per-
cent of frozen halibut steaks; 43.2 per-
cent of haddock fillets; 37.7 percent of
breaded shrimp; 32.4 percent of flounder
or sole fillets; 52.4 percent of cod fillets;
and 69 percent of ocean perch fillets. In
short, these figures may well reveal why
the annual consumption of fish in this
counfry has remained at that surpris-
ingly low level of 11 pounds per capita.

Similarly, testimony at our 1968 hear-
ings emphasized that the unsanitary
processing conditions in segments of the
industry might even raise serious ques-
tions about the wholesomeness of the
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marketed product. Assistant Secretary
Philip Lee of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, testified for
example:

In 1963, inadequate safeguards in process-
ing smoked lake fish resulted in a major out~
break of botulism; nine persons died. During
one weekend in 1966, about 400 cases of Sal-
monella poisoning were reported; the illness
was directly attributable to smoked fish. In-
vestigations found unsatisfactory sanitary
controls and many sources of contamination
in the processing plants.

In 1966, more than 250 cases of food poi-
soning were reported in one city; imported
shrimp was identified as the cause.

Infectious hepatitis has been linked to
shellfish in four different incidents since 1964,
A total of 309 confirmed cases of hepatitis
has been traced to shellfish from four eastern
coastal areas. These are some of the reported
cases. No one knows how many cases of il1-
ness attributable to fish go unreported every
year, Clearly, unless consumer protection
methods are strengthened, further cases of
disease or death may be anticipated,

It is difficult for me to believe that in
the midst of the space age, large num-
bers of Americans are becoming seriously
ill each year because certain fish proc-
essors are still observing quality and
sanitation standards which are reminis-
cent of conditions prevailing in the 19th
century. Yet the statistics clearly indi-
cate a startling annual cost in discom-
fiture, severe illness, or even death from
the consumption of fishery products.
There is no justification for forcing con-
sumers to play this dangerous game of
roulette every time they shop for fish in
their local market.

And the severe economic consequences
of such health scares to all processors in
any indicated segment of the industry
are readily imaginable. The 1967 hear-
ings support the worst estimates with
hard figures: In 1962 Chicago received
3,700,000 pounds of chubs. In October
1963 the botulism incident referred to
earlier broke out, was traced to smoked
chubs, and received wide publicity. That
year chub receipts in Chicago fell off to
2,700,000 pounds and declined further in
1964 to 1,600,000 pounds—Iless than half
the 1962 figure. Not until 1965, when re-
ceipts were back to 3% million pounds,
had the industry recovered from the ad-
verse effects of the health scare.

Unfortunately, the fishing industry is
not well adapted to make the improve-
ments which these figures indicate are
so essential. The consumer, who pur-
chases a fish product and wants to make
sure that the product he is buying is not
contaminated, is forced to rely nearly
entirely upon the processor. And the
well-intentioned processor may never-
theless be forced to cut corners because
of the economic pressure exerted by those
competitors who process poor quality fish,
whenever they think they can sell them,
because their costs will be reduced and
profits widened. In such a competitive
situation, the best available method to
upgrade standards is to impose, through
law, minimum standards of sanitation
and quality contrel which are to be ob-
served in all fish processing operations.
The physical welfare of numerous con-
sumers demands that we do so.

The bill which I introduce today is
designed both to protect consumers of
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fish products and to improve the eco-
nomic position of the fishing industry.
It authorizes the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to make a sur-
vey of the fishing industry and, within
1 year after the effective date of the
act, to issue such minimum standards
of sanitation and quality control for the
processing of fish and fishery products.
These standards would become effective
1 year after they are promulgated and
would apply to fish processing establish-
ments, fishing vessels, and transporta-
tion and storage facilities. The Secretary
would have the authority to amend or
revise these standards from time to time.

To insure that the guality control and
sanitation standards are properly ob-
served, the bill would require continuous
inspection of all fish processing plants
and periodie inspection of fishing vessels
and transportation and storage facilities.
For interstate plants, the inspection
would be conducted by Federal inspec-
tors. For intrastate processors, however,
inspection would be conducted by State
officials in those States which establish
inspeetion programs which are “at least
equal” to the Federal program. Where a
State does not have such a program, in-
spection would be conducted by Federal
inspectors. Federal funds would be avail-
able to help States establish their own
programs, however.

Under the bill, all fish products would
be required to bear an official mark or
official inspection legend before they can
be sold at retail. No product could bear
such a mark or legend unless it had been
processed under continuous inspection.
Nor could it bear the official mark or
legend unless all labels or packages had
first been approved by the Secretary who
would determine that the article was not
misbranded. This requirement is similar
to provisions contained in both the meat
and poultry laws.

To guarantee that the consumer will
be adequately protected in purchasing
any fish product, and to make sure that
domestic processors are not placed at any
competitive disadvantage, the bill also
provides that no edible fish or fishery
product can be imported into the United
States unless it was processed in a coun-
try which had an inspection program
“at least equal to” our own. In other
words, any foreign country desiring to
export fish to the U.S. market would be
required to institute a continuous inspec-
tion program to enforce sanitation and
quality control standards which are
equal to or superior to those required for
U.S. vessels and processing plants.

Thus, the bill I am introducing today
would create a comprehensive fish in-
spection program comparable to those
which presently exist for meat and poul-
try. The basic provisions of this bill are
identical to those contained in S, 2958 in
the 90th Congress—a proposal sent to
Congress by the Johnson administration.
It contains certain changes, however,
which reflect criticisms of that bill. To
simplify any analysis of this new pro-
posal, I shall briefly itemize the 10 most
significant changes:

First. The new bill specifically provides
for the sanitation of shellfish growing
waters, as well as for continuous inspec-
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tion of shellfish processing plants. Al-
though officials from HEW testified last
yvear that they would interpret S. 2958
as authorizing them to set standards for
the sanitation of shellfish growing waters
as well as for plants and vessels, this
new version makes absolutely clear that
shellfish are to be included in the whole-
some fish program.

Second. The new bill restricts the See-
retary’s authority to suspend a proces-
sor's certificate. Under this new proposal,
the Secretary would no longer be em-
powered to suspend a certificate for
“failure to comply with a lawful order
for condemnation or detention.” And
where the certificate is to be suspended
because processing activities may pose
“imminent harm to consumers,” this new
version provides that such a determina-
tion cannot be delegated to a nonsuper-
visory official or employee of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Third. The new bill broadens a proces-
sor’s rights in a condemnation proceed-
ing. Last year’s bill contained a provision
stating that if any fish or fishery prod-
ucts were found to be adulterated, they
should be immediately condemned, and
it provided that failure to comply with
an order for condemnation would be
grounds for suspension of a processor’s
certificate. The new bill provides that
fish or fishery products are to be im-
mediately destroyed only if no appeal is
taken from the order of condemnation, In
other words, it insures that the evidence
can be preserved when the condemnation
order is contested without jeopardizing
& processor's right to continue his
operations.

Fourth. The new bill clarifies the man-
ufacturer’s obligation to pay for overtime
inspection. Last year’s bill would have
required that a processor pay the full
cost of any overtime or holiday inspec-
tion. Because of the vagaries of the fish
processing business—where the time of
harvesting and landing fresh fish is nor-
mally beyond the processor’s control, and
the necessity is great for processing them
as quickly as possible—the new bill pro-
vides that overtime pay is to be borne by
the processor only when the processing is
conducted at odd hours solely because it
is convenient for the manufacturer and
not when it is due to the unpredictability
of fish harvesting.

Fifth. The bill confers authority on the
Secretary to exempt fish houses from
the requirement of continuous inspection.
At last year's hearing we heard testimony
that the fishing industry includes many
fish houses where fresh fish are stored
prior to shipment to retail markets or to
processing plants, Although, these fish
houses would normally come under the
bill’'s definition of a processing estab-
lishment, there is little sense in requiring
continous inspection of a building where
fish are merely iced or refrigerated and
stored, but are not actually cut up. This
new provision, therefore, would permit
the Secretary to set standards for fish
houses and to waive the requirement of
continous inspection.

Sixth. The new bill makes clear that
continous inspection will not exempt a
manufacturer from product liability un-
der common law. Although, undoubtedly,
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the original bill would not have been con-
strued to restrict the rights of an indi-
vidual who had consumed an unwhole-
some product to proceed against the
manufacturer, the new bill specifically
states that he will retain this right.

Seventh, The new bill clarifies the Sec-
retary’s right to amend sanitation or
quality control standards from time to
time after the initial standards have
been issued.

Eighth. The new bill eliminates the
Secretary’s discretion to order less than
continuous inspection when plants are
located geographically near one another.
At last year’'s hearings several processors
complained that such a provision was in-
equitable, since it might subject some
processors to less rigorous observation
than others. As a result this provision has
been elminated.

Ninth. The new bill makes clear that
the official inspection mark or legend
need not appear on bulk containers used
to ship fish or fishery products between
processors prior to their packaging for
final sale.

Tenth. The new bill provides an ex-
emption for fish imported into the United
States by sports fishermen who cateh
these fish outside the United States and
desire to bring them home for personal
consumption.

Briefly then, these are the major
changes which we have made in last
year’s fish inspection bill. I hope they
will eliminate some of the objectionable
features of that bill. Hopefully, these
changes will narrow differences over the
bill to one or two major areas.

Assuring the wholesomeness and high
quality of our Nation’s food supply should
be one of the primary objectives of the
Federal Government in the consumer
field. To do so, however, it is imperative
that we raise the standards presently ob-
served in the processing of fish., Since
this is the major gap presently existing
in our food inspection laws, I anticipate
that this proposal will be one of the
major consumer bills in the 91st Con-
gress. I hope that we can work construe-
tively with the fishing industry to pass,
as quickly as possible, an effective bill
which will benefit both processors and
consumers.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of this bill appear
at this point in my remarks.

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

The bill (S, 1092) to regulate inter-
state commerce by amending the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to
provide for the inspection of facilities
used in the harvesting and processing
of fish and fishery products for com-
mercial purposes, for the inspection of
fish and fishery products, and for co-
operation with the States in the regula-
tion of intrastate commerce with respect
to State fish inspection programs, and
for other purposes, introduced by Mr.
Hart (for himself and other Senators),
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce,
and ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Wholesome Fish
and Fishery Products Act of 1969."

CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS

Bec. 2. Fish and fishery products are an
important source of the Nation's total sup-
ply of food. These foods are consumed
throughout the Nation and the major por-
tion of the supply moves in interstate com-
merce, some from foreign sources, It is es-
sential that the health and welfare of con-
sumers be protected by assuring that fish and
fishery products distributed to them are
of good quality, wholesome, not adulterated,
and are properly marked, labeled, and pack-
aged. Fish or fishery products which do not
meet these standards depress markets for
wholesome, not adulterated, and properly
labeled and packaged fish and fishery prod-
ucts., Those articles that are unwholesome,
adulterated, of poor quality, mislabeled, or
deceptively packaged compete unfairly with
articles that are of good quality, wholesome,
not adulterated, and properly labeled and
packaged, to the detriment of commercial
fishermen, processors, and consumers of fish
and fishery products. It is hereby found that
all fish and fishery products regulated under
this Act are either in interstate or foreign
commerce or substantially affect such com-
merce, and that Federal regulation and co-
operation by the Btates and other jurisdic-
tions as contemplated by this Act (includ-
ing cooperation through federally approved
state programs for control of shellfish grow-
ing areas and shellfish harvesting), are ap-
propriate to prevent and eliminate burdens
upon such commerce, to effectively regulate
such commerce, and to protect the health
and welfare of the consumer.

WHOLESALE FISH AND FISHERY PROD-
UCTS AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL
FOOD, DRUG, AND COSMETIC ACT

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 101. Section 201, as amended, of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act is
further amended by adding at the end of
such section the following new paragraphs:

“(y) (1) The term ‘fish’ means any aquatic
animal, including amphibians, or part there-
of capable of use as human food.

“(2) The term ‘shellfish’, as used in sec-
tions 402(f), 421, and 423, means any species
of oyster, clam, or mussel, elther shucked or
in the shell, and elther fresh, or frozen or
otherwise processed, or any part thereof.

“(z) The term ‘fishery products’ means
any product capable of use as human food
which is made wholly or in part from any
fish or portion thereof, except products which
contain fish only in small proportions or
historically have not been, in the judgment
of the Secretary, considered by consumers as
products of the commercial fishing industry,
and which are exempted from definition as
a fishery product by the Secretary under such
conditions as he may prescribe to assure that
the fish or portions thereof contained therein
are not adulterated and that such products
are not represented as fishery products,

“(aa) The term ‘capable of use as human
food' applies to any fish or part or product
thereof, unless it is denatured or otherwise
identified as required by regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary to deter lts use as
human food, or unless it is naturally inedible
by humans.

“{bb) The terms ‘process’, ‘processed’, and
‘processing’, with respect to fish or fishery
products, mean to harvest, handle, store, pre-
pare, produce, manufacture, process, pack,
transport, or hold such products.

“(ce) The term ‘official mark’ means the
official inspection legend or any other sym-
bol prescribed by regulations of the Secre-
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tary to ldentify the status of any fish or
fishery product under this Act.

“(dd) The term ‘official inspection legend*
means any symbol prescribed by regulations
of the Secretary showling that an article is
in accordance with the provisions of this
Act.

“(ee) The term ‘official inspection certifi-
cate’ means any certificate prescribed by reg-
ulations of the Secretary for issuance by an
inspector or other person performing official
functions under this Act.

“(1f) The term ‘official device' means any
device prescribed or authorized by the Sec-
retary for use in applying any officlal mark.

“(gg) The term ‘vessel’ means any water-
craft of any description which is engaged in
the processing of fish for landing and human
consumption In any State.

“(hh) The term ‘continuous inspection’
means the application of inspection by a
full-time inspector.

“(ii) the term ‘inspector’ means an indi-
vidual appointed or commissioned as an offi-
cer or employee of the Department and au-
thorized by the Secretary to inspect articles
under th2 authority of this Act.”

PROHIBITED ACTS

SEC. 102. Bectlon 301, as amended, of the
Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end of such
section the following new paragraph:

“(r) Without authorization from the Sec-
retary or contrary to regulations prescribed
by him, casting, printing, llthographing, or
otherwise making, simulating, using, or fail-
ing to use, altering, defacing, detaching, or
destroying any form of official mark, official
inspection legend, official inspection certif-
icate, or official device; possessing, without
promptly notifying the Secretary thereof, any
forged, counterfeited, simulated, or improp-
erly altered form of official mark, official in-
spection legend, official inspection certificate
or officlal device; forging, counterfelting.
simulating, improperly altering any form of
official mark, official inspection legend, official
inspection certificate, or official device; mak-
ing any false statement in any shipper’s or
other certificate provided for in regulations;
or falsely or misleadingly representing that
any fish or fishery product has been inspected
and passed or exempted from such inspection,

“(s) The processing of any fish or fishery
products In any establishment or vessel pre-
paring any such article in violation of the
requirements of part B of chapter IV and
regulations prescribed pursuant thereto.

“{t) The importation of fish and fishery
products in violation of section 410(1).

“(u) The fallure to maintain, or to afford
access to, records as required by section 411
(b).”

ADULTERATION

Sec. 103. Section 402, as amended, of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end of such
section the following new paragraph:

“(f£)(1) If it is, or it bears or contains,
any fish or fishery product, and it has been
processed, stored, or handled in violatlon of
section 410 or 411 or any regulations issued
by the Secretary under such sectlons.

*(2) If it is, or is a product made or de-
rived in whole or in part from, shellfish and
such shellfish (A) was harvested In a State
or forelgn country that did not at the time
of harvesting have in effect (1) an annual
State plan for classification and control of
shellfish growing areas and for regulation
and control of shellfish harvesting practices,
approved by the Secretary on the basis of
standards promulgated by him by regulation,
or (li) in the case of a foreign country, a
shellish control program at least equal to
such standards; or (b) was not harvested, or
was not purified after harvesting, in con-
formity with such State plan or foreign pro-
gram; or (c) was harvested in a growing area
that has been declared closed for such pur-
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poses by regulation of the Secretary on the
basis of a finding of necessity for the protec-
tion of the public health.”
INSPECTION OF FISH AND FISHERY PRODUCTS,
ESTAELISHMENTS, AND VESSELS

Sec. 104. Chapter IV of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act is further amended
(1) by inserting “ParT A—GENERAL"” imme-
diately below the chapter heading, and (2)
by adding at the end of such chapter the
following:

“ParT B—F1sH AnD FisaerYy PrRODUCTS

“Subpart 1—Inspection and Regulation of
Products, Establishments, and Vessels

“Sec. 410. (a) Goop MANUFACTURING Prac-
TicEs.—The Secretary shall, either directly
or by contract, make, by experts in sanita-
tion or other competent persons, such survey
of as many establishments in the United
States and vessels which process fish and
fishery products for interstate commerce as
he deems appropriate to inform himself con-
cerning the operations and sanitary condi-
tions thereof for the purpose of developing
adequate standards of good manufacturing
practices, including but not limited to sani-
tation and quality control, under which such
establishments and vessels shall be main-
tained and operated. The Secretary shall
thereafter by regulation prescribe standards
of sanitation and quality control for the
processing of fish and fishery products which
shall be applicable to persons covered by
this part, and he may from time to time
amend such regulations. The initial regula-
tions pursuant to this subsection shall be
issued within one year after funds are first
appropriated to carry out the provisions of
this part. Regulations (including amend-
ments to regulations) prescribed pursuant
to this subsection shall become effective
upon the date specified in the order pre-
scribing them, but the initial regulations
shall become effective one year after the
date on which such regulations have been
issued, unless the Secretary finds that addi-
tional time, not In excess of one year, is
necessary to place all or any part of such
regulations into effect. On and after the ef-
fective date of such regulations no person
shall process for interstate commerce fish or
fishery products in any establishment under
his control without complying with such
regulations.

“(b) CERTIFICATION OF ESTABLISHMENTS
AND VessELs—Thirty-sixty days after the
effective date of such regulations, no person
shall process for interstate commerce fish
or fishery products in any establishment or
vessel under his control unless there is in
effect for such establishment or vessel a
certificate of registration issued by the Sec-
retary. The Secretary shall issue such a cer-
tificate upon application accompanied by
such assurance as may be required by regu-
lations that such establishment or vessel is
and will be maintained in compliance with
applicable standards. The Secretary may deny
the certificate of registration if an adequate
assurance of compliance is not presented, and
the denial shall be subject to the opportunity
for hearing and judicial review provided by
section 412.

"(c) SUSPENSION AND REINSTATEMENT OF
CerTIFICATES—The certificate of registration
of any establishment or vessel may be sus-
pended, after opportunity for hearing, for
failure to comply with the requirements of
this subpart. The certificate may be im-
mediately suspended by the Secretary (1) for
failure to permit access for inspection, or (2)
where an inspection or investigation discloses
violation of any provision of this chapter or
any regulation issued thereunder which the
Secretary determines would involve an undue
risk of imminent harm to consumers if proc-
essing were to continue prior to the correc-
tion of such violation: Provided, That the
authority conferred by this sentence may
not be delegated to a nonsupervisory officer or
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employee of the Department. The holder of
such suspended certificate may at any time
apply for reinstatement, and the Secretary
shall immediately grant such reinstatement
if he finds that adequate measures have been
taken to comply with the provisions of this
chapter and the regulations. Suspension of a
certificate and the denial of reinstatement
shall be subject to the procedures provided by
section 412, but a summary suspension shall
remain in effect during the pendency of the
administrative proceeding under that sec-
tion. In the event of any judicial proceeding
relating to such summary suspension before
the proceeding under section 412 the only
fssue to be judicially determined shall be
whether the Secretary had reasonable cause
under the circumstances of the case to take
summary action.

“(d) ImnsrecTiON.—For the purpose of pre-
venting the use in interstate commerce of
fish or fishery products which are adulter-
ated or misbranded, the Secretary shall
cause to be made, by inspectors appointed by
him for that purpose, a continuous inspec-
tion of each establishment where fish or fish-
ery products are processed for interstate
commerce. For the same purposes, the Secre-
tary, at his discretion, may require that ade-
quate inspections be made, by inspectors
appointed for that purpose, of vessels proc-
essing fish or fishery products for interstate
commerce. Any inspector appointed for the
purposes of this title shall at any time have
access to any establishment or vessel where
fish or fishery products are processed for
interstate commerce. Denial of access to such
inspector shall be ground for suspension of
the certificate of registration. The Secretary,
whenever processing operations are being
conducted, may, at his discretion, provide for
the sampling, detention, and reinspection of
fish or fishery products at each such estab-
lishment or vessel. Any fish or fishery prod-
ucts found to be adulterated shall be imme-
diately condemned and segregated and shall,
if no appeal is taken from the inspector's
determination of condemnation or if upon
completion of an appeal inspection such con-
demnation is sustained, be destroyed for hu-
man food purposes under the supervision of
an inspector: Provided, That any fish or fish-
ery products which may by reprocessing be
made not adulterated shall not be so con-
demned and destroyed if reprocessed under
the supervision of an inspector and there-
after found not to be adulterated. Failure to
comply with the requirements of the preced-
ing sentence shall be ground for suspension
of the certificate of registration. An appeal
under this subsection from the determina-
tion of condemnation shall be at the cost of
the appellant if the Secretary determines
that the appeal was frivolous. The cost of
inspection (other than any cost of appeal
determined to be payable by the appellant
pursuant to the preceding sentence) shall be
borne by the United States, except that the
cost of overtime and holiday pay for inspec-
tion service performed, in an establishment
subject to inspection, at the convenience of
the establishment and not owing to condi-
tions of harvesting or processing beyond the
control of the establishment, shall, at such
rates as the Secretary may determine in ac-
cordance with regulations, be borne by such
establishment. Sums received by the Secre-
tary in reimbursement for sums paid out by
him for such premium pay work shall be
available without fiscal year limitation to
carry out the purposes of this section.

“(e) Uske oF THE.-OFFICIAL MARK AND OFFI-
CIAL INSPECTION LEGEND.—When fish or fish-
ery products are processed for interstate
commerce in an establishment holding an
unsuspended certificate of registration and
are placed or packed in any container or
wrapper, the person processing such products
shall, at the time they leave the establish-
ment, cause a label to be attached thereon
which shall bear or contain the official mark
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or official inspection legend except as may be
otherwise authorized by regulation pursuant
to clause (2) of section 405.

“(f) LaBELING AND PacraciNG—If the Sec-
retary has reason to believe that any labeling
or packaging in use or proposed for use with
respect to any article subject to this subpart
renders or would render such article mis-
branded, he may direct that such use be
withheld, and the official mark or the official
inspection legend not used, unless the label-
ing and packaging is modifieq in such man-
ner as he may prescribe to comply fully with
this Act. If the person using or proposing
to use such labeling or packaging does not
accept the determination of the Secretary,
such person may request a hearing, but the
use of such labeling or packaging shall, if
the Secretary so directs, be withheld pending
hearing and final determination by the Sec-
retary. Any such determination by the Sec-
retary shall be subject to the opportunity
for hearing and judicial review provided by
section 412,

“{g) Trape NAMES AND ESTABLISHED PACK-
AcEs.—Established trade names or other
labeling and packaging which are not false
or misleading in any particular and which
are approved by the Secretary are permitted.

“(h) STORAGE OR HANDLING REGULATIONS.—
The Secretary may by regulation prescribe
conditions under which fish or fishery prod-
ucts capable of use as human food shall be
stored or otherwise handled by any person
engaged in the business of buying, selling,
freezing, storing, or transporting, in or for
interstate commerce, or importing such ar-
ticles, whenever the Scor=tary deems such
action necessary to assure that such articles
will not be adulterated, misbrandea, or other-
wise in viclation of this Act when delivered
to the consumer. Violation of any such regu-
lation is prohibited, and fish and fishery
products stored or handled in violation of
such regulation shall be deemed adulterated
under section 402(f) of the Act. Such regu-
lations shall not apply to the storage or han-
dling of such articles at any retail store or
other establishment any State that would
be subject to this sectlon only because of
purchases in interstate commerce, If the
storage and handling of such articles at such
establishment are regulated, under the laws
of the State in which such establishment is
located, in a manner which the Secretary,
after consultation with the appropriate ad-
visory committee provided for in section
421(a) of this Act, determines is adequate to
effectuate the purposes of this subsection.

(1) ImPoRTATION OF Fi1sH AND FISHERY
PropucTts.—After the effective date of regu-
lations issued under this subpart—

“(1) no fish or fishery products shall be
imported into the United States if such ar-
ticles are adulterated or misbranded or other-
wise fail to comply with all the inspection,
good manufacturing practice, and other pro-
visions of this Act and regulations issued
thereunder applicable to such articles in
commerce within the United States: Pro-
vided, That whenever it shall be determined
by the Secretary, in the case of any foreign
country, that the system of plant and vessel
inspection of fish and fishery products is at
least equal to all the inspection, good manu-
facturing practice, and other provisions of
this Act and regulations issued thereunder,
and that reliance can be placed on certificates
required by regulation of the Secretary as
to compliance with the country’s inspection,
good manufacturing practice, and other re-
quirements, the Secretary may accept such
certificates as compliane with the compara-
ble requirements of this subpart: Provided
Jurther, That any fish or fishery products
covered by such certificates shall be marked
and labeled as required by regulations for
such imported articles: And provided further,
That (A) nothing in this section shall apply
to a person who purchases fish outside the
United States for consumption by himself




February 19, 1969

or members of his household except that the
total amount of such fish shall not exceed
fifty pounds; and (B) the Secretary may fur-
ther, by or pursuant to regulation, exempt
from all or any part of this section, on such
terms and conditions as he may deem appro-
priate, fish that are caught by an individual
in the bona fide pursuit of sport and not for
commercial purposes in waters outside the
United States and that are brought into the
United States by such individual by himself
or members of his household.

“(2) The Secretary may prescribe, under
section 801 of this Act, the terms and condi-
tions of the destruction of all such articles
which are imported contrary to this section,
unless (1) they are exported by the con-
signee within the time fixed therefor by the
Secretary, or (2) in the case of articles which
are not in compliance with this Aet solely
because of misbranding, such articles are
brought into compliance with the Act under
supervision of authorized representatives of
the Secretary.

“{3) For the purpose of facilitating en-
forcement of this section and reducing the
costs thereof, the importation of fish or fish-
ery products into any port in the United
States, except such as may be designated by
the Secretary with the approval of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is prohibited.

“ADMINISTRATIVE AND AUXILIARY PROVISIONS

“Sec, 411. (a) WITHHOLDING, WITHDRAWING,
AND REINSTATING CERTIFICATES.—The Secre-
tary (for such period, or indefinitely, as he
deems necessary to effectuate the purposes of
this Act) may withdraw withhold a certifi-
cate of registration under section 410 or may
suspend or withdraw such a certificate issued
under that section, with respect to any estab-
lishment if he determines that the applicant
or holder of such certificate is unfit to engage
in any business requiring a certificate under
that section because such person, or anyone
responsibly connected with him, has been

convicted, In any Federal or State court,
within the previous ten years of (1) any
felony, or more than one misdemeanor, based
upon the acquiring, handling, or distributing

of adulterated, mislabeled, or deceptively
packaged food or fraud in connection with
transactions in food; or (2) any felony in-
volving fraud, bribery, extortion, or any other
act or circumstance indicating a lack of the
integrity needed for the conduct of opera-
tions affecting the public health. This sec-
tion shall not affect In any way other pro-
vislons of this Act for suspension of a cer-
tificate under sectlon 410. For the purpose
of this section, a person shall be deemed to
be responsibly connected with the business
if he was a partner, officer, director, holder or
owner of 10 per centum or more of its voting
stock, or employee in a managerial or execu-
tive capacity. Withholding, withdrawal, and
refusal to reinstate a certificate under this
section shall be subject to the opportunity
for hearing and judicial review provided by
section 412,

“{b) MAINTENANCE AND RETENTION OF REC-
orps.—For the purpose of enforcing the pro-
visions of this Act, persons engaged in the
business of processing fish or fishery prod-
ucts for human consumption in interstate
commerce or holding such products after
transportation in Interstate commerce shall
maintain accurate records showing to the
extent that they are concerned therewith,
the recelpt, delivery, sale, movement, or dis-
position of fish or fishery products and shall,
upon the request of the Secretary, permit
him at reasonable times to have access to
and to copy all such records. Any record re-
quired to be maintained by this section shall
be maintained for two years after the trans-
actlion which is the subject of such record
has taken place.

“(¢) ADMINISTRATIVE DETENTION OF FisH
or FisHERY ProDUCTS.—Whenever any fish or
fishery product is found by any authorized
representative of the Secretary upon any
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premises where it is held for purposes of, or
during or after distribution in, interstate
commerce or otherwise subject to this Act,
and there is reason to belleve that any such
article is adulterated, or misbranded or other-
wise in viclation of the provisions of this
Act or of any other Federal law, or that
such article has been or iz intended to be
distributed in violation of any such pro-
visions, such fish or fishery products, If
not otherwise subject to condemnation
under section 410(d), may be detalned by
such representative for a period not to ex-
ceed twenty days pending action under sec-
tion 304 of this Act or notification of any
Federal, State, or other governmental au-
thorities having jurisdiction over such
article, and shall not be moved by any per-
son from the place at which it is located when
s0 detained until released by such represen-
tative. SBuch fish or fishery product shall be
detained in a sultable manner to prevent
decomposition and the costs thereof shall
be borne by the owner thereof. All official
marks may be required by such representative
to be removed from such article before it
is released unless it appears to the satis-
faction of the Secretary that the article is
eligible to retain such marks.

“(d) InspecTiON ExEMpTIONS.—(1) The
provisions of this subpart shall not apply to
the processing by any person of fish of his
own raising or harvesting, and the prepara-
tion by him and transportation in commerce
of the fish or fishery products exclusively for
use by him and members of his household
and his nonpaying guests and employees, if
such person does not engage in the business
of buying or selling any fish or fishery prod-
ucts capable of use as human food.

“(2) The Secretary may, by regulation and
under such conditions as to sanitary stand-
ards, practices, and procedures as he may
prescribe, exempt from specific provisions
of this subpart retail dealers with respect to
fishery products sold directly to consumers in
individual retail stores, if the only processing
operations performed by such retail dealers
are conducted on the premises where such
sales to consumers are made. The Secretary
may suspend or terminate any such exemp-
tion at any time with respect to any person,
upon a finding that the conditions of ex-
emption, preseribed by regulations, are not
being met.

“(3) The Secretary may by regulation, un-
der such conditions as to sanitary standards,
practices, and procedures as he may pre-
scribe, exempt from the requirement of con-
tinuous Inspection imposed by the first sen-
tence of section 410(d) any establishment,
known in the trade as a ‘fish house’, in which
no processing of fish or fishery products is
performed except (A) the unloading of fresh
whole fish from vessels into appropriate bulk
containers, (B) icing or other refrigeration
of such fish, and (C) prompt shipment
thereof either (i) to an establishment sub-
ject to continuous Inspection or (i) to a
retail dealer described in paragraph (2) of
this subsection.

“(e) PROCESSOES OF INDUSTRIAL FISHERY
PRODUCTS AND RELATED INDUSTRIES.—Inspec-
tion shall not be provided under this sub-
part of any establishment or vessel processing
fish and fishery products which are nect in-
tended for use as human food, but such ar-
ticles shall, prior to thelr offer for sale or
transportation in interstate commerce, un-
less naturally inedible by humans, be de-
natured or otherwise identified as prescribed
by regulations of the Secretary to deter their
use for human food. No person shall buy,
sell, transport, or offer for sale or transporta-
tion or receive for transportation, in com-
merce, or import, any fish or fishery products
which are not intended for use as human
food unless they are denatured or otherwise
identified as required by the regulations of
the Secretary or are naturally inedible by
humans,

3901

“OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING AND JUDICIAL RE-
VIEW OF DENIAL, WITHHOLDING, SUSPENSION
OR WITHDRAWAL OF CERTIFICATES AND WITH-
HOLDING OF APPROVAL OF LABELING oR
PACKAGING
“Sec. 412. (a) OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING —

(1) Any person denied a certificate under sec-
tion 410(b) or 411(a), or whose certificate
has been suspended or who has been denied
reinstatement under section 410(c), or who
has been refused the official mark for pro-
posed labeling or packaging under section
410(f), or from whom it Is proposed to
withdraw a certificate under section 411(a),
may file objections thereto with the Secre-
tary, specifying with particularity reason-
able grounds for his objection, and request a
hearing upon such objection. The Secretary
shall afford an opportunity for a hearing on
such objections, and shall expedite such
hearing upon request. As soon as possible
after the hearing, the Secretary shall act
upon the objections.

“(2) Such order shall be based upon a fair
evaluation of the entire record at such hear-
ing, and shall contain findings of fact and
conclusions on which the Secretary's ac-
tion was based.

“(3) The Secretary shall grant such in-
terim relief from any order suspending or
withdrawing a certificate as he finds justified
upon considering the interests of the person
holding the certificate and the necessity for
protection of the public health and the in-
terest of consumers.

“(b) JupiciaL REVIEW.—(1) Any person ad-
versely affected by the Secretary’'s action on
his objections may obtain judicial review by
filing in the United States Court of Appeals
for the circult in which he resides or has his
principal place of business, within sixty days
after the entry of the Secretary’s order, a
petition for judicial review.

“(2) A copy of the petition shall be trans-
mitted by the clerk of the court to the Sec-
retary, and the Secretary shall file in the
court the record of the proceeding. The find-
ings of the Secretary with respect to ques-
tions of fact shall be sustained if based upon
a fair evaluation of the entire record.

*“(3) The judgment of the court affirming
or setting aside, in whole or in part, any
order under this section shall be final subject
to review by the Supreme Court of the United
States upon certiorari or certification as pro-
vided in section 1254 of title 28 of the United
States Code.

“Subpart 2—Federal and State Cooperation
“Sec. 421. (a) It is policy of the Congress

to protect the consuming public from fish

and fishery products that are adulterated,
misbranded or otherwise in violation of this

Act, and to assist in efforts by State or other

Government agencies to accomplish this ob-

Jective. In furtherance of this policy:

“(1) The Secretary is authorized, when-
ever he determines that It would effectuate
the purposes of this Act, (A) to cooperate
with the appropriate State agency in develop-
ing and administering a State fish and fish-
ery products inspection program in any State
which has enacted a State fish and fishery
products inspection law that lmposes man-
datory inspection, reinspection, and sanita-
tion requirements that are at least equal to
those under subpart 1 of this part, and pro-
visions of this Act related to such subpart,
with respect to all or certain classes of per-
sons engaged in the State in processing fish
and fishery products for use as human food
solely for distribution within such State;
and (B) to cooperate with the appropriate
State agency in the development of an effec-
tive State program (described in a State plan
approved on an annual basis by the Secre-
tary as meeting standards established by
him) for the classification and control of
shellfish growing areas and for regulation
and control of shellfish harvesting practices,
including shellfish intended for introduction
into interstate commerce.
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*(2) Cooperation with State agencies under
this sectlon may include furnishing to the
appropriate State agency (A) advisory assist-
ance in planning and otherwise developing
an adequate State program under the State
law, and (B) technical and laboratory assist-
ance and training, including necessary cur-
ricular and instructional materials and
equipment, and financial and other aid for
administration of such program, Grants to
any State under this section from Federal
funds for any fiscal year shall not exceed 50
per centum of the estimated total cost of the
cooperative program in such State. SBuch co-
operation and payment shall be contingent
at all times upon the administration of the
State program in a manner which the Sec-
retary, in consultation with the appropriate
advisory committee appointed under para-
graph (3), deems adequate to effectuate the
purpose of this section.

**{38) The Secretary may appoint advisory
committees consisting of such representa-
tives of appropriate State agencies and rep-
resentatives of consumers and industry as
the Secretary and the State agencies may
designate to consult with him concerning
State and Federal programs with respect to
fish inspection and other matters within the
scope of this party, including evaluating State
programs for purposes of this part, and ob-
taining better coordination and more uni-
formity among the State programs and he-
tween the Federal and State programs and
adequate protection of consumers.

“(b) The appropriate State agency with
which the Secretary may cooperate under
this subpart shall be a single agency in the
State which is primarily responsible for the
coordination of the State programs having
objectives similar to those under this Act:
Provided, That with respect to the shellfish
control program referred to in clause (B)
of paragraph (1) of subsection (a) such
State agency may, in the case of a State in
which different functions of its shellfish con-
trol program are vested in different State
agencies, be an interdepartmental agency if
found by the Secretary to be consistent with
the purposes of this Act, including this part.
When the State program includes perform-
ance of certain functions by a municipality
or other subordinate governmental unit, such
unit shall be deemed to be a part of the State
agency for purposes of this section.

“Sec. 422, (a) (1) If the Secretary believes,
by thirty days prior to the expiration of two
years after the effective date of regulations
promulgated under this Act, that a State
has failed to develop or is not enforcing,
with respect to all establishments within its
jurisdiction at which fish or fishery prod-
ucts are processed for use as human food
for distribution solely within ¢he State, in-
spection, reinspection, and sanitation re-
quirements at least equal to those imposed
under subpart 1 of this part and other pro-
visions of this Act related to such subpart,
he shall promptly notify the Governor of
the State of this fact. If the Secretary de-
termines, after consultation with the Gov-
ernor of the State, or representative selected
by him, that such requirements have not
been developed and activated, he shall
promptly after the expiration of such two-
year period designate such State as one in
which the provisions of such subpart 1 and
relatéd provisions of this Act shall apply to
operations and transactions wholly within
such State: Provided, That if the Secretary
determines that there is reason to believe
that the State will activate such require-
ments within one additional year, he may
delay such designation for that period, and
he shall in that event not designate the
State if he further determines at the end
of that period that the State then has such
requirements in effective operation.

*“(2) The Secretary shall publish any such
designation in the Federal Register and, upon
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the expiration of thirty days after such pub-
lication, the provisions of subpart 1 and other
provisions of this Act related thereto shall
apply to operations and transactions and to
persons engaged therein in the State to the
same extent and in the same manner as if
such operations and transactions were con-
ducted in or for interstate commerce.

*(3) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subpart, if the Secretary determines,
at any time prior to designation of a State
under this section, that any establishment
within a State is producing adulterated fish
or fishery products for distribution within
such State which would clearly endanger the
public health, he shall, with a view to
achievement of effective action under State
or local law, notify the Governor of the State
and the appropriate advisory committee pro-
vided under this subpart of such fact. If the
State does not take action to prevent such
endangering of the public health within a
reasonable time after such notice, as deter-
mined by the Secretary in the light of the
risk to public health, the Secretary may
forthwith designate any such establishment
as subject to the provisions of subpart 1 and
related provisions of this Act, and thereupon
the establishment and operator thereof shall
be subject to such provisions as though en-
gaged in interstate commerce until such time
as the Secretary determines that such State
has developed and will enforce requirements
at least equal to those imposed under such
provisions.

“{b) Whenever the Secretary determines
that any State designated under this section
has developed and will enforce State fish in-
spection requirements at least equal to those
imposed under subpart 1 and related provi-
sions of this Act with respect to the opera-
tions and transactions within such State
which are regulated under this subsection,
he shall terminate the designation of such
State under this section, but this shall not
preclude the subsequent redesignatoin of the
State at any time upon thirty days’ notice
to the Governor and publication of such
notice In the Federal Register, and any State
may be designated upon such notice and
publication at any time after the period
specified in this subsection, whether or not
the State has theretofore been designated
upon the Secretary determining that it is not
effectively enforcing requirements at least
equal to those imposed under suci. subpart
and related provisions.

“{c) The Secretary shall promptly upon
enactment of this subpart; and periodically
thereafter but at least annually, review the
requirements, including the enforcement
thereof, of the States not designated under
this section, with respect to the processing
of fish or fishery production and inspection
of such operations.

“STATE JURISDICTION

“SEec. 423. Requirements within the scope
of subpart 1 of part B of this chapter with
respect to any establishment or vessel at
which a certificate of registration is re-
quired under subpart 1 of this part, which
are In addition to or different from those
made under such subpart may not be im-
posed by any State, except that any such
jurisdiction may impose recordkeeping and
other requirements within the scope of sec-
tion 411(b) with respect to any such es-
tablishment. Marking, labeling, packaging,
or ingredient requirements in addition to, or
different from, those made under this Act
may not be imposed by any State with re-
spect to articles processed at any establish-
ment or vessel in accordance with the re-
quirements under such subpart, but any
State may, consistent with the requirements
under this Act, exercise concurrent juris-
diction with the Secretary over articles in-
spected under such subpart, for the pur-
pose of preventing the distribution for hu-
man food purposes of any such articles which
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are adulterated or misbranded and are out-
side of such an establishment, or, in the
case of imported articles which are not at
such an establishment, after their entry
into the United States. Nothing in this
section shall be construed to preclude the
establishment and operation and enforce-
ment of a State shellfish program (meeting
Federal standards and administered under
an annual plan approved by the Secretary)
for classification and control of growing
areas and for regulation and control of har-
vesting practices for shellfish, including
shellfish intended for introduction in inter-
state commerce. This Act shall not preclude
any State from making requirements or
taking other action, consistent with such
subpart, with respect to any other matters
not regulated thereunder.

INTERDEPARTMENTAL COOPERATION

“Sec. 424, (a) There shall be consultation
between the Secretary and the Secretary of
the Interior prior to the issuance of standards
under this Act applicable to fish or fishery
products. There shall also be consultation
between the Secretary and an appropriate
advisory committee provided for in this Act,
prior to the issuance of such standards under
this Act, to avold, insofar as feasible, incon-
sistency between Federal and State standards.

“(b) For the purpose of facilitating en-
forcement and reducing the costs thereof,
the Secretary may utilize by agreement, with
or without reimbursement, law enforcement
officers or other personnel and facilities of
other Federal agencies to carry out the pro-
visions of this Act. The Secretary is also en-
couraged to enter Into agreements or other
arrangements, with or without reimburse-
ment, with any State in carrying out the
provisions of this Act, Including enforce-
ment."

OTHER LAWS

Sec. 105. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provisions of law, the amendments made by
this Act shall not derogate from any au-
thority conferred upon any Federal officer,
employee, or agency by the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act prior to enactment
of this Act, by the Fair Packaging and Label-
ing Act, by the Public Health Service Act, or
by any other Act.

(b) Continuous inspection wunder, and
compliance with the requirements prescribed
by or pursuant to, the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act (including the amend-
ments made thereto by the Wholesome Fish
and Fishery Products Act) with respect to
fish and fishery products shall not exempt
any person from any liability under com-
mon or State law.

WHOLESOME FISH ACT

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
today cosponsored the bill introduced by
the senior Senator from Michigan (Mr,
HArT) which he designates the Whole-
some Fish and Fishery Products Act of
1969. I have also cosponsored his bill
which would provide both the technical
and financial assistance to the commer-
cial fishing industry which might be
needed to assist them in meeting the re-
quirements of the Wholesome Fish Act.

I have cosponsored these two measures
with serious reservations, but I have co-
sponsored them. I attach my name to
these two measures because I believe
America’s commercial fishing industries
must produce a product of high quality
and unquestioned wholesomeness. The
consumer, when he buys fish in the mar-
ket, must be certain beyond doubt that
the product he buys is all that he has
every right to expect it to be.

The fishing industry has failed to
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grow. While our citizens eat more meat
and poultry than they used to, our con-
sumption of fish has remained at a con-
stant level. Fish is a rich source of pro-
tein. It is appetizing and economical to
serve. There is no reason whatever why
it cannot compete on equal ground with
meat and poultry. I believe that passage
of the Wholesome Fish Act would serve
to remove whatever lingering doubts
may exist in the consumer’s mind over
the quality of fish products. I believe
that Federal inspection standards would
improve the level of fish sales and that
the commercial fishing industry would
benefit substantially.

I have three reservations:

First. Some fish processing facilities
may have to be upgraded as a result of
passage of the Wholesome Fish Act.
Sanitary conditions, equipment, and fa-
cilities vary from plant to plant. Often
enough for the smaller processor, it is
not easy to obtain funds to buy new
equipment or to upgrade the old. If the
Federal Government is to impose certain
standards, I believe it has a responsibil-
ity to assist processors in meeting these
standards. This is why I have cospon-
sored the Senator’s bill to provide such
assistance. This bill would increase the
fisheries loan fund by $15,000,000. It
would make available the funds from
this long-term, low-interest federally
operated loan fund to shore processing
facilities as well as fishing vessels. In
good conscience, I have great doubt over
the wisdom or the fairness of passing
the Wholesome Fish Act without at the
same time authorizing this Federal as-
sistance to the fish processors, too.

Second. This bill as introduced today
provides for eontinuous inspection. The
cost of this inspection would be borne by
the Federal Government. It would not
be a burden to the processors. I am not
worried about the cost of continuous in-
spection. I am worried about its prac-
ticality. Unlike the poultry industry or
the meat industry, fish processing plants
do not operate on a day-to-day basis.
They run when the fish come. During
a salmon run, the canneries operate on
& 24-hour basis for so long or for so
short a time as the fish are available.
In my part of the world, there are can-
neries and freezing plants dotted along
the coast of Alaska and down the Aleu-
tian chain. Many of these communities
have foggy, unpredictable weather. It
might well be that the salmon run
could begin at a time when an inspector
was not present and weather conditions
would make it impossible for him to be
on the scene in time to do his job. I
doubt, therefore, that continuous inspec-
tion would be entirely practical. I also
doubt its necessity. I believe that re-
sponsible and thorough inspection on a
spot check basis would serve the same
purpose as continuous inspection. These
spot checks should be unannounced and
frequent. As such, I believe they would
guarantee the maintenance of sanitary
standards and quality of the fish product.

Third. The bill as introduced provides
that the inspection should be carried out
by the Food and Diug Administration. I
am not convinced that this is the agency
best equipped to do the job. It is not
thoroughly familiar with the operation
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of the fishing industry, its particular
problems and needs. It may well be—and
I am not certain of this—that the Bu-
reau of Commercial Fisheries would be
better equipped to handle these inspec-
tion responsibilities. I remember last
spring the Food and Drug Administra-
tion inspectors placed an embargo on
crab products of eight floating processors
which had been operating off the island
of Kodiak. They did so because of a re-
port that the product was contaminated.
Upon the arrival of the processors in
Seattle, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion inspectors went aboard to inspect
the crab. They found no violations, It
was decided that the evidence of contam-
ination they had received was insuffi-
cient and, as a result, the matiter was
dropped. Such occurrences as this do no
good to anyone—the industry, the con-
sumer, or the Federal Government. For
this reason, I am not convinced that in-
spection responsibilities should be lodged
with the Food and Drug Administration.

In spite of these reservations, I have
cosponsored the bills. I believe in their
basic intent. As a cosponsor, I hope to
testify when hearings are held on these
bills, to present my views, and to partici-
pate in the writing of the measure in its
final form.

S. 10893—INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO
REGULATE STORAGE AREA FOR
RESERVOIR TUNDER FEDERAL
POWER ACT

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I introduce
a bill designed to correct a very serious
defect in the Federal Power Act which
has been brought to my attention con-
cerning the licensing of multipurpose
hydroelectric projects.

In some of the multipurpose hydro-
projects, it becomes necessary for the
Federal Power Commission to require the
storage of water for water quality con-
trol and other purposes. If the project in-
volves storage on an interstate river, it
raises serious questions for the Power
Commission as to the amount of storage
for each section of the drainage basin, or,
in some cases, more than one river basin.
This is a matter of tremendous impor-
tance to the sections of the basin above
the water quality control project.

Under the present law, there is no
standard by which the responsibility of
the different sections of the watershed or
river basin can be determined. It is my
opinion that the amount of storage that
can be required of any section of a river
basin should be controlled by some stand-
ard set by Congress.

I have, therefore, drawn an amend-
ment to the Federal Power Act, setting up
such a standard, which I think is fair and
just to all parties concerned. The amend-
ment provides that the storage required
of the hydroelectric project shall have
the same proportion to the total storage
required for the water guality control
project that the drainage area of the
hydro project has to the total area of
the river basin or basins involved in the
water quality control project.

This problem was brought to my at-
tention by the petition of the American
Electric Light & Power Co., through its
subsidiary, the Appalachian Power Co.,
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before the Federal Power Commission,
project 2317, to construct two high dams
on New River, in Grayson County in
southwest Virginia, which would flood
some 16,000 acres of land in Alleghany
and Ashe Counties, N.C., and some 25,000
to 26,000 acres of land in Grayson
County, Va.

The petition filed in this matter before
the Federal Power Commission has asked
that 650,000 acre-feet of storage be pro-
vided by this drainage area for pollution
control on the Kanawha River in West
Virginia, 300 miles below the hydro proj-
ect. This is half of the total estimated
storage required for the quality control
project. The drainage area of the hydro-
electric development is 1,111 square
miles. The drainage area of the Eanawha
and New River Basins is 12,260 square
miles, Thus, less than 10 percent of the
drainage area would be furnishing stor-
age for 50 percent of the water needed in
the water quality control project. This is
totally unjust and inequitable, as far as
the people of upper New River Valley
are concerned. It will completely destroy
for recreational purposes some 30 miles
of one of the most beautiful valleys in
the Eastern United States, and will
greatly impair the recreational value of
fhe remainder of the proposed develop-
ment.

During the past 50 years, the people
of the upper New River Valley in south-
west Virginia and in northwestern North
Carolina have made a tremendous effort
to lift themselves by their own boot-
straps, and have made phenomenal prog-
ress. The section of the Kanawha River
at Charleston, W. Va., the beneficiary of
the pollution control project, is perhaps
the greatest industrial chemical com-
plex in the United States, with a payroll
in excess of $160 million a year, with
giant industry that is expanding every
year. To shift 50 percent of the burden
of taking care of the waste of this great
industrial center to the backs of the peo-
ple of this more or less isolated section of
the Appalachians is, to me, completely
at variance with all principles of equity
and justice and fair dealing.

The amount of the burden of taking
care of this pollution problem shifted to
the backs of the people of upper New
River Valley should be controlled by law,
and should be fair and equitable. This
will be accomplished by the amendment
to the Federal Power Act which I have
introduced.

I ask unanimous consent that my pro-
posed bill be appropriately referred and
that a copy of it be printed at this point
in the body of the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the REcorp.

The bill (S. 1093) to amend the Federal
Power Act in order to provide for the
regulation of the amount of project res-
ervoir storage capacity that may be al-
lotted for water quality control, intro-
duced by Mr. ErviN, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

8. 1093

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of Amer-
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ica in Congress assembled, That section 10
of the Pederal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 803) is
amended by inserting at the end thereof the
following:

*“(}) Any reservoir storage capacity for wa-
ter quality control purposes which is a part
of any overall plan for water quality con-
trol proposed by the applicant or required
by the Commission shall not exceed such
proportion of the total storage required for
the water quality control plan as the drain-
age area of such reservoir bears to the drain-
age area of the river basin or basins involved
in such water quality control plan.

8. 1094—INTRODUCTION OF BILL RE-
LATING TO PERSONS WORKING IN
THE COAL MINING INDUSTRY—
ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS
ON COAL MINE SAFETY BILLS

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey., Mr.
President, as chairman of the Senate
Subcommittee on Labor, I announce the
opening of hearings on coal mine health
and safety legislation on February 27.

The hearings will begin at 10 a.m. in
room 4232, New Senate Office Building.
The hearing order for that day will be
as follows: The senior Senator from West
Virginia, Mr. RanpoLprH, will present his
two bills for the hearing record, S. 355,
to improve the health and safety condi-
tions of persons working in the coal min-
ing industry of the United States, and
S. 467, for the elimination of health dan-
gers to coal miners resulting from the
inhalation of coal dust.

Other Senators interested in appearing
in the opening part of these hearings
should give notice of their interest no
later than Tuesday, February 25. Tele-
phone communications in this regard
may be made directly to the subcommit-
tee staff, extension 3674.

Following the presentations by inter-
ested Senators, the subcommittee will
hear the opening statements of a repre-
sentative of coal management and a rep-
resentative of coal labor.

Additional hearings to receive the
views and testimony of all appropriate
agencies, groups, and individuals will be
scheduled as early as possible in March.

I am introducing at this time a com-
panion Senate bill to HR. 6540, intro-
duced in the House by Congressman
HeceHLER, of West Virginia. I am not
familiar with the provisions and details
of this House bill; however, I am intro-
ducing it and making it a part of the
hearing record in the interest of having
all legislative approaches to the grave
questions of coal mine safety examined
and analyzed in the hearing process, and
made available for consideration by the
subcommittee and the full committee.

I would also note that any other bills
on this subject submitted by Senators
before the February 27 hearings will be
welcomed by me and will likewise be
pla.de a part of the subcommittee’s hear-
ings.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 50—IN-
TRODUCTION OF A JOINT RESO-
LUTION TO ESTABLISH THE JOINT
COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SE-
CURITY AFFAIRS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I intro-
: duce today a joint resolution calling for
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the establishment of a Joint Committee
on National Security Affairs. This com-
mittee would be composed of 16 mem-
bers, eight from each House of Congress,
drawn from the Senate Committees on
Foreign Relations and Armed Services,
the House Committees on Foreign Af-
fairs and Armed Bervices as well as the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. The
purpose of this committee is in no way
legislative and is not designed to infringe
on the responsibilities of any other
standing committee of either House.
What is proposed is the establishment of
a committee of knowledgeable Members
of Congress to provide for a comprehen-
sive and inclusive analysis of the na-
tional security policy similar to the func-
tions of the Joint Economic Committee
in the field of economics and govern-
ment.

I ask for this joint committee only
after a long and thorough investigation
of the need of such machinery in the
Congress. I believe that it is imperative
that we have an organization including
Members of both Houses of Congress and
both political parties to review national
security policies and make recommenda-
tions to the appropriate legislative com-
mittees.

In an era of increasing international
responsibility it is necessary that we co-
ordinate better efforts to provide for na-
tional defense and security posture. Too
often before, these decisions have been
made by an administration that has not
even bothered to consult the proper au-
thorities in the Congress. The National
Security Council, which is responsible to
the President, has in the past been the
only body in the country with the di-
versified expertise to research and com-
ment upon the many areas of concern to
the national security. The time is now for
the Congress to establish its own ap-
paratus and have its separate judgment
on which new systems will be needed,
which ones are obsolete, which ones we
cannot afford, and which ones we can-
not afford to be without.

With the great controversy that has
recently arisen in many areas of national
policy, I am hopeful that members of
both parties and of all political persua-
sions will agree with the need for such a
joint undertaking. With the institution
of this committee, we will have an in-
strument which can marshal the diverse
expertise and information necessary to
form accurate opinions. Our lack of ade-
guate response in the past has too many
times proved the need for this.

In closing, Mr. President, I would like
to again stress that the Joint Commit-
tee on National Security would not usurp
any authority from any present commit-
tee or joint committee; its powers will be
consultative only. However, it will give
expert members from these committees
the chance to meet from time to time to
exchange information, to consult with
each other, and to form opinions and
give advice based on diverse informa-
tion. It is a reasonable approach to a
complex problem. I hope that it will be
favorably considered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint
resolution will be received and appropri-
ately referred.
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The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 50) to
establish a joint congressional commitiee
to study and investigate matters pertain-
ing to national security, introduced by
Mr. Tower, was recelved, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Armed Services.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 51—IN-
TRODUCTION OF JOINT RESOLU-
TION TO ESTABLISH MAY AS
“NATIONAL ARTHRITIS MONTH"

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, today on
behalf of myself and Mr. Jorpan of
North Carolina, I introduce a Senate
joint resolution asking the President of
the United States to designate the month
of May as “National Arthritis Month.”
By this action, I believe the Congress will
accomplish three independent and useful
public purposes.

First, we will increase our own and
the publie’s awareness of the toll of ar-
thritis, its magnitude, and cost, so that
we can make wise decisions as to the
amount of public effort we assign to
combat it and research for its causes.

Second, we will give recognition and
impetus to our biomedical research ef-
forts to unlock the secrets of this dis-
ease—to alleviate its disabling symptoms
and, hopefully, to discover and counter-
act its causes.

Third, we will give recognition and
support to those national institutions
that meet the needs of vietims and po-
tential victims of arthritis for access to
reliable, up-to-date, and relevant in-
formation on what medical science and
the victim himself can do to reduce the
disabling consequences of the disease.

The importance of the problems pre-
sented by arthritis is impressive. Man-
kind has suffered from it ever since Java
man, half a million years ago, left us his
bones with the unmistakable evidences
of this afliction. Tombs and sarcophagi
all over the world reveal that no race
has been spared its ravages. The U.S.
Public Health Service calls it the No. 1
chronic disease.

Arthritis afflicts more than 16 million
of our citizens. It causes an estimated
200 million days of restricted activity, 57
million days in bed, 12,200,000 days of
work absenteeism, 30 million visits to the
doctor, and 15 million days of hospital-
ization every year. Its annual cost is
$3,645,000,000, including: expenses for
drugs, $435 million; lost wages, $1.5 bil-
lion; hospital and medical costs, more
than $200 million, and large amounts for
lost homemaker services and premature
death. b

In the light of these figures, I think
we ought to ask ourselves: How much
effort is it worth—how much ought we
to spend—in the endeavor to conquer
this disease? The army of sufferers ex-
ceeds the peak of our Armed Forces in
World War II. The ailment costs the Na-
tion each year more than the total we
spent to develop the atomic bomb. How
large an effort should be mount to wipe
it out?

In an age when novelties capture the
headlines—when space science and sur-
gical spectaculars command our admir-
ing attention—it is hard to preserve a
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sense of proportion. There is little that
is spectacular about arthritis. It often
wounds but seldoms kills. Yet, it is the
most common, perhaps the most costly,
and certainly one of the most nagging
and frustrating of life’'s painful experi-
ences.

Our Nation has set for itself the goal
of preserving and expanding human free-
dom, But there is little freedom for those
16 million who are tied to their beds,
to restricted physical activity, to strict
regimens of medical attention, medica-
tion, and behavior. Nor to those deluded
unfortunates who are deceived by vicious
quack nostrums that promise “long-last-
ing relief” or “an end to suffering within
hours.” Annually, the blind alley of
fraudulent remedies captures $350 mil-
lion from the foolish, the uninformed,
the impatient, and the frantic. Worst of
all, these deceptive products waste not
only the victims’ dollars but the valuable
time that could be invested in a program
of medical salvage—for quick diagnosis
and prompt treatment by a knowledge-
able physician can mean the difference
between a nearly normal life and a life-
time in a wheelchair.

How much are we spending to seek out
the causes and the cure? The answer is
that our current research budget in this
fiscal year is $15 million for research,
plus a small amount for additional work
in applied fields.

Then, what is the prospect of success
from research into this difficult problem?
What further efforts might we make that
would be worthwhile—could we usefully
sponsor a broader effort?

It would be too optimistic to say that
biomedical research stands at the thresh-
old of success. The fact is that the cause
of arthritis is still a mystery. Theories
are beginning to take form; we are learn-
ing where to look for an explanation. But
we still do not know. Even so, three sig-
nificant accomplishments of research de-
serve our grateful recognition.

First, we have developed an array of
medical treatments, specific to the par-
ticular forms and stages of arthritis. For
arthritis is not one disease but a hundred.
Much medical research still needs to be
done to sort out the facts about these
different, but related ailments. What
drugs and what treatments work best
with each? In most cases, with early
diagnosis and proper medical care, severe
crippling can be avoided. In virtually all
cases, medical attention can alleviate
the symptoms. It can restore many suf-
ferers to active participation in life and
work. No case is hopeless.

Early work is in progress to investigate
the clinical value of a preparation ex-
tracted from bone marrow and cartilage
for the treatment of osteoarthritis. An-
other drug that shows promise is cyclo-
phosphamide. Recently a new drug was
added to the arsenal of pharmaceuticals
to bring gout under control. These are
only illustrative of the many lines of in-
vestigation into biochemical treatment
of this disease in all its many forms.

Second, biomedical researchers have
achieved real progress toward under-
standing the organism that undergoes
degradation—the first step toward to-
tal defeat of this tireless plague. In the
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exploration of the biological molecule,
in the elucidation of the chain of meta-
bolic processes, the United States has
achieved world scientific leadership. We
have contributed signally to world un-
derstanding of molecular biology, which
is believed to hold many of the keys to
unlock the secrets of metabolic disord-
ers—not only arthritis, but also diabetes,
obesity, and kidney and blood ailments.

Third, there is progress in research
into the causes of arthritis itself. Two
competing theories are being painstak-
ingly tested. There is experimental evi-
dence in support of each. One theory
holds that rheumatoid arthritis is caused
by an infectious micro-organism inter-
mediate between bacteria and viruses.
Another theory being tested has to do
with the failure of the body's immuno-
logical processes, and suggests a possible
avenue to general treatment. There is
hope here, but no certainty. We must
keep plugging away with steadfast de-
termination until we find the answer.
Mankind has already suffered from it
for half a million years; we can have
patience for a little longer.

I spoke critically, a moment ago, about
the fraudulent nostrums and pretended
cures of arthritis. But fortunately, there
are two national organizations on the
scene that balance the ledger on the
credit side. I should like to give special
mention to these organizations that
spearhead the campaign to rid our world
of arthritis for once and for all.

One is the National Institute of Ar-
thritis and Metabolic Diseases in the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. It sponsors
and conducts much fundamental re-
search in this fleld. In May 1965, the
Surgeon General of the U.S. Public
Health Service convened 100 of the top
authorities in all fields of health. This
convocation recognized that while re-
search should be pursued, we should also
make better use of what we already
know. Above all, as new techniques are
devised they must be quickly put to good
use everywhere. This is a tall order.

The other national institution aims to
do just that. Is is the Arthritis Founda-
tion, a private and voluntary organiza-
tion with local chapters of medical peo-
ple, health officers, and others associated
with the field. It works closely with and
its high usefulness is recognized by the
Public Health Service. Appropriately
enough the Arthritis Foundation is end-
ing its 20th anniversary in May 1969.
Accordingly, it is appropriate that its
contributions to health be recognized in
connection with the joint resolution here
proposed.

The goal of the Arthritis Foundation is
a total answer to the arthritis problem—
both prevention and cure. It sponsors re-
search, supports professional education,
and coordinates work of local clinics,
community health services, and home
care programs. One of its most important
functions is the distribution of the latest
authoritative information about arthri-
tis. Local chapters tailor the information
to the particular problems and needs of
the individual victim.

In requesting the Chief Executive to
designate May as Arthritis Month, the
Congress will help to focus public atten-
tion and professional skills on the defeat
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of this incubus, Scientific understanding
is the way to scientific achievement. Pub-
lic understanding leads to publie respon-
sibility. Awareness on the part of the
victims of arthritis as to the risks of
shortcuts and the valued capabilities of
medicine today can obviate pain and dis-
ability. All of these are proper goals and
proper business to command our rigor-
ous prosecution.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the joint resolution
be printed at this point in the REcorb.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint res-
olution will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
joint resolution will be printed in the
REecorbp.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 51) to
designate the month of May as “National
Arthritis Month,” introduced by Mr. Er-
vin (for himself and Mr, Jorpan of North
Carolina), was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Commitiee on
the Judiciary, and ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

S.J. Res, b1

Whereas arthritis is the nation's No., 1
crippling disease affecting over sixteen mil-
lion citizens; and

Whereas two hundred and fifty thousand
additional Americans are stricken with this
dread disease every year; and

Whereas arthritis strikes people of all ages;
and

Whereas twelve million days of work and
two hundred and five million days of re-
stricted activity are lost each year because
of arthritis; and

Whereas the annual cost of arthritis to
Americans is estimated to approach $3,500,-
000,000 annually; and

Whereas the use of medicine can prevent
severe crippling In seven out of ten cases
of arthritis through early diagnosis and
prompt and appropriate treatment; and

Whereas back-to-work programs sponsored
by local Arthritis Foundation chapters have
shown that many arthritics may be returned
to gainful employment; and

Whereas homebound sufferers of arthritis
are receiving treatment in many areas from
moblle therapy units provided by local Ar-
thritis Foundation chapters; and

Whereas the Arthritis Foundation will com-
plete its twentieth anniversary in May 1969
marking twenty years of progress in research
and patient care; and

Whereas there is a great need for trained
physicians, therapists, and nurses to provide
assistance to arthritics and to carry out re-
search to discover the cause and cure of
arthritis; and

Whereas only $15,000,000 was spent in 1968
for arthritis patients and research: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
of the United States is authorized and re-
guested to issue a proclamation (1) desig-
nating May as “National Arthritis Month”,
(2) inviting the Governors of the several
States to issue proclamations for like pur-
poses, and (3) urging the people of the
United States, and educational, philan-
thropic, scientific, medical, and health care
professions and organizations to provide the
necessary assistance and resources to dis-
cover the cause and cure of arthritis and to
alleviate the suffering of persons struck by
this disease.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, at the re-
quest of the Senator from Massachusetts
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(Mr. BrRookE), I ask unanimous consent
that, at its next printing, the names of
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. Fone)
and the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GrAvVEL) be added as cosponsors of the
bill (S. 1070) to establish a commission
to be known as the Commission on Air
Traffic Control.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. BayH) be added as a co-
sponsor of the bill (S. 740) to establish
the Interagency Committee on Mexican-
American Affairs.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
also unanimous consent that, at its next
printing the names of the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. Stevens) and the Senator
from Michigan (Mr. HarT) be added as
cosponsors of the bill (8. 421) to provide
increased annuities under the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act; and the bill (S. 422)
to provide that the first $5,000 received as
civil service retirement annuity be ex-
cluded from gross income for tax pur-
poses, and the bill (S. 423) to provide
minimum annuities for eivil service
retirees.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that, at its
next printing the name of the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. Cannon) be added as
a cosponsor of the bill (S. 1063) to tem-
porarily suspend the recent increases in

fees for grazing of livestock on public
lands.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

INTERSTATE TAXATION ACT—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 91—4

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I sub-
mit two amendments intended to be pro-
posed by me to S. 916, the Interstate
Taxation Act which I introduced on
February 4, 1969. These amendments will
serve to clarify title III of the bill. When
I introduced S. 916 I intended to make
two minor changes in title III of the
Interstate Taxation Act as passed by the
House of Representatives last year. In
my introductory remarks I described the
purposes and effects of these amend-
ments. Unfortunately, the bill, through
an error, did not contain the language
to effect these changes and did not con-
form to the description I made in my
remarks. These amendments correct that
€rror.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ments will be received, printed, and ap-
propriately referred.

The amendments were referred to the
Commititee on Finance.

NOTICE OF SMALL BUSINESS SUB-
COMMITTEE HEARING

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that the Small Business
Subcommittee of the Committee on
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Banking and Currency will resume hear-
ings on the handling of the foreign trade
zone application of the State of Maine
by the Department of Commerce.

The hearing will begin at 10 a.m. on
February 24, 1969, in room 5302 New
Senate Office Building. Anyone wishing
to testify should contact Mr. Reginald
W. Barnes, assistant counsel, Senate
Committee on Banking and Currency,
room 5300 New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C. 20510, telephone 225-
7391, as soon as possible.

COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH
PLANNING

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, one of my
distinguished constituents, Dr. Maurice
Kamp, who is a past president of the
national association of county health of-
ficers and at present the direector of
health for Mecklenburg County, N.C.,
has authored an excellent article on
comprehensive health planning, which
appears in the January issue of Amer-
ican County Government.

Because of the great interest in the
intergovernmental aspects of this new
legislation, I ask unanimous consent that
the article ke printed in the REecorp.

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

COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH PLANNING
(By Maurice Eamp, M.D.)

The lack of information about comprehen-
sive health planning has created apprehen-
sion and even fear in some sectors of the
health profession. The laws establishing the
concept of comprehensive health planning
are: PL. B9-749, Comprehensive Health
Planning and Public Health Service Amend-
ments of 1966, and P.L. 90-174, Partnership
for Health Amendments of 1967,

Basically, the law and its amendments
consist of two parts:

First, there is an alteration in determin-
ing how grant and project funds will be al-
located by the Public Health Service (PHS)
to the states and through them to the local
communities for general public health serv-
ices, mental health, and some training sup-
port. The new laws will permit wider public
health services on a more flexible basis than
formerly prevailed. The focus of these grants
is now redirected from specific or defined
categories of disease to the health problems
of individuals and families in the commu-
nity.

The second js comprehensive health plan-
ning. The law authorizes the governor of
each state to designate or establish a state
planning office under the direction of an
advisory council. The planning office may be
an already established agency, a new agency,
or an inter-agency planning unit. The ad-
visory council must consist of a majority of
consumer members, that is, non-providers of
health care services.

The need for more effective and compre-
hensive delivery of medical care was high-
lighted in President Johnson's special mes-
sage on education and health dated March
1, 1966, when he stated: “Good health for
every citizen to the limits of our country’s

! Maurice Eamp, M.D., is the president of
the National Association of County Health
Officers. He is the director of health for the
Mecklenburg County, N.C., Health Depart-
ment. The following article is an excerpt
from a speech given by Dr. Eamp at NACO's
Town and Country Conference, July, 1968, in
Washington, D.C.
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capacity to provide it must be our national
goal, The focus of our efforts is the individual
and his family, living in his own community.
To meet their health needs requires the
cooperation of many agencies, Institutions,
and expcrts—of state and local government,
of doctors, nurses, and paramedical person-
nel.

“These are the front line fighters in our
battle against disease, disability, and death.
As In military battle, a winning strategy de-
mands wise and well planned use of man-
power. It demands coordinated use of all the
resources available.

GREATER FLEXIBILITY

“At present, the federal government offers
the states formula grants for categorical pro-
grams dealing with specific diseases. This
leads to an unnecessarily rigid and compart-
mentalized approach to health problems. Our
purpose must be to help redirect and reform
fragmented programs which encourage in-
efliciency and confusion and fail to meet the
total health needs of our citizens. Resources
to serve health needs are not evenly distrib-
uted throughout the nation, Special problems
arise in remote rural areas and the city
slums. We need greater flexibility to pinpoint
our attack.”

Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
(HEW) Wilbur J. Cohen testified before Con-
gress prior to passage of these laws: “Our na-
tional health goals are but an expression of
the justifiable expectations of the American
people—that this country can and will pro-
vide the best in health care to all its citi-
zens; that it can and will, under the legis-
lation already enacted, remove financial bar-
riers to health care for our older citizens,
and reduce the toll of major killer diseases;
that it can and will reduce infant mortality
and provide every child with the health care
he needs to develop his capacities to the
fullest.”

The Congress expressed its thinking by
stating in the PIL. 89-749s declaration of
purpose: “The Congress declares that fulfill-
ment of our national purpose depends on
promoting and assuring the highest level of
health attainable for every person, in an en-
vironment which contributes positively to
healthful individual and family living:

“That attainment of this goal depends on
effective partnership, invelving close inter-
governmental collaboration, official and
voluntary efforts, and participation of in-
divlduals and organizations;

“That federal financial assistance must be
directed to support the marshalling of all
health resources—national, state, and local—
to assure comprehensive health services of
high quality for every person, but without
interference with the existing patterns of
private professional practice of medicine,
dentistry, and related healing arts.”

These statements and actions taken at face
value mean that health is now a human
right. If this proposition is accepted, then
every person should have access to high
quality personal health services and every
person should live in an environment safe
from preventable hazard and conducive to
healthful and productive living. All of us
know that these conditions do not prevail to-
day for many millions of our people.

The project and formula grants covered
in the law and lts amendments, which re-
late to section 314 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, may not seem important since they
only cover certain restricted areas involving
generalized public health and mental health
services, Funds for air pollutien econtrol,
Medicare, Medicald, research, Hill-Burton,
and the Children’s Brueau are not included.
For about two years, funds for tuberculosis
and venereal disease control will not be in-
cluded. Despite this seemingly narrow area of
health programming, the funds involved are
relatively sizeable. The 1967 amendments au-
thorize an expenditure of $589 million for
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the next three fiscal years for all types of 314
grants, training, and planning purposes.

Desplite budget cuts this year, the House
Appropriations Committee approved an ap-
propriation for Comprehensive Health Plan-
ning and Services, section 314 a-e, for a total
of $165,604,000 or approximately $25 million
more than was appropriated in the last fiscal
year. This fiscal confidence implies that Con-
gress' interest continues, even in a time of
national stress and financial stringency.

In 1967, the Health and Education Com-
mittee of NACO recommended a statutory
stipulation that at least 70 per cent of the
project and formula grants allocated to the
states by PHS be made available for services
at the local level. This was incorporated in
House Bill 6418 (Partnership for Health
Amendments of 1967, P.L. 90-174) and then
passed by Congress in November, 1967. It
went into effect July 1, 1968.

In carrying out the partnership concept
for comprehensive health planning the
states have been given considerable author-
ity for this program. While the law and its
amendments are very specific in outlining
the authority and the scope of operations of
the state, it is not so detalled in the activi-
ties of the local or areawide components of
the program. It is hoped that each state
will develop a comprehensive health program
for the entire state, and in doing so will take
into account the recommendations and needs
of the local communitles. A state health plan
will not be the sum of the many local plans,
but will be one that recognizes individual
community needs and problems in formulat-
ing a workable state plan.

To date, 54 states and territories have des-
ignated the state agency responsible for
comprehensive health planning: 35 are vest-
ed in the state health departments, 14 are
offices of the governors, and five are inter-
departmental commissions.

CONSUMER MAJORITY

The fact that the majority of an advisory
planning council’s membership must consist
of consumers has caused considerable con-
cern among physicians and other providers
of health services. The professional groups
seem reluctant to give up the influence of
their specialized knowledge and skills in the
important matter of total community health.

In North Carolina, the Office of Compre-
hensive Health Planning has been estab-
lished in the governor's Department of Ad-
ministration. Of the 48 members of the ad-
visory council, 27 are consumers and 21 are
health or medically oriented. Of the 21 health
members, only seven are physicians, and of
these, only two are practicing physicians,
Despite this, the state and local medical so-
cleties are making sincere efforts to cooperate
with the program. It is hoped that this coop-
erative attitude will prevail in the rest of
the country.

Dr. Milford O. Rouse, a past president of
the American Medical Assoclation (AMA),
may have been thinking of this in one of
his editorials in the “Journal of the Ameri-
can Medical Assoclation,” where he said that
the “. . . responsibllity of the physician is
to provide the highest quality of health care
at a reasonable price to an ever-increasing
population. These factors require that the
medical profession assume an important role
in planning for health care on a community-
wide, statewide, and nationwide basis. In-
deed, the concept of planning is neither new
nor alien to our profession. They have
planned and participated in community
health, especlally in controlling infectious
diseases. Through local, voluntary planning
bodies, physiclans have participated in the
planning of hospital services and facllities.
More recently, the profession is planning
continuing education programs in improved
methods of dlagnosis and treatment of can-
cer, stroke, and heart disease.

“By its very nature, planning for health is
primarily a local, community affair, Because
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each community has a unigue mixture of
health problems, the people involved are bet-
ter able to ldentify and to evaluate their
needs, to decide on acceptable alternatives,
and to provide the capability for solution.
Voluntary planning under local control will
assure all of the concerned groups a volce in
the planning and in the ultimate action.

“Involvement in comprehensive planning
does not mean capitulation to the direction
of others. Rather, it means active participa-
tion, cooperative leadership, and mutual ex-
change of ideas. It is clear that one of the
best ways to preserve the rights of the phy-
siclan is to meet the overall health needs of
the public. Continuing, sincere, and cooper-
ative leadership in health planning is the re-
sponsibility and privilege of every physician
and every organization.”

The AMA House of Delegates at its last
clinical convention adopted a report that
stated, “The planning, organization, and dis-
tribution of health facilities and services are
a prime responsibility of organized medi-
cine—a responsibility that should be given
higher priority among the various actlvities
of medical societies at the state and local
levels.” Both attitudes argue well for pro-
fessional participation in comprehensive
health planning.

It does not seem too unreasonable to have
a preponderance of consumers in a policy-
making and supervisory capacity for total
health planning. There are many thoughtful
non-professional people everywhere very
much concerned about personal and com-
munity health. More and more they are called
upon to make decisions affecting the health
of their neighbors—through bond referen-
dums or hospital construction and tax in-
creases, through support of blood donor pro-
grams and of voluntary health agencies. Also,
the people must elect their representatives to
local, state, and national government who
pass laws and set policy for the spending of
billions of dollars for health care, health pro-
tection, and research. These bodies pass laws
setting standards in health areas ranging
from drugs to air and water pollution and
health care facilities.

The laws do not specify the composition of
the local or areawide advisory councils, but
HEW has ruled that they parallel the struc-
ture of the state-wide groups, and that con-
sumers dominate In representation. State ag-
ency approval is required for all areawide
projects since July 1, 1868, The areawide
councils must receive approval of the locally
elected officials, With that approval and an
advisory council at the local level having a
consumer majorlty, local fiscal support should
be assured.

That areawide planning groups have been
established and are functioning is shown
that by July 15, 1968, 55 grants totaling over
$3 million had been funded for comprehen-
sive areawide health planning under section
314(b) of the Comprehensive Health Plan-
ning Law.

A review of the system of federal grants-
in-aid for health care points up the need
for planning and coordination. Since World
War II, federal grants-in-aid have grown in
a disjointed fashion, reflecting the relative
abllity of pressure groups to push their sep-
arate categorical or disease orlented interests
on the Congress. By 1965, there were some
15 different categories of grants-in-aid to
the states administered by PHS. Now, there
are over 100 different federal funded pro-
grams flowing into the states from various
agencies. Planning is done separately under
each program.

INTENT OF PUBLIC LAW 89-749

It is the intent of P.L. 80-749 and its
amendments to provide a centralized mech-
anism for planning. It must be realized that
if this is successful, the council, even though
advisory, may have a profound influence on
the governor, the state legislature, and the
various state commissions to include other
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than PHS funds for health care uses in a
state.

The net effect of the multiplicity of grants
resulted in rigidly circumscribed plans that
frequently reflected national, rather than
state or local priority. As long ago as 1953,
there was a significant swell of uneasiness
about the categorization of federal aid for
state and local health programs. One can
quickly recognize the confusion that results
when we think of the multiplicity of grants
and of planning devices by merely enumer-
ating some of the agencies and programs in-
volved: the OEO, Medical Society, Model
Cities Program, Reglonal Planning, and
various social planning agencies, as well as
other public and voluntary health agencies.
To develop some coherence and prevent over-
lapping and duplication, a central planning
mechanism is strongly indicated. Even an
affluent country like ours cannot afford to
meet all the health needs with the present
uncoordinated type of programming,

One aspect of this partnership mechanism
to be guarded against is that the states and
local areas do not become junior partners In
the whole enterprise as too often existed in
the past. Already, there is a feeling among
many officials that the administration is set-
ting its own priorities in the health field.
There must be care that grants-in-aid for
health purposes should not be controlled by
speclalists working in the federal govern-
ment, We must insist that the law means
what it states, that the federal partner does
not dominate the eatire operation. This is
part of our concern and so long as we recog-
nize it, much can be done to maintain a har-
monious working relationship at all govern-
ment levels,

The legal propriety of the law and its
amendments is open to question. The law
changes categorical funding to block grants
for federal support of state health program,
enabling the states to determine for them-
selves how they will spend this money. The
additional authorization in providing for
comprehensive health planning of all health
services, public and private, by the states and
local communities places the federal law-
makers on thin legal ground. The Constitu-
tion does not provide for such wide interest
on the part of the federal government. It
appears the legal means for enforcing this
interest is quite limited, and will be fiscal
in nature. Comprehensive planning in the
states and localities is a condition of receiv-
ing additional federal monies for this activity.

NO LOCAL POWER

The legislation glves the local or area-
wide planning agencies no power or author-
ity. It remains for the states and local com-
munities to vest them with any degree of
status, authority, or legal recognition they
may achieve. The federal legislation does not
give the areawide planning groups representa-
tion on the state planning agencles or a
direct volce in the development of the state-
wide comprehensive health plan. In addition,
the local level planning agencies are not
given a review responsibility of federal health
dollars coming into their own communities.
The state-level comprehensive health plan-
ning agencies are in a much better position
when it comes to legal authority. Although
the legislation contains greater requirements
and conditions for the state planning agen-
cies, there are many indications that atten-
tion is being given administratively at the
federal level to interrelate health planning
functions among the many agencies.

Two important problems must be over-
come. One is the constantly rising cost of de-
livering comprehensive, high-quality health
care both through public agencies and
through private practice. The other is the
fragmentation of health activities among na-
tional, reglonal, state, local agencies, and
between official and voluntary bodies.

We in public health have not been as ef-
fective as we would like and must share a
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part of the blame for this dereliction. Our at-
tack against both has been more verbal than
active. We hope we now have the skills, the
knowledge, and the experience to deal with
them successfully in order to raise the qual-
ity of our public and private practice to its
highest level to bring the benefits more eco-
nomically to every citizen. One of our most
serious faults is fallure to follow through ef-
fectively on the ideas and recommendations
which have come out of most of our plan-
ning in the past. We now recognize that If
our planning efforts are to have any mean-
ing they must be continuous in nature and
must be equipped with built-in mechanisms
for coordinating all the elements for effec-
tively implementing any recommendations
and proposals which the planners make.
HOW NOT TO PLAN

Certainly, we have learned how plan-
ning should not be done. It should not
be limited to crisis situations which have
characterized it in the past; it should not be
restricted to limited segments of health
problems. It should not be attempted by
groups composed entirely of persons repre-
senting categorical approaches rather than
the wide-angled view of health; and it should
not result in reports which only gather dust
on obscure shelves.

Professor Herman E. Hilleboe, of the Co-
Inmbia School of Public Health, places many
of these thoughts in proper context. He rec-
ognizes that the federal agencies have been
most aggressive and could dominate the
health picture because of the relative power
of the federal revenues available to them.
However, he believes the health planning
legislation goes a long way to provide the
states and local areas with motivation and
fiscal resources to revitalize leadership roles
at the state and local levels in meeting the
needs of the American people. He recognizes
that the needs of the various states have
varied greatly over the years and that at
the present time, there is no evidence that
any state has achieved a high level of state-
wide health planning, or, for that matter,
a high degree of coordination of health serv-
ices as implied in the legislation under dis-
cussion.

No state or municipality has developed a
rationalized system of health services that
can serve as a model for what P.L. 89-749
envisages. There is an enormous diffusion of
sponsorship and organization of health serv-
ices, maldistribution of resources, and in-
creasing imbalance between expectations and
the avallabilities of health services. In addi-
tion, great differences exist among federal,
state, and local governments in their rela-
tionship to the voluntary and private sectors
of the health industry. Without denying the
substantial contributions by a varlety of gov-
ernmental and non-governmental agencies to
the health of the American people, a better
coordination of these and related efforts is
urgent if we hope to make progress toward
obtainable goals of quality, efficiency, and
equality of health services,

CRITICAL QUESTIONS

Another matter that is taking place in
many areas is a mighty health battle be-
tween hospital administrators and health
agency administrators on the leadership role
in planning for health care, Should the hos-
pital be the focal point with nelghborhood
health centers the satellites? Or should the
comprehensive health centers, located where
the people live and work, be the headquarters
and the hospitals serve as ancillary units?
Where do the private health agencies and
their community services fit into the pic-
ture? These are some of the critical ques-
tions facing the health planners in many
communities in our country.

The health planner recognizes that be-
yond certain minimal requirements of or-
ganization and submission of plans, the
act displays few sharp teeth. On the other
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hand, the law's strong invitation to the varied
elements of the health industry to find ways
and means to seek out mutual advantages,
while serving the common good, distinctively
keeps within the realities of the American
political and social system.
SUMMARY

The Comprehensive Health Planning Law
and its amendments appear to be a definite
expression of past inadequacies and present
and future health needs. Although the plan-
ning council has no operational powers and
no authority except its influence and the
authority to allocate within the state the
PHS formula grants for public health pro-
grams, this constitutes a powerful beginning
and stimulus for more effective coordination
and cooperation of all the segments of the
health care industry. It now seems fairly well
established that good health is not the
exclusive property of those who can afford
to purchase it, but is an inherent basic right
of all of our citizens. Past experience shows
that if the providers of medical care fail
to accept the responsibility of providing
such care, the public through its govern-
ment is quite likely to seek other means of
solving the health care problems, This is the
challenge that is offered to us, and the hope
that if we accept our responsibilities and act
in a manner to fulfill our responsibilities,
total quality comprehensive health care can
be made available to all our citizens,

SENATOR HARRISON A. WILLIAMS,
JR., SCORES LACK OF RELEVANCE
IN EDUCATION AND OFFERS A
COMMUNITY COLLEGE PROPOSAL

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WiL-
LiaMs) recently spoke before the New
Jersey State Federation of District
Boards of Education. Citing the “leth-
argy of traditionalism and the security
of the status quo,” he said that this coun-
try must provide a new level of educa-
tional experience for all. He was talking
about the need for comprehensive com-
munity colleges to meet the new educa-
tional requirements of this country.
Since his speech, he has acted by intro-
ducing legislation which is designed to
meet this need: The Comprehensive
Community College Act of 1969, which he
introduced this past Monday. If enacted,
it would be a significant milestone in the
effort to provide full educational oppor-
tunities to all Americans. I was pleased
to join him in sponsoring this important
proposed legislation, and I hope that it
will be acted upon soon.

The need for this legislation is obvious.
The level of expertise required by em-
ployers has risen so rapidly the last few
vears that secondary school training is
no longer adequate to prepare its grad-
uates for the work force.

As Senator WrLrLiams put it:

The three “Rs” must give way to a new
“R"—relevancy, The lethargy of tradition-
alism and the security of the status quo
have produced failures in our education ex-
perience. It shows up in the eyes of a
neglected infant in a slum house. It is ap-
parent in the aimless course of a man's life
wasting away in the wrong job. It sits heavy
in the heart of an elderly woman with only
loneliness in her remalining years. And it is
evident in the vacant gaze of a runaway
youth in a hipple haven. We must find a
better way to seek out and develop our best
resource. . . . Then we must provide the op-
portunity for that talent to develop and
express itself. Simply doing something for

February 19, 1969

tradition’s sake has no place in this pic-
ture. . . . Too many teachers, principals, su-
perintendents, and boards of education mem-
bers have not recognized that the pace of
knowledge has accelerated so quickly in the
past few years that a high school education
carries its own dead-end guarantee. They
still insizt on the three “Rs’; they are still
teaching kids what to think and not how to
think,

Mr. President, this important speech
sets the framework for the Comprehen-
sive Community College Act of 1969. We
should take this opportunity to join in
Senator WirLriaMs' education sensitivi-
ties.

I ask unanimous consent that the
speech be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE OUTLOOK FOR FEDERAL Am TOo EDUCATION
N 1969
(Address by Senator HArRrmsonw A, WILLIAMS,

Jr., before the New Jersey State Federation

of District Boards of Education, Rider

College, Feb. 8, 1969)

Last Sunday on “Meet the Press”, Robert
Finch, Secretary of H.E.W. was asked to name
his Department’s most urgent problem. He
responded by citing the needs of elementary
and secondary education—"particularly in
terms of bringing the disadvantaged into
the mainstream."”

It is unlikely that Secretary Finch’s re-
marks were intended as a slur on his pred-
ecessors, Nor were they meant to downgrade
the enormous progress (55% of the more
than 75 programs administered by the Office
of Education were enacted in the 88th and
89th Congress—a period from 1963 to 1966)
made in the past few years toward an in-
telligent Federal involvement in all levels of
education. I believe he meant to indicate
what our first priority should be.

The civil rights, poverty and education
legislation of the Kennedy-Johnson years,
taken together with a heightened interest on
thie part of Washington in the condition of
the schools, has transformed the Office of
Education from a tired and marginal office
to a center of action and controversy. It is
this office—which is at the disposal of Pres-
ident Nixon—and the education subcom-
mittees in Congress that hold the key to the
direction that education will take in the
next four years.

What can we expect from this new admin-
istration? Certainly more than we heard last
fall,

I was interested in the conclusions of Mr.
Nixon's own task force on education which
is reported to have said that he is not re-
garded as a particularly “education-minded
president.” The report criticized him for
coming “perilously close” to reopening the
church-state issue by supporting general ver-
sus categorical ald to education; and creat-
ing the impression during the campaign that
he would go slow on school desegregation.

These are all issues we have settled, and
I for one will have no part in going over
these matters again. The crisis In education
today demands that we move ahead and
move ahead swiftly—each of us doing this
thing.

The problems that you must tackle—and
I will support you at the federal level—are
bureaucratic inflexibility, outdated curricu-
lums, and the rigidity of poorly trained
teachers.

The three “R's” must give way to a new
“R"—relevancy, The lethargy of traditional-
ism and the security of the status quo have
produced failures in our education experi-
ence, It shows up in the eyes of a neglected
infant in a slum house. It is apparent in the
aimless course of a man's life wasting away
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in the wrong job. It sits heavy in the heart
of an elderly woman with only loneliness in
her remaining years. And it is evident in the
vacant gaze of a runaway youth in a hippie
haven.

We must find a better way to seek out and
develop our best resource, whether it be in
Newark or Ridgewood, in Short Hills or
Eridgeton. Then we must provide the op-
portunity for that talent to develop and ex-
press itself. Simply doing something for tra-
dition’s sake has no place in this picture.

Elementary and secondary schools have
failed for two reasons. First, there is no room
for relevancy. Too many teachers, principals,
superintendents, and board of education
members have not recognized that the pace
of knowledge has accelerated so quickly in
the past few years that a high school edu-
cation carries its own dead-end guarantee.
They still Insist on the three “R's"; they are
still teaching kids what to think and not iiow
to think.

Not only is relevancy missing in the cur-
riculum, but also in your responsibilities as
board members to the community, When
was the last time your public meetings were
not “cut and dry”; when was the last time
you sold your school budget to a community
in terms of effect on children rather than
dollars and cents; when was the last time
teachers and students were part of your de-
cision-making process; when was the last
time a teacher could come to you as an in-
dividual without fear of reprisals; when
was the last time you stopped to listen to a
student; and when was the last time you
communicated your education problems to
your local, State and national representa-
tives?

My mail is heavier on humane treatment
of animals than it is on education of our
children.

The 1965 Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act is up for extension this year. This
bill directly affects your school program, yet
how many of you know what title I is?
(Curriculum and program development for
economically and soclally deprived). Has title
II met your needs? (Support for library ma-
terials, books, film strips, records, ete.). If
you have applied for title III (innovation
grants for supplemental education centers),
how does it relate to your total school pro-
gram—or do you really care?

Education is one of my responsibilities.
Education is your only responsibility. When
am I going to hear from you?

We will fail to improve education programs
for two reasons: Politieal and budgetary re-
alities, and fallure of groups like yours to
participate in improving them. Starting in a
couple of weeks, you will be receiving a spe-
cial education report from me on a regular
basis to help you do just that. These reports
will contain budget items, new program de-
scriptions and education philosophy. I hope
you will react to them and let me hear from
you.

The second reason elementary and second-
ary schools have falled is the excessive de-
mands society is making on the education
process. 100 years ago we assigned the re-
sponsibility to secondary schools to produce
a finished product. Today, 12 years of learn-
ing is at best only a stepping stone for many.
But too often a millstone for those who have
been neglected in high school and left behind
in the arbitrary college admissions procedure.

Fortunately, there {5 a new level of educa-
tion emerging in the country. It is a level
quite different from secondary education and
higher education. It is a level of education
which is developing an environment to meet
those demands through occupational, adult,
technieal, community service and remedial
programs. It is the comprehensive community
colleges,

Last week the fourth “R" we've been talk-
ing about took the shape of an informal
workshop in my office to discuss the philos-
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ophy, movement, programs and Federal role
in the comprehensive
t-

community college.

Ten experts in v
helped crystallize my thinking in this area.
What emerged from this meeting is not com=-
pletely clear, but two themes clearly de-
veloped—and each of you is part of these de-
velopments. First, whether as presidents of
universities, volunteers in headstart, mem-
bers of boards of education, or legislators, our
first responsibility is to the total network of
education in our country. We are educators
first, then university presidents, teachers,
principals, headstart volunteers. Anyone who
doesn't believe that doesn't belong in educa-
tion—as a policy-maker, as a teacher, as a
critic, or as a community representative on
an education board.

The second development is that the Fed-
eral Government is not now addressing it-
self in an official capacity to this new level of
education. The office of education has a bu-
reau of elementary and secondary education,
a bureau of adult vocational and library pro-
grams, a bureau of higher education, a bu-
reau of research, and a bureau of education
for the handicapped—but there isn't even
a single office or individual to handle the
specific needs of community colleges.

The need for a new look at the role of
higher education at this new stage of educa-
tional growth in our country is imperative,
from the conclusions of the recent Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education. No less
than 500 new two-year community colleges
are recommended within the next five years
to meet the growing demand for this con-
tinuing form of education. Thirteen major
cities in our country do not have a public
community college within the city limits.
Twenty-five major cities only have one com-
munity college, and the evidence is over-
whelming that a major segment of our pop-
ulation is being denied the benefits of a
quality education.

As I plan to work for the improvement in
elementary and secondary schools when leg-
islation comes before our subcommittee, I
plan to do something for community col-
leges. At the next opportunity I have In
Washington, I plan to introduce a compre-
hensive community college bill which will
address itself to the Federal responsibility
in this area of education. My bill will isolate
this level of education from the responsibili-
ties of the secondary schools and higher ed-
ucation. We will then be able to serve more
equitably the needs of all aspects of our
society.

DANGER OF COMMUNIST SUBVER-
SION AT HOME

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, recently
I received a particularly poignant and
moving letter from Mr. and Mrs. Harold
Cole of Oakland, Oreg. The Coles, who
lost their only child fighting in Vietnam,
ask a question posed by so many
Americans today: What can an individ-
ual citizen do to fight constructively
against Communist subversion here at
home?

They write that the tragic death of
their son, Jerry, “brought the terrible
realization that, while he was dying thou-
sands of miles away from us, the same
enemy he was fighting is right here in the
United States.”

The Coles say they want to help in the
fight against communism. They ask only
where they ean start, what they can do.

Mr. President, I have received many
letters asking these same questions. I
ask unanimous consent to print in the
Recorp my answer to Mr. and Mrs. Cole
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in the hope that it will be of value to
other similarly concerned Americans.

There being no objeetion, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

U.S. BENATE,
Washington, D.C., February 19, 1969.
Mr. and Mrs. Harorp CoLE,
Oakland, Oreg.

DeAr Mg, and Mgs CorLe: Thank you for
your recent letter. Permit me first to express
my deep sympathy to you in your bereave-
ment. The loss of a son is a great tragedy,
but the loss of an only child is especially
difficult to bear.

I believe that our first duty is to preserve
our own country and its institutions. Thom-
as JefTerson once stated, “The laws of neces-
sity, of self-preservation, of saving our
country when in danger are a higher obliga-
tion (than strict observance of the written
law)."” The war in Vietnam is justified as an
action that is necessary for the security or
self-preservation of the United States. I
agree with this judgment, and I believe that
your son and all the other brave young men
who have given thelr lives there have done
go in a noble cause.

However, I can appreciate your wondering
how seriously our government takes the
struggle for which it asked your son to give
his life. You are by no means alone in calling
attention to the paradox of our sending boys
thousands of miles to fight communism in
Vietnam while we seemingly do very little
to combat the subversion of the communists
here at home.

The government is not, of course, com-
pletely indifferent to the subversive activi-
ties of the communists and their allies here
at home. The Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion remalns under the leadership of J.
Edgar Hoover, who is second to none in his
understanding of the danger that subversion
poses for our country. Please rest assured
that the FBI keeps the subversives under
close surveillance. Mr. Hoover is very active
in writing, speaking and testifying to alert
Congress and the public to the need to keep
our guard up.

Congress is very much interested in com-
batting communist subversive activities. The
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee un-
der Senator James Eastland and the House
Committee on Un-American Activities have
carried out extensive investigations and pub-
lished excellent reports and studies which
expose the activities of subversives here at
home. They have also published studies on
the structure and operations of the interna-
tional communist conspiracy. Some of the
more important publications are on sale to
the general public at nominal prices at the
Government Printing Office. The most recent
of these are The New Left, a memorandum
by Allan C. Brownfeld, and Aspects of In-
tellectual Ferment and Dissent in the Soviet
Union, both published in recent months by
the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee,
and Subversive Influence in Riotings, Loot-
ings and Burnings, published in four parts by
the House Committee on Un-American Activ-
ities. I would recommend study of these pub-
lications to every American who wishes to
combat communism. To be eflective, we
must be well-informed.

Congress has also demonstrated its interest
in safeguarding our internal security by
passing appropriate legislation. However, it
must be admitted that for the past several
years the Supreme Court has been steadily
pulling the teeth from our internal security
legislation. The Court has ruled that it is
unconstitutional to require teachers to sign
loyalty oaths, that it is unconstitutional to
prohibit Communist Party members from
working in designated defense plants, that
it is unconstitutional to require party mem-
bers to be registered with the Subversive Ac-
tivities Control Board, etc. These and other
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decisions have frequently been passed by the
Court majority over the strongly dissenting
opinions., They have emasculated much of
our internal security legislation, and unless
there is a radical change in the attitude of
the Court, it is safe to predict that it will be
increasingly difficult in the years ahead to
defend this country against subversion from
within. Incredibly enough, the next major
test will probably center around the issue of
whether the government itself has the right
to require its employees to certify their loy-
alty to the Unilted States as a condition of
federal employment.

I should also point out that in recent years,
the Department of Justice was not at all
vigorous in enforcing the anti-subversive
legislation. The Subversive Activities Control
Board was allowed to remaln dormant for
years. It was narrowly saved from extinction
by the vigorous efforts of Senator Dirksen,
who finally succeeded in getting the Justice
Department to give the Board a small assign-
ment. We have also seen increasing laxity
develop in the administration of the govern-
ment’s own security program, which guards
against subversive penetration of the gov-
ernment.

I am sure that any velvet-glove approach
toward the communists will be discarded by
the Nixon administration. President Nixon
harbors no illusions about communist in-
tentions either within or outside the United
States. I know that he will do all in his power
to combat subversion at home, as well as
resisting communist aggression abroad.

Nevertheless, he needs the support of citi-
zens such as you to do this job effectively.
The communists and their allies can be
relied upon to resist bitterly every step that
is taken to frustrate thelr deslgns on America.
Their chief weapons will be criticism and
ridicule. This will be heaped upon every mem-
ber of Congress, every public official and every
Judge who ventures to support any measures
designed to strengthen our internal security.
It will be difficult for our public officials to
stand up to the abuse of the loudly vocal
minority if the great majority who want these
measures remain generally silent.

This suggests the answer to your question:
what can the private citizen do as an indi-
vidual?

Every individual who feels as you do can
make an important contribution in this
great battle. First of all, make your own
wishes known to as many people as you
can. Make them known to your senators, your
congressman, to the chairmen and members
of the Judiciary Committee in the Senate
and the House, to the editors of newspapers
and magsazines, and to members of the ju-
dicial branch of our government. Be specific
in your requests. Ask these people to support
measures that will enable the government to
take effective legal action against Individuals
who teach and advocate the overthrow of
the United States Government by force and
violence. Point out that we must find ways
to bar these people from serving as teachers
in our public schools and colleges where they
can poison the minds of our youth. Urge
that the legislation barring them from em-
ployment in vital defense plants be rein-
stated. Insist that appointments to the Fed-
eral courts, including the Supreme Court, be
made from the ranks of those who agree
with Thomas Jefferson that the preservation
of the nation must be given precedence over
the rights of individuals to work for the
destruction of the nation.

Secondly, do whatever you can to encour-
age your relatives, frlends and neighbors to
speak up also. Your example alone will do
much, but a little persuasion will help also.
Too many people take the attitude that their
opinions do not matter. They do. This is what
our democracy is based on.

I belleve that many of our citizens would
be aroused to demand action if they were
better Informed of the extent of subversive
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activity in this country and of the rapid
increase in the strength of subversive groups
in the past eight years. The mass media are
not doing as an effective job of conveying
this information to the public as they could.
You should urge that the newspapers, maga=
zines and radio and TV stations improve
their service in this respect. This can best
be done by calling to the attention of the
editors and managers sins of omission and
commission, For example, the public did an
excellent job of rebuking our great televi-
sion networks for their one-sided coverage
of the riots in Chicago at the time of the
Democratic National Convention, At least
one of the networks has admitted that it
should have done a better job of informing
the public of the subversive background of
some of the individuals who planned and
organized the Chicago demonstrations,

In order to criticize the mass media con-
structively, you should read regularly some
of the speclalized publications that provide
information about subversive actlvitles not
normally covered in the mass media. I would
suggest you write to the FBI for recommen-
dations on these. Also, the publications of
the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee
and the House Committee on Internal Se-
curity which may be ordered from the Gov-
ernment Printing Office, will supply you with
a list of publications available on request.
I might note that a tremendous amount of
useful information can be found in the Con-
gressional Record which appears daily when
Congress is in session. Your Congressman or
Senators may be able to obtain a free sub-
scription for you. If not, you may subscribe
through the Government Printing Office.

I thank you for your interest in this mat-
ter. I hope that these comments will be of
some value to you, and I urge you to con-
tinue your dedication to the great cause for
which you have already given so much, the
life of your only child. You are representative
of the spirit that has made this country
great, and I have no doubt that we will
triumph and that your sacrifices will not
have been in vain,

Sincerely,
GEORGE MURPHY.

THE 91ST BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY
OF FORMER REPRESENTATIVE
ALLGOOD, OF ALABAMA

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, Ala-
bama has been fortunate over the years
in her Representatives in the National
Congress. There were such outstanding
men as Senator John T. Morgan, three
generations of Bankheads who gave dis-
tinguished service in both Houses, and
Senator Lister Hill, whose great con-
tributions to medicine and health have
meant so much to this country and the
world. There are many others who could
be cited, too numerous to name.

I am reminded of these great prede-
cessors of curs by the fact that a former
Alabama Representative, Miles C. All-
good, will be 91 on February 22. Miles
still is active and alert. His service in
Congress was during the exciting first
years of the New Deal, when President
Roosevelt was leading the Nation out of
the wilderness of depression, and All-
good’s contributions were numerous.

Last year on the occasion of Repre-
sentative Allgood’s 90th birthday, Rep-
resentative Tom BeviLL, who represents
the same congressional district once
served by Representative Allgood, spoke
to the House on the fine accomplish-
ments of this distinguished man. His
remarks are to be found in the CoNGrES-
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sIoNAL RECORD, volume 114, part 4, pages
4029-4030.

Today as Miles Allgood nears his 91st
birthday, I should like to pay tribute to
him and express my appreciation for his
friendship through the years.

Let me say, Mr. President, that my
colleague from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN),
whose home is not very far from where
Miles Allgood now lives and who knows
Mr. Allgood well, has stated his wish to
join me in these remarks regarding our
good friend, Miles C. Allgood.

SIGNS OF VINTAGE RUSSIAN
IMPERIALISM

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, in the
aftermath of the Soviet-led five-nation
invasion of Czechoslovakia in August
1968, Moscow repudiated its oft-repeated
prineciple of “full respect for the sov-
ereign rights"” of each Socialist country
replacing that principle with the new
doctrine of a “Socialist commonwealth™
run from Moscow.

Now commonly known as the Brezhney
doctrine, since its elaboration by Soviet
Party Secretary Leonid Brezhnev in
Warsaw, November 12, 1968, this doctrine
constitutes an ominous change in Soviet
international legal doctrine. I believe the
American people should be further in-
formed on this matter.

In this connection, I wish to place in
the Recorp the analysis which I made on
this general subject in a speech to the
North Atlantic Assembly in Brussels,
Belgium, on November 12, 1968. The
speech is entitled “Does the Leopard
Change His Spots?”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this speech be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the RECoRD,
as follows:

Dokes THE LEOPARD CHANGE His Spors?

{By Senator HENRY M. JacEsoN, before the
Military Committee, North Atlantic Assem-
bly, Brussels, Belgium, November 12, 1068)

I

Many people during recent years have be-
lieved that the Soviet Union was on a fixed
course toward more moderate policies, and
that détente had come to stay.

As you may know, I have not shared this
optimistic outlook.

But however sanguine any of us may have
been about Soviet policy, the brutal invasion
of Czechoslovakia has been a sobering ex-
perience. It calls to mind a comparable act
in Stalin's time—the Kremlin takeover of
Czechoslovakia in 1948,

II

In military terms, the Soviet thrust into
Czechoslovakia proved what they can do. It
was a vivid demonstration of Soviet capabil-
ity for rapid, selective mobllization, for effi-
cient movement of large combat and support
forces over extensive distances, and for the
establishment and testing of effective lines of
communication in support of military opera-
tions far from the Russian homeland. The
Soviet capability that was exercised so im-
pressively in Czechoslovakia is avallable for
employment on other tasks,

The invasion of Czechoslovakia certainly
made clear that early “political warning” of
a Soviet conventional move in Europe can-
not any longer be taken for granted. In the
Czech assault, until the moment of attack,
the political signals of Soviet intentions were
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at best ambiguous, The lightning-like drive
into Czechoslovakia took almost everybody by
surprise. And it reminds us once again of the
vital role of forces-in-being. NATO combat
units, on the line, ready to make a defer-
mined stand, have far more deterrent value
than mobilizable and deployable forces that
might be moved to the scene after the action

begins.
m

Also of special significance is the ominous
revision of Soviet international legal doc-
trine in the aftermath of the Czech inva-
sion—a textbook case on the “heads I win,
tails you lose” attitude of the Eremlin.

You may recall that in the mid-1930’s, the
USSR jolned the League of Nations and en-
tered alllances with France and Czechoslo-
vakia. At that time, Moscow acknowledged
the concepts of national sovereignty and
non-interference with the rights of inde-
pendent states, In part to improve its creden-
tials as a collaborator in international under-
takings. Maxim Litvinov, then Soviet Foreign
Minister, declared that the USSR would join
agreements with other states under condi-
tions that recognized “the extension to every
state belonging to such an association of the
liberty to preserve . . . its state personality
and the economic and social system chosen
by it—in other words, reciprocal non-inter-
ference in the domestic affairs of the states
therein associated . . .”

Ironiecally, just a few weeks ago Litvinov's
grandson, Pavel, was sentenced to exile in
Biberia for defending Czechoslovakia’s right
to “the economic and social system chosen
by it.”

Since the mid-30's the principle of “recip-
rocal non-intervention in the internal affairs
of other states” had been a recurring con-
cept in Soviet doctrine. As the number of
countries calling themselves communist in-
creased and divisions among them became
more apparent, Soviet writings had more and
more tended to emphasize the “complete
equality” of all socialist states and the strict
observance among them of respect for inde-
pendence and national sovereignty. The com-
muniqué from the 1960 meeting of commu-
nist party leaders stated: "Every country in
the socialist camp is insured genuinely equal
rights and Independence.” As late as last
April, during the height of Alexander Dub-
cek’s efforts at liberalization and reform,
Kosygin declared that:

“The Soviet state . . . made its invariable
principle in international policy the strict
observance of equality, national independ-
ence, and non-interference in the internal
affairs of other states and peoples.”

Soon after, on August 20, the Soviets
spearheaded the five-nation intervention in
Czechoslovakia. For some weeks there was a
flurry of inconsistent Soviet explanations and
rationalizations. Then Pravda struck. In a
September 25 article, by Mr, Kovalev, Pravda
stated that Czechoslovakia's implementation
of “self-determination™ would have “caused
harm to other socialist countries”, and that
socialist states cannot act independently
when such action is contrary to the interests
of the "socialist community of nations.” Said
Pravda:

"“The sovereignty of each socialist country
cannot be opposed to the interests of the
world of socialism, of the world revolutionary
movement.”

Little doubt is left that Moscow intends
0 determine what constitutes action con-
trary to the interests of the *socialist com-
munity.”

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko con-
firmed the new doctrine in a speech to the
United Nations on October 3, 1968:

““The Soviet Union and other socialist coun-
tries have on many ocecasions warned those
who are tempted to try and roll back the
soclalist commonwealth, to snatch at least
one link from it, that we will neither toler-
ate nor allow this to happen.”
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Moscow is saying, in essence: A nation
with leanings toward socialism thinks it has
the right to independence and self-deter-
mination. Well think again! Because you
haven't; and we will make international law
confirm it. You can have independence and
self-determination if we consider it proper
for you; you cannot have it if we consider it
improper, because we have a doctrine of law
that says what is yours is mine and what is
mine is mine,

The leopard does not change his spots.
The Pravda-Gromyko thesis is vintage Rus-
sian imperialism.

It should surprise no one that the East
German Communist Party promptly praised
the idea of a “socialist commonwealth™ run
from Moscow, For the most part, however,
other communist parties have greeted the
new doctrine with silence—or with dismay
and deflance. No wonder!

It seems to follow logically from the new
doctrine, that any country which in the fu-
ture adopts a communist government, either
by revolution or election, automatically be-
comes a part of the “soclallst commonwealth”
as defined by the Soviet Union, and as such is
subject to the Soviet concept of interven-
tion—military or otherwise—even against
the will of the communist party in power.

Some people have seen the point. The
British Communist Party volced strong con-
demnation of the new thesis In its house
organ Morning Star on September 27, 1968:

“It is to be hoped that Mr. Kovalev's thesis
will be speedily and officially repudiated . . .
It would do irreparable damage to the unity
of the international Communist movement
and relations betwen soclalist states if it
gained any further currency.”

Austrian Communist Party Central Com-
mittee member Heno EKostmann, writing in
Volksstimme of October 9 disavowed the new
doctrine as a danger to the survival of the
world communist movement: *. . . no norm
exists or has existed anywhere giving a so-
cialist country or a group of such countries
the right to intervene In a fraternal socialist
country. Incidentally, such a right of inter-
vention is in conflict with all existing norms
of relations among fraternal soclalist coun-
tries and among Communist parties. . . . On
any basis other than . . . the basis of auton-
omy, & world Communist movement is not
possible.”

The Yugoslavs have gotten the message too.
President Tito, who for twenty years has
fought Soviet attempts to control his party
and country, spoke to his countrymen on
October 20 and warned the Soviet bloc not to
interfere in the affairs of Yugoslavia:

“Comrades, as far as attempts are con-
cerned to justify to a certain extent the case
of Czechoslovakia . . . a theory was raised
that sovereignty was not vital for small na-
tions. Well, it did not say small nations but
that is what was meant . . . the small na-
tions are in danger. The small nations should
act unitedly. They should agree . . . that no-
body has the right to interfere in their in-
ternal affairs. These countries have the right
to defend their sovereignty.”

The significant point, I believe, is not so
much that the Soviets have tried to provide
ideological rationalization for what they did
in Czechoslovakia, but that they have con-
sciously and deliberately laid the basis for
political pressures, blackmail and possible
adventures elsewhere.

v

What can we now say of Soviet intentions?

Moscow’s sharp admonition to other so-
clalist parties and states to stay in line—or
else—suggests a deep Soviet concern over the
kind of urge toward freedom that appeared
in Cezechoslovakia and that could spread to
adjacent regioms, including the USSR itseilf.
It suggests & concern in the Kremlin that
the whole so-called “socialist common-
wealth” might come unglued.

Surely we cannot discount the danger that
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the course of repression and counteraction
in East Europe will produce new crises and
disturbances spilling over the frontiers of
NATO. There is always the possibility that
Moscow may try to restore some unity to the
Warsaw Pact nations by creating a major
crisis centered on Berlin and West Germany.

So we must see to the readiness of our im~
mediate defenses along NATO’s central front.
We need to assure ourselves that we have
enough high quality, ready forces in posi-
tion, and prepared for sustained combat, to
convince our adversaries that military action
against NATO territory would be too hazard-
ous for them.

And we must think hard about the impli-
cations of Soviet actioms, not only for the
central region, but also for NATO's vital
flanks.

Looking ahead, what are Soviet intentions
toward Austria?

Consider also the problem of Yugoslavia.
It is evident that Yugoslavia's territory oc-
cupies a key position in relation to NATO's
southeast flank. Under hostile control Yugo-
slavia would constitute a corridor running
from Central Europe to the Mediterranean,
separating Greece and Turkey from the re-
mainder of the Alliance. What should be our
response if the Eremlin seeks at any time to
enforce its new doctrine against Belgrade?
The understandable uneasiness in Yugo-
slavia today can hardly be a matter of in-
difference to NATO.

And what is the meaning of the far-rang-
ing expansion of Soviet naval activity in re-
cent times? The facts are disturbing:

Soviet naval deployments in the Indian
Ocean continue, Do they intend a permanent
Soviet military presence there? I doubt that
all those ships are engaged In operations
connected with the Soviet space program.

During the invasion of Czechoslovakia, the
Soviet Mediterranean squadron was bullt
up to some 50 ships, about half of which
were major combatant vessels, including sub-
marines. There Is every indication that the
Soviet Navy is In the Mediterranean to stay.

There have been Soviet naval exercises on
both sides of the Straits of Gibraltar.

There has been significant Soviet naval
activity, on a sustained basis, in the Nor-
weglan Sea. Do they plan a permanent naval
presence in that area also?

The USSR is a dangerous and unpredict-
able opponent, with a military capability
whose reach is expanding. We cannot be con-
fident that a Soviet Union that invades
Czechoslovakia will not use military force to
achieve its purposes on other fronts, when it
thinks this can be done without running un-
acceptable risks.

The uncertainties we confront are com-
pounded by the possibility of further shifts
within the Kremlin's power structure, where
there is already evidence of a move toward
the hard-liners,

v

S0 we meet today in an atmosphere of
turbulence and uncertainty; but we also
meet in a spirit of renewed solidarity and
confidence. The governments and peoples of
our Alliance are facing with a new serious-
ness the problems posed by Soviet actions.

There is little disagreement in America
about the value of the Atlantic Alliance or
the importance and firmness of the US.
commitment to the defense of the North
Atlantic area. But I and others in our Con-
gress have had a severe problem in trying
to maintain an effective American combat
force in Western Europe. That problem re-
sulted in large part from a widespread feel-
ing in my country that so many Europeans
were less concerned with the security of their
homelands than we were. To many Ameri-
cans it has seemed that a prosperous Western
Europe was not making a reasonably

Propor-
.tionate contribution to the common defense

effort.
Clearly, the tasks ahead call for a new
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determination, on both sides of the Atlantic,
that will not only see us through this period
of crisis but that will serve the Alliance well
for the long, hard pull. The burdens of our
common security will make substantial de-
mands on us all—for many years to come.

You can understand that I am heartened
by the evidence that more of you here in
Europe are recognizing that there is a direct
relationship between your willingness to
draw on your own resources for your own
defense, and the willingness of the American
people and the American Congress to pro-
vide substantial resources and forces for
mutual security in NATO.

So I am encouraged by the current initia-
tives of some European members of the Al-
liance to reinvigorate NATO. For I am con-
vinced that the future vitality of the Alli-
ance depends in very large measure on the
degree and quality of European efforts to
keep NATO strong.

THE SPESSARD L. HOLLAND LAW
CENTER OF THE UNIVERSITY OF
FLORIDA

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, one of our
distinguished colleagues has received a
great and justly deserved honor for his
lifetime of devotion to the field of law
in active practice, both in the courts at
all levels and in the legislative field.

On February 1, 1969, the $3 million new
law center of the University of Florida
at Gainesville was dedicated in honor
of Spessarp L. HoLLAND, the senior Sen-
ator from Florida, whom I have had the
honor and pleasure to know for many
years,

SPESSARD L. HoLrLaND obtained his law
degree from the University of Florida
in 1916. He was president of the stu-
dent body, a scholar, and an athlete,
having earned membership in Phi Beta
Kappa and the position of first-string
pitcher on the baseball team.

SPESSARD HOLLAND pursued a course in
the active practice of law as prosecuting
attorney, county judge, member of the
Florida Senate from 1932-40, Governor
of Florida from 1941-45, and as a Mem-
ber of the U.S. Senate from 1946 to date,
He is an inactive partner in the law firm
of Holland & Knight, one of the largest
law firms in Polk and Hillshorough Coun-
ties, having offices in Bartow, Lakeland,
and Tampa.

The dedication of the new law center
provides the University of Florida with
one of the finest law school complexes in
the country. With the completion of the
new structure, the Florida Law School is
placed in a position, so far as physical
plant is concerned, to attain pre-
eminence.

The dedication of the Spessard L. Hol-
land Law Center was attended by numer-
ous dignitaries. The Chief Justice of the
United States made the principal ad-
dress. The former junior Senator from
Florida, George A. Smathers, dedicated
the new center in honor of his former
colleague, SPEssarp L. HoLranp. Also in
attendance were Florida Gov. Claude
Kirk; the attorney general of Florida,
Earl Faircloth; the chief justice of the
Supreme Court of Florida, Richard W.
Ervin; U.S. Court of Appeals Judge War-
ren Burger; Rpresentatives Crauvpe Pep-
PER, DoN Fuqua, and BiLr CHAPPELL:
University President Stephen O’Connell;
dean of the College of Law, Frank Ma-
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loney; former president of the university,
Wayne Reitz; the president of the Flor-
ida Bar Association, Marshall M. Criser;
William Reese Smith, Jr., secretary of
the American Bar Association; and
members of the board of regents.

In all, more than 700 attorneys, State
and Federal judges, and representatives
of many of the country's major law
schools participated in the dedication of
the law center and joined in bestowing
honor on the senior Senator from Flor-
ida, who, throughout his service in the
Senate, has fought for the principles of
the Constitution and successfully brought
about its 24th amendment after a fight
of 14 years to abolish the poll tax. That
may be regarded as his greatest achieve-
ment here.

However, Senator HoLLAND has been in
the forefront of many of the legislative
battles on constitutional principles,
among which are two that I readily re-
call: the Submerged Lands Act of 1953,
better known to many as the Tidelands
Act, as to which he participated in the
arguments before the U.S. Supreme
Court at the request of the attorneys
general of the five Gulf States; and more
recently, on the Senate floor, the dis-
cussion regarding a proposed change in
Senate rule XXII. These are only a few
of the many legislative marks that have
been made by the senior Senator from
Florida, marks which will be preserved
in history.

I wish to congratulate those responsi-
ble for the foresight in naming the new
law center at the University of Florida
in honor of Spessarp L. HoLLAND. They
could not have chosen a person more
dedicated to justice, one more dedicated
to the State of Florida, than our distin-
guished colleague, SpEsSArRD L, HOLLAND.
This could not be attested to more greatly
than was done by Governor Kirk, of
Florida, when he said:

This teaching center carries the name of a
great student and a great teacher. Pray there
will be more like him.

NATIONAL FUTURE FARMERS OF
AMERICA WEEK

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, this week, February 15 to 22,
more than 450,000 young men across
the Nation are participating in the ob-
servance of National Future Farmers of
America Week.

The theme selected for this year’s ob-
servance, “FFA: An Opportunity for
Youth,” very fittingly describes the char-
acter of the organization throughout its
history. Since its founding in 1928, the
Future Farmers of America has offered
training in technical agriculture, lead-
ership, and character dvelopment to
millions of young men.

Built on the foundation of leadership,
cooperation, thrift, character, patriot-
ism, improved agriculture, and service,
the FFA has produced leaders for all
phase of American life.

In my own State of North Dakota,
FFA members have left an indelible im-
print on their communities. The leader-
ship they have exerted while active in
FFA and later has led to improvements
in their communities and in our State.

As an integral link in the program of
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vocational agricultural training in our
high schools, FFA has done much to help
make American agriculture the envy of
the world. Through it, these young men
have become aware of the great techno-
logical changes taking place in agricul-
ture and how these developments can
best be applied to their own situation.

This program has always placed great
emphasis on the development of good
citizenship and on participation in com-
munity, State, and National afTairs. It is
essential, in these critical times, that
we have an aware and active citizenry.
FFA is doing an outstanding job of meet-
ing this need for the Nation.

Mr. President, I join people all across
the Nation in saluting the Future Farm-
ers of America. This organization has
made great contributions to our society
in the past, and I look forward to even
greater developments in the State.

LITHUANIAN INDEPENDENCE

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, Feb-
ruary marks the anniversary of two im-
portant events in the national life of
Lithuania. For it was in February 1261,
more than seven centuries ago, that this
small nation was established as an in-
dependent state. It was on February 18,
1918, after many centuries of independ-
ence, that she shook off the bonds of
more recent Russian domination and
German occupation, and declared her-
self an independent state.

During the years that followed, the
nation moved forward in many areas,
and her citizenry prospered.

Then, in violation of a treaty signed
with Lithuania in 1920, Soviet Russia
occupied the Baltic States. Ever since
that day in June 1940, the Soviet Union
has refused to allow Lithuania to take
her deserved place among independent
states. The curtailment of the freedoms
of the people of Lithuania has been de-
plorable.

Mr. President, at this time when we
celebrate the freedom that was once
known by this brave nation, let us de-
clare once again our hope for a future
of liberty and self-government for all the
peoples of the world.

BIG SPRING, TEX, HERALD CALLS
FOR CREATION OF BIG THICKET
NATIONAL PARK

Mr, YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the legendary Big Thicket in southeast
Texas is one of the few remaining wil-
derness areas in our country. The beau-
tiful and majestic land, which once cov-
ered some 3.5 million acres of forest and
woodlands, stands as a living monument
to the biological and historical develop-
ment of this Nation. The ancient groves
of beech and magnolia, the stately lob-
lolly pine, the sleepy river bottoms of
crystal waters, the silent cypress
swamps—abound with the tales of the
{(I;ontier and the stories of Texas his-

Iy.
Once the forests of the Big Thicket
were literally filled with wildlife—with
black bear, panther, whitetail deer, otter,
muskrat, raccoon, opossum, timber wolf,
red wolf, red fox, and many other species.
The woods rang with the song of count-
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less birds—including the rare ivory bill
woodpecker.

Some species still make their home
in the Big Thicket, even though its land
area has shrunk to barely 300,000 acres—
land that has been disappearing at the
rate of 50 acres per day. New sounds in
the thicket—the persistent hack and
grind of ax and saw—give notice that
this remaining portion is doomed, unless
immediate action is taken to preserve
this last remnant of a once magnificent
wilderness,

I have introduced a bill, S. 4, which
seeks to prevent further exploitation of
the area by establishing a Big Thicket
National Park of not less than 100,000
acres. This is less than 3 percent of the
aoriginal acreage, but I feel that a sig-
nificant representative portion of the
Big Thicket can be preserved by such
action,

Support for the preservation of the
Big Thicket has grown considerably over
the last few years. Not only are many
local Texas organizations concerned
with the project, but numerous nation-
ally known conservationist groups are
working for the preservation of the Big
Thicket. Due to such widespread enthu-
siasm and support, I am hopeful that my
bill, S. 4, will receive early consideration
by the Senate.

Mr. President, the Big Spring, Tex.,
Herald of February 3, 1969, published an
editorial, written by Mr. R. W. Whipkey,
editor, endorsing the establishment of a
100,000-acre Big Thicket National Park.
This is one of the best editorials that I
have seen on the subject. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THE Bi¢ THICKET

Sen., Ralph Yarborough, dissatisfied with
some proposals that would create a “monu-
ment” or a "playground” in the area, has
introduced a bill calling for the creation of
a Big Thicket National Park in East Texas
of not less than 100,000 acres. This bill ex-
presses in concrete terms a general and un-
specific measure he introduced first in 1966.

Most Texans by now probably are aware
that there is an area known as the Big
Thicket in East Texas. But all too few have
actually penetrated that wilderness of
great trees and dense undergrowth, of scat-
tered lakes and boggy sloughs, abounding
with animal and exotic plant life. The noise
and the stress of civilization seem far away
indeed around a campfire while the wind
sighs among the leaves of the lofty trees.

When the first white man found this
wilderness it encompassed an area of ap-
proximately 3.5 million acres. But lumber-
ing and agriculture have reduced the Thicket
to an area of only about 300,000 acres in
Hardin, Liberty, San Jacinto, Polk and Tyler
counties. The encroachment proceeds at the
rate of about 50 acres a day. It will be gone
if prompt steps are not taken to set aside a
portion of it for the enjoyment of this and
future generations of Americans,

Congress should take action this year
to create the Big Thicket National Park. This
probably is the last natural area in need of
bheing set aside.

ARAB ATTACK ON ISRAEL EL AL
AIRLINER

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, all decent
people must deplore the cowardly attack
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by Arab commandos on an Israel El Al
airliner in Zurich, Switzerland, yes-
terday.

In the words of Gideon Rafael, direc-
tor general of the Israel Foreign Office
who was on the plane:

The terrorists would not observe the neu-
trality of Switzerland, which even Adolph
Hitler did.

It is indeed sad that these hit-and-run
killers seem to concentrate on unarmed
people. When the Arab terrorists attack,
it is seldom ever against a military in-
stallation. They seem rather to prefer
unarmed travelers, crowded theaters, or
schoolrooms.

But the free world must do more than
deplore. Now is the time for action and
I call upon the United Nations to act
promptly and effectively. The U.N., in
concert with other nations of the world,
must condemn this terror and take spe-
cific actions to prevent it from happen-
ing again. In the past the United Nations
has waited until the Israelis were forced
to retaliate and then condemned—not
both sides—but Israel alone.

Now we are waiting to see whether the
United Nations will act in time to pre-
vent another such terrorist attack
against unarmed people.

BENJAMIN BANNEKER AND THE
DEPARTMENT OF PEACE

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 7, together with the senior Senator
from Oregon (Mr. Harrierp) and 13
other Senators, I introduced a bill (8.
953) to establish a Cabinet-level Depart-
ment of Peace. As I noted at the time, the
idea of such a department is nearly as
old as the Nation, dating back to an es-
say of the 1790's which appears in the
collected writings of Dr. Benjamin Rush,
pioneer medical scientist and a signer of
the Declaration of Independence. The
date ascribed to it is 1799.

However, the bulk of this four-page
article may also be found in nearly iden-
tical form, word for word, in the “Al-
manack and Ephemeris for the Year of
Our Lord 1793,” published at Philadel-
phia by Benjamin Banneker, sometimes
known as the “black Ben Franklin.” Al-
though it appears there without signa-
ture, the historian John Hope Franklin
considers it a contribution by the Phila-
delphia doctor to his friend’s publica-
tion.

However that may be, it is an interest-
ing document. As a result of the intro-
duction of the new bill, which was also
introduced in the House by Representa-
tive SEymour HALPERN, of New York, and
59 other Members of the House, the full
text of Dr. Rush's essay was reprinted in
the February 15 issue of Engage, a publi-
cation of the Board of Christian Social
Concerns of the TUnited Methodist
Church. On February 14, Mr. William
Raspberry in his regular Washington
Post column, cited portions of this mate-
rial and commented on the Hartke-
Halpern bill.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Raspberry’s article and the full text of
the essay as reprinted in Engage be
printed in the REcCORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 14, 1969)
PeEACE DEPARTMENT PROPOSAL, WHILE BoLp,
Is 175 YEAars OLD
(By William Raspberry)

Q. Mr. President, as you are aware, I am
sure, there has been discussion on the Hill
about trying to set up a Department of Peace
to include the Peace Corps and the Disarma-
ment Agency and other organizations. 1
wondered about your reaction to that idea.

“A. In fact, one of my task forces recom-
mended a Department of Peace. I think,
however, that derogates, and improperly
downgrades, the role of the Department of
State and the Department of Defense . ..
I think putting one depariment over here
as a Department of Peace would tend to in-
dicate that the other departments were en-
gaged in other activities that were not inter-
ested in peace.

From a recent Presidential news confer-
ence.

Thus did President Nixon shoot down Sen.
Vance Hartke's (D-Ind.) bold, new idea.

Well, bold, anyway. It wasn't exactly new,
considering that a very similar proposal was
made some 175 years ago by Benjamin Ban-
neker, the black astronomer-mathematician
who helped L'Enfant lay out the District of
Columbia.

“Among the many defects which have been
pointed out in the Federal constitution by
its antifederal enemies,” Banneker wrote in
his Almanack and Ephemeris for the Year of
Our Lord 1793, “it is much to be lamented
that no person has taken notice of its total
silence upon the subject of an office of the
utmost importance to the welfare of the
United States, that is, an office for promoting
and preserving perpetual peace in our coun-
try.
“It 1s to be hoped that no objection will
be made to the establishment of such an
office, while we are engaged In a war with
the Indians, for as the War-Office of the
United States was established in time of
peace, it is equally reasonable that a Peace-
Office should be established in time of war.”

He then proceeded to outline his plan for
the office, to be headed by a “Secretary of
Peace” who would “establish and maintain
free schools in every city, village and town-
ship,” and “be responsible for the talents,
prineiples and morals of all his school-mas-
ters.”

Banneker's draft called for careful instruc-
tion in the 3Rs ‘and in the doctrines of a
religion of some kind; the Christian religion
should be preferred to all others; for it be-
longs to this religion exclusively to teach
us not only to cultivate peace with all men,
but to forgive, nay more—to love our very
enemies."

Further: “Let every family in the United
States be furnished at the public expense,
by the Secretary of this office, with a copy
of an American edition of the Bible. This
measure has become the more necessary in
our country, since the banishment of the
Bible, as a school-book, from most of the
schools in the United States.”

Banneker's proposal also included repeal-
ers of all laws “which authorize juries,
judges, sheriffs, or hangmen . . . to commit
murder in cold blood in any case whatever,”
since otherwise “it will be in vain to attempt
to introduce universal and perpetual peace
in our country.”

Hartke's bill begins to look pale in com-
parison. How would Mr. Nixon have reacted,
for example, if the Hoosier had called, as
Banneker did, for an end to military shows
and even repeal of militia laws?

“Military dresses and military titles should
be lald aside,” said Banneker. "Reviews tend
to lessen the horrors of battle by connecting
them with the charms of order ... military
dresses fascinate the minds of young men,
and lead them from serious and useful pro-
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fesslons; were there no uniforms, there would
probably be no armies.”

If he had thought of it, I suppose he would
have wanted to ban toy weapons for the kids
and get rid of the violence on television.

How about it, Sen. Hartke?

[From Engage. Feb. 15, 1969]

(By Benjamin Rush, signer of the Declara-
tion of Independence)

Among the defects which have been pointed
out in the Federal Constitution by its anti-
federal enemies, it is much to be lamented
that no person has taken notice of its total
silence upon the subject of an office of the
utmost importance to the welfare of the
United States, that 1s, an office for promoting
and preserving perpetual peace In our
country.

It is to be hoped that no objection will be
made to the establishment of such an office,
while we are engaged in a war with the In-
dians, for as the War-Office of the United
States was established in the time of peace,
it is equally reasonable that a Peace-Office
should be established in the time of war.

The plan of this office is as follows:

I Let a Secretary of the Peace be appointed
to preside in this office, who shall be perfectly
free from all the present absurd and vulgar
European prejudices upon the subject of
government; let him be a genuine republican
and a sincere Christian, for the principles of
republicanism and Christianity are no less
friendly to universal and perpetual peace,
than they are to universal and equal liberty.

II. Let a power be given to this Secretary
to establish and maintain free-schools in
every city, village and township of the United
States; and let him be made responsible for
the talents, principles, and morals of all his
schoolmasters. Let the youth of our country
be carefully instructed in readin}, writing,
arithmetic, and in the doctrines of a religlon
of some kind: the Christian religion should
be preferred to all others; for it belongs to
this religion exclusively to teach us not only
to cultivate peace with men, but to forgive,
nay more—to love our very enemies. It be-
longs to it further to teach us that the Su-
preme Belng alone possesses a power to take
away human life, and that we rebel against
his laws, when ever we undertake to execute
death in any way whatever upon any of his
creatures.

III Let every family in the United States
be furnished at the public expense, by the
Becretary of this office, with a copy of an
American edition of the Bible. This meas-
ure has become the more necessary in our
country, since the banishment of the bible,
as a school-book, from most of the schools
in the United States. Unless the price of this
book be paid for by the public, there is rea-
son to fear that in a few years it will be met
with only in courts of justice or in magis-
trates’ offices; and should the absurd mode
of establishing truth by kissing this sacred
book fall into disuse, it may probably, in the
course of the next generation, be seen only
as a curiosity on a shelf in a public museum.

IV. Let the following sentence be inscribed
in letters of gold over the doors of every State
and Court house in the United States: The
son of man came into the world, not to de-
stroy men's lives, but to save them.

V. To inspire a veneration for human life,
and an horror at the shedding of human
blood, let all those laws be repealed which au-
thorize juries, judges, sheriffs, or hangmen to
assume the resentments of individuals and to
commit murder in cold blood in any case
whatever, Until this reformation in our code
of penal jurisprudence takes place, it will be
in vain to attempt to introduce universal and
perpetual peace in our country.

VI. To subdue that passion for war, which
education, added to human depravity, have
made universal, a familiarity with the in-
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struments of death, as well as all military
shows, should be carefully avolded. For which
reason, militia laws should every where be
repealed, and military dresses and military
titles should be lald aside: reviews tend to
lessen the horrors of a battle by connecting
them with the charms of order; militia laws
generate idleness and vice, and thereby pro-
duce the wars they are sald to prevent; mili-
tary dresses fascinate the minds of young
men, and lead them from serious and useful
professions; were there no uniforms, there
would probably be no armies; lastly, military
titles feed vanity, and keep up ideas Iir the
mind which lessen a sense of the folly and
miseries of war.

VII. In the last place, let a large room, ad-
joining the federal hall, be appropriated for
transacting the business and preserving all
the records of this office. Over the door of this
room let there be a sign, on which the figures
of a lamb, a dove and an olive branch should
be painted, together with the following in-
scriptions in letters of gold: Peace on earth—
good-will to man. Ah! Why will men forget
that they are brethren?

Within this apartment let there be a col-
lection of plough-shares and pruning-hooks
made out of swords and spears; and on each
of the walls of the apartment, the following
pictures as large as life:

1. A lion eating straw with an ox, and an
adder playing upon the lips of a child.

2. An Indian boiling his venison in the
same pot with a citizen of Eentucky.

3. Lord Cornwallis and Tippoo Salb, under
the shade of a sycamore-tree in the East
Indies, drinking Madeira wine together out
of the same decanter.

4. A group of French and Austrian sol-
diers dancing arm and arm, under a bower
erected in the neighbourhood of Mons.

5. A St. Domingo planter, a man of color,
and a native of Africa, legislating together
in the same colonial assembly.

To complete the entertainment of this de-
lightful apartment, let a group of young
ladles, clad in white robes, assemble every
day at a certaln hour, In a gallery to be
erected for the purpose, and sing odes, and
hymns, and anthems in praise of the bless-
ings of peace.

One of these songs should consist of the
following lines.

Peace o’er the world her olive wand extends,

And white-rob’d innocence from heaven de-
scends;

All crimes shall cease, and ancient frauds
shall fail,

Returning justice lifts aloft her scale.

In order more deeply to affect the minds
of the citizens of the United States with the
blessings of peace, by contrasting them with
the evils of war, let the following inscriptions
be painted upon the sign, which is placed
over the door of the War-Office.

1. An office for butchering the human
species.

2. A Widow and Orphan making office.

3. A broken bone making office.

4. A Wooden leg making office.

5. An office for creating public and private
vices.

6. An office for creating a public debt.

7. An office for creating speculators, stock
jobbers, and bankrupts.

8. An office for creating famine.

9. An office for creating pestilential dis-
eases.

10. An office for creating poverty, and
the destruction of Iliberty, and national
happiness.

In the lobby of this office, let there be
painted representations of all the common
military instruments of death, also human
skulls, broken bones, unburied and putrefy-
ing dead bodies, hospitals crowded with sick
and wounded soldlers, villages on fire, moth-
ers in besleged towns eating the flesh of their
children, ships sinking in the ocean, rivers
dyed with blood, and extensive plains with-
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out a tree or fence, or any other object, but
the ruins of deserted farm houses.

Above this group of woeful figures—Ilet
the following words be inserted, in red char-
acters to t the human blood:
“National Glory.”

JOHN F. O'LEARY, DIRECTOR,
BUREAU OF MINES

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
Senate is familiar with the controversy
over reported plans to replace John F.
O’Leary, Director of the Bureau of Mines
in the Department of the Interior.

Mr. O'Leary has held this position only
4 months. But during that time, he has
compiled a most unusual and impressive
record of public service. This record was
reported by New York Times writer Ben
A, Franklin on February 17, 1969. Mr.
Franklin wrote:

In his four months on the job, Mr. O'Leary
startled the old-line staff at the Bureau of
Mines—an agency that the former SBecretary
of the Interior, Stewart L. Udall, called
“timorous and almost apologetic” in its regu-
lation of the mining industry—by insisting
that the bureau “represent the public in-
terest rather than the industry alone.”

Mr. OLeary has been reminding his top
aides that, despite the bureau's new safety
campaign, 42 miners have died in accidents
in the 63 working days since the Farmington
disaster.

The immediate cause of anti-O'Leary pres-
sure from the industry was the director’s
order last December to the bureau's 300 mine
inspectors to make unannounced spot checks
of coal-mine compliance with Federal safety
rules, This step involved an element of sur-
prise that the bureau had rarely tried be-
fore, although it is directed to do so by
legislation. Mr. O'Leary’s order was one of
several issued after the West Virginia mine
explosion.

More than 600 spot checks were made in
December alone, compared with 137 in all of
1967, With the power to close mines only
with evidence of “imminent disaster" or “un-
warrantable disregard” of previously reported
safety violations, the Inspection staff under
Mr. O'Leary’s directives since November has
ordered workers temporarily out of more
than 200 coal mines considered unsafe. Dur-
ing the entire previous 10 months of 1968,
only 129 such closure orders were issued.

He has also said the industry's argument
that it could not bear the cost of health and
safety standards ordered by the bureau and
included in new legislation now pending in
Congress ceased to be valid in the early
1960’s, “when profits began to rise after a
period of depression in coal."”

Clearly, we need more men like John
F. O'Leary in the public service, not less.

Without in any way passing judgment
on a possible successor, it is obvious that
we must encourage men like John F.
O’Leary to stay on the job to continue
their dedicated efforts to protect the citi-
zens of this country.

Recruiting men of high caliber for the
Federal service is difficult enough. When
we have a good man, we cannot afford to
let him go, particularly if he is as con-
scientious as Mr. O'Leary.

Indeed, how ironic that the Govern-
ment should consider replacing Mr.
O’Leary at a time when Americans feel
disenchanted and distant from the Gov-
ernment. Perhaps if we had more public
officials like John O'Leary, this gap be-
tween the people and the Government
might not be so great.
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It is unwise public policy to replace a
man who is dedieated to carrying out the
duties of his office and who is fully im-
plementing the laws that he is charged
with upholding.

U.5. FAILURE TO RATIFY FORCED
LABOR CONVENTION: THE COM-
PANY WE KEEP—XX

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, of all
the human rights conventions which I
have daily urged the Senate to ratify, the
Convention on Forced Labor has been
ratified by the largest number of nations.

Seventy-five nations have ratified the
Convention on Forced Labor since its
adoption by the International Labor Or-
ganization at Geneva in 1957.

As I have mentioned earlier, this con-
vention which had its initial push from
the free American labor movement, has
not been ratified by the United States.

But perhaps even more interesting,
Mr, President, than our own failure to
ratify the Convention on Forced Labor is
a look at some of the other nations which
have failed to ratify this same treaty:
Albania, Byelorussian S.S.R., Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania,
Ukrainian S.S.R., US8.5R., and Yugo-
slavia.

Why have not any of these countries
ratified the Convention on Forced
Labor?

The answer is completely obvious to
every American old enough to read a
newspaper or understand a newscast:
These nations dominated as they are by
the threat or the presence of the Red
Army and by leaders who, with some
notable exceptions, are not free of Rus-
sian domination, are unwilling to have
their forced labor practices viewed or
reviewed.

But why has the United States refused
to ratify this same Convention on Forced
Labor?

Our failure to ratify this convention
has put us in some very peculiar com-
pany relative to the practice of forced
labor. Certainly we have nothing to be
ashamed of, nothing to hide from prob-
ing eyes.

Let the Senate dispel any doubts on
the question of forced labor. Let the
Senate allow no one to point an accusing
finger at the United States. We can do
both of these very, very simply by rati-
fying the Convention on Forced Labor.

FUTURE FARMERS OF
AMERICA WEEK

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, during
November of 1928, a small group of high
school vocational agriculture students
met in Kansas City and decided to form
a national organization of boys study-
ing vocational agriculture under the pro-
vision of the Federal Smith-Hughes Act.
North Dakota was represented at that
meeting by two delegates. The group
decided on the name Puture Farmers of
America.

On May 11, 1929, a small delegation
of vocational agriculture students from
29 North Dakota schools met at the
North Dakota Agricultural College, now
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the North Dakota State University, and
decided to organize a State FFA associa-
tion and ask for a State charter. The
charter was granted October 7, 1929. The
association was the 30th State associa-
tion to receive a charter from the na-
tional organization.

This June, 750 FFA members and ad-
visers representing approximately 3,500
members of the 65 North Dakota chap-
ters, will gather at NDSU for their 40th
State FFA Convention.

This week North Dakota FFA members
join some 450,000 FFA members in the
9,000 chapters throughout the Nation to
celebrate National FFA Week, The theme
this year is “FFA—an Opportunity for
Youth.”

The FFA provides opportunity for
youth to participate in activities and to
gain experience which leads them to ex-
cel, to grow, and to become outstand-
ing young leaders for agriculture in
America. FFA members pursue voca-
tional and educational objectives as stu-
dents of vocational agriculture.

Through the FFA, a member can de-
velop skills and prepare himself for his
vital role as an adult leader in American
agriculture. Many young people have
grasped these opportunities and pro-
gressed. Many more in the future will find
opportunities in FFA to learn, to do, to
earn, to serve.

North Dakota Gov. Willilam Guy
honors the FFA members in North Da-
kota by proclaiming this week as “Future
Farmers of America Week” in North
Dakota. I ask unanimous consent that
the proclamation be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the procla-
mation was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

PROCLAMATION

Whereas, Agriculture provides job oppor-
tunities for over 23,000,000 men and women
in our nation, and

Whereas, Agriculture is the largest em-
ployer, the biggest producer and the prime
consumer in North Dakota, and

Whereas, Production agriculture—farming
and ranching—is America’s largest industry,
employing 7,000,000 people, and

Whereas, Other opportunities in agricul-
ture account for approximately 40% of the
nation's private jobs, and

Whereas, The need for technical and pro-
fessional agriculturists far exceeds the sup-
ply, and

Whereas, It is estimated that by the year
2000, America will have 330 million people
and food production must be increased 837
on fewer acres, and

Whereas, Vocational and technical educa-
tion in agriculture educates the student in
the science and principles of food produc-
tion and in other occupations in the spec-
trum of agriculture, and

Whereas, The Future Farmers of America
organization is the leadership training arm
of the vocational agriculture Program nums-
bering many outstanding leaders among its
alumni

Now, therefore, I, Willlam L. Guy, Gover-
nor of the State of North Dakota, do hereby
proclaim the week of February 15-22, 1969,
as “Future Farmers of America Week" and
urge all citizens to become better acquainted
with and give support to the program of vo-
cational agriculture and the FFA.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the Great Seal of the
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State of North Dakota to be affixed this 28th
day of January, 1969.
Wirniam L, Guy,
Governor.
Attest:
Ben MEIER,

Secretary of State.

“I AM AN AMERICAN"—POEM RE-
CITED BY WENDY STOUT, SAX-
APAHAW, N.C.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, a few days ago I had the pleas-
ure of visiting an elementary school in
my home community of Saxapahaw,
N.C.

While I was there, one of the students,
an attractive fourth-grade girl named
Wendy Stout, recited a poem entitled “I
Am an American.”

She did it beautifully and with a sin-
cerity which impressed me deeply, as did
the poem itself.

I do not recall the author’s name. The
message conveyed, however, was one
which I think is important to all of us,
young and old, in this time of unrest and
uncertainty in our national life as a re-
minder of some of the truths and values
which too many seem to have forgotten
or laid aside.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the poem be printed in the RECORD.

There being no ebjection, the poem
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

1 AM AN AMERICAN
I am an American.
If you ask me what that means
I'll answer:

I love my country and my God;

I love my parents and they love me.

I respect my neighbors and deal with them
fairlz.

I am strong; I am happy; I am free.

I can speak without fear and act without
shame,

And walk tall among the children of earth.

All the rights that I have I am willing to
share.

I am proud of my nation—my birth,

I can work as I wish and play as I wish,
And think what I wish and say what I wish,
And do as I wish and pray as I wish,

So long as I'm decent and true.

My school is free and my church is free,

My country’'s laws are made for me,

And all in all it is good to be

An American.

I am glad that I am an American,

I am proud of my birthright, but humble,
too.

And being an American

These things I must do:

I must speak the truth as I see the truth;

I must play by rules that are fair.

I must not laugh at another's ways,

Or take more than is my share.

I must do nothing that will cause me shame.

I must walk tall and brave and free,

And I must help others to have,

The rights that mean so much to me.

THE RETIREMENT OF CHARLES A.
RICHEY, SUPERINTENDENT OF
LAKE MEAD NATIONAL RECREA-
TIONAL AREA
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, on Janu-

ary 24 of this year, Mr. Charles A. Richey
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retired as superintendent of the Lake
Mead National Recreation Area affer 15
vears of vigorous and imaginative leader-
ship. I think it appropriate to pay trib-
ute to a man who exemplifies the Na-
tional Park Service's high standard of
excellence.

Chuck Richey was an able administra-
tor and an outstanding organizer, but he
will be remembered principally for a cre-
ative spirit that fostered a wvariety of
major additions and improvements to
the Lake Mead NRA. Under his steward-
ship, camping and boating facilities were
greatly expanded. Water systems were
installed. An airstrip was constructed,
new roads were added, and parking fa-
cilities were increased. A new visitors’
center was built, and numerous improve-
ments were implemented in concession
operations.

The product of Mr. Richey's tireless
efforts is reflected in visitor statistics.
From a modest beginning, the Lake Mead
National Recreation Area has become
the fastest-growing outdoor complex of
its kind in America. Last year it attracted
5 million visitors—more, by far, than
any other western park or recreation fa-
cility, including Yellowstone and Yo-
semite.

Recognized as an authority in man-
agement techniques for water-oriented
recreation areas, Mr. Richey’s career
with the National Park Service spanned
37 years. The capstone of that career
came last year when he was invited to
Washington to receive the Department of
the Interior’s Distinguished Service

Award. Secretary Udall, in making the

presentation, said he knew of no person
more deserving of the Department’s
highest honor—and Chuck Richey’s
hundreds of admirers agreed.

A graduate of Iowa State University
with a degree in landseape architecture,
Mr. Richey first became associated with
the National Park Service in 1931 when
he was employed as a junior landscape
architect in San Francisco.

In that position, he was a member of
the first team selected to prepare master
plans for the development of national
parks and monuments in the West and
Southwest.

In 1935, he was transferred to Santa
Fe, N. Mex., as an associate architect in
the Branch of Plans and Design.

Then, in 1940, he was promoted to the
position of assistant superintendent—
and later to superintendent—of South-
western National Monuments, adminis-
tering 28 areas in four States. Three
years later he was named assistant di-
rector of the service’s regional office in
Santa Fe, and in that capacity was in-
strumental in working out the details of
a merger of Southwestern National Mon-
uments into the regional organization.

Mr. Richey accepted a promotion to
the Branch of Lands in the headquar-
ters office of the National Park Service
in Chicago in 1945, and a year later was
promoted to assistant chief of Lands and
Recreation Planning.

In 1947, he was selected to serve as an
advisor to the Supreme Commander of
the Allied Powers and the Japanese Gov-
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ernment on the reorganization and re-
planning of the Japanese national parks.

Before leaving Washington in 1954 to
assume the Lake Mead superintendency,
he prepared a report on land acquisition
which has evolved into a statement of
policy on this phase of national park
administration.

Mr. Richey has been a member of the
Boulder City, Nev., Planning Commis-
sion and, since 1955, of the executive
board of the Boulder Dam Area Counecil,
Boy Scouts of America, which he now
serves as a commissioner.

In addition, he is a member of the
American Society of Landscape Archi-
tects, Rotary Club, the Arizona Park and
Recreation Association, in which he has
served on the executive board since 1965,
the Nevada Park and Recreation So-
ciety, and the Alpha Phi Chapter of the
Pi Kappa Alpha fraternity. He is a char-
ter member of and helped organize the
Southern Nevada Unit of the Coast
Guard Auxiliary.

Mr. President, Charles A. Richey has
served his Nation with distinction and
honor. We are fortunate to have had the
benefit of his wisdom and judgment dur-
ing a critical period in the development
of the Lake Mead National Recreation
Area. His career represents a chapter of
excellence in the history of the National
Park Service.

THE VALUE OF FARM PROGRAMS

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, largely because of incorrect
and adverse articles about agriculture
appearing in almost every magazine and
other news media, farm programs have
become increasingly unpopular. I do not
know of any program of the Federal
Government that is less understood and
more misrepresented than farm pro-
grams, particularly the price-support
program. Farm price-support pro-
grams could and should be improved, but
with all their deficiencies they are of tre-
mendous help to farmers.

Land-grant colleges which have made
a study of the present programs invari-
ably come up with the answer that if
they were abolished farm income would
drop as much as another 50 percent.
Not only farmers but this whole Nation
could be in serious trouble if Congress,
through lack of accurate information
and understanding, abolishes these
programs,

Mr. Alf T. Olsen, farm editor of the
Forum, North Dakota's largest daily
newspaper, wrote an article published
in the February 14 issue relating to this
subject. It is an excellent article. It
vould be of tremendous help if the farm
equipment industry, the automobile in-
dustry, the fertilizer industry, the chem-
ical industry, the rubber industry, and
all others who do a huge business with
farmers had a better understanding of
the problems of their best customers.
There should be, as Mr. Olsen points out
in his article, a better relationship be-
tween agriculture and industry and, for
that matter, all of the people of the
Nation.

Mr. President, I believe Mr. Olsen's
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article is one that would be of great in-
terest to people everywhere. Therefore,
I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

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

SmEwALK FARMING
(By Alf T. Olsen, Farm Editor)

Farm state politicians, farm organization
officials, farmers and agribusinessmen have
and are bemoaning the fact that the so-
called “farm bloc"” In Congress has faded
away to ineffectiveness.

It seems that there isn't a day that goes
by that someone doesn't point an accusing
finger at the lack of an effective farm bloc as
the main reason for farmers not getting a
fair shake from the nation’'s legislators.

Well, there still is a farm bloc in existence.
An extremely efficient one if an effort is made
by farmers and their farm organizations to
use it.

The farm bloc I'm talking about is the
one made up of the millions and millions
of Americans who depend upon the farmers
for their daily food, and those of this group
whose salaries are dependent upon the
economic well-being of the farmer.

Wouldn't it be something if when farm
legislation designed to give farmers a fair
share of the nation's economy was being
considered to see representatives of industry
testifying favorably, such as the farm
equipment industry, the oil industry, the
automobile industry, the chemical industry,
the fertilizer industry, the food processing
industry, or any other Industry for that
matter!

The list in the paragraph above is only a
partial one. There are few segments of in-
dustrial America not dependent upon farm-
ers for their profits.

Has anyone ever invited representatives of
industry to come out in favor of giving
farmers an equitable share of the nation’s
productivity? If they have, it's been a deep
dark secret.

Sure, there have been some attempts at
getting labor union support by some groups.
Both the attempts and the resulting action
have been half-hearted.

What is needed is nationwide farm pres-
sure on agribusiness, stressing the impor-
tance of their support of farmers In their
battle to maintain farming as a way of life.

GEORGE J. BURGER: 60 YEARS IN
“AUTOMOBILE ROW"

Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. President, the
Automobile Old Timers News has pub-
lished its January-March 1969 issue on
its 30th anniversary. In this issue is an
article entitled “60 Years Hence.” It is
a description of the activities of a man
whom we in the Capitol all know, and
he is well known by all who have worked
in the field of small business. He Is George
J. Burger, vice president of the National
Federation of Independent Business, We
all know of the long years of faithful
and effective service George Burger has
given the cause of small business.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
article printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

STy YEARS HENCE

George J, Burger, our AOT Active member,
can give you a tour through more than sixty
Years of axperiences in the automotive indus-
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try, association work, and still not show you
everything.

In 1909, he entered the auto industry in
“Automobile Row" in the area between 50th
to 69th Streets on Broadway in New York
City. Working in an automobile supply house,
stocking tires and accessories, he came in
contact with the many dealers representing
Oldsmobile, Cadillac, Peerless, Lozier, Buick,
Packard, Plerce-Arrow, and others. The tire
industry had a good representation through
Goodrich, Goodyear, Firestone, and a few
others who were in the race.

For a portion of 1910, he worked for the
United States Motor Company, which was
made up of Stoddard-Dayton, Maxwell Bris-
coe, Brush, and Columbia—traveling as a bill
collector for them.

A business of his very own was established
in 1811 on the fourth floor of the Buick
Bullding and known as the H & B Auto Sup-
ply Company. In the years that followed, the
automobile industry advanced and so did the
business grow for George Burger. Buick need-
ed all of their space and this necessitated the
move of H & B Auto Supply to another loca-
tion while increase of business required a
second move after that to a larger building.
During those years, he served the metropoli-
tan area of New York; particularly, Buick and
Cadillac agents who in turn were happy to
recommend tires and accessories as supplied
by the H & B Company. These years of serv-
ice were done on the basis of “personal serv-
ice with good quality merchandise with no
exceptions or omissions."

From the Brooklyn Eagle, February 1911,
we share with you a clipping that will show
the duties of a representative of a product
during a show:

“GoopYEAR TIRES AT SHOW

“George J. Burger, the Brooklyn represent-
ative of the Goodyear Tire Company, reports
that most of the cars shown at the armory
are equipped with Goodyear tires. It is evi-

dent that Mr, Burger takes great pride in
that part for he is constantly on the watch
to keep the shoes of the cars looking clean
and white. If a tire shows the slightest sign
of dirt or grease, one of Mr. Burger's assist-
ants immediately is dispatched to remove it.

“Announcement was made at the Armory
yesterday that the Peerless Garage and Sales
Company had concluded arrangements to be-
come the representatives of the Goodyear
Tire and Rubber Company for Brooklyn and
Long Island. The salesrooms will be located
at 1525 Bedford avenue. George J. Burger will
have charge of this department, Mr. Burger
has been in the accessory business for several
years, He was formerly connected with the
United States Motor Company.”

With a keen interest in the protection and
growth of independent businesses, George
has spent many years of devotion and serv-
ice on their behalf. Not only has he served
with the independent tire dealer association
but he was also a founding member of the
Greater New York City Tire and Battery As-
sociation in 1920; and was President and a
founding member of the United Tire Stores
of America in 1929,

Early 1935 found him as Secretary and
General Manager of the National Association
of Independent Tire Dealers, where he re-
mained until 1941.

In 1941, Mr. Burger founded his own Con-
sultant Service for independent tire dealers,
the Burger Tire Consultant Service and com-
menced publishing his own tire trade jour-
nal, the National Independent. His work
was limited generally to tire-dealer problems,
until 1947, when he became Vice-President
and Board Member of the National Federa-
tion of Independent Business, and where
he has represented small businessmen at
Washington, D.C., for more than 30 years.

His interest has been generally in all things
directly or indirectly affecting independent
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business fair opportunities. His chief con-
cern has been in adequate enforcement of
all antitrust laws, at the national, state, and
local levels, among businessmen, farmers,
labor, and government itself to keep trade
channels free of arbitrary restraints. He be-
lieves that adequate antitrust enforcement
strengthens free enterprises and thereby
helps stave off otherwise inevitable trends
toward state socialism or greater government
interference with business,

Since 1947, Mr. Burger's legislative efforts
have helped gain small businessmen the
strongest, most effective representation ever
in our nation’'s history in governmental af-
fairs . . , through creation of the permanent
Senate Small Business Committee (1950),
creation of the Executive Branch Small Busi-
ness Administration (established in 1953,
made permanent in 1958), and creation of
the continuing President’s Special Cabinet
Committee on Small Business. He has also
directed efforts which resulted, in 1958, in
Congressional enactment of $260 million in
special tax revisions for smaller firms, in the
Small Business Tax Adjustment Act.

More than this, he has coordinated legis-
lative activitles which have helped lead to,
among other things, (1) Federal Trade Com-
mission ploneering efforts to establish tire
maximum discount ceilings as protections
for independent dealers (1947), (2) the suc-
cessful small business counterdrive against
“basing point™ proposals which could have
wrecked antitrust protections against pric-
ing unfairnesses (1949), (3) enactment of
the Celler-O'Mahoney strengthener to Clay-
ton Act prohibitions against monopoly pro-
curing mergers (1950), (4) enactment of the
McGuire Falr Trade Enabling Act, and cre-
ation of the Smaller War Plants Corporation
to integrate small business productive po-
tential into the Korean War programs (1951),
(5) successful cooperation with the Inde-
pendent Bankers Association In securing
enactment of the Bank Holding Company
Bill (1855), (6) in the period 1958-1964 a
number of Congressional enactments help-
ful to Independent enterprise, including
measures for speedier enforcement of anti-
trust orders, the closure of legal loopholes
which helped giant chains escape effective
antitrust supervision over unfair pricing
activities, bills to protect small interstate
sellers from multi-state taxation of their in-
comes, the 1962 and 1964 tax reduction and
revision bills, and (7) enactment (1966) of
H.R. 318, a bill which requires tire manu-
facturers to pay Federal Excise Taxes on
tires delivered to their factory stores for
sale to ultimate consumers on the same basis
as competing independent tire dealers are
required to pay these taxes (this bill cor-
rects a defect in the original tire excise tax
procedure which gave tire factory-owned
stores a measurable financial advantage over
competing independent dealers).

Additionally, he has directed Federation
legislative activities in cooperation with the
Hoover Commission which have helped pro-
mote a claimed $7.5 billion in savings on
government operations, and he has helped
set the wheels in motion for elimination
of burdensome Federal excise taxes on inde-
pendents’ telephone and telegraph bills, and
has provided Capitol follow-up on Federa-
tion member wishes to reduce the size and
number of Government establishments com-
peting with independent businessmen. Pres-
ently, he is working closely with a number
of Congressmen on new legislative proposals
aimed to require manufacturers who sell
through both their own factory store chains
and independent dealers, to treat both equal-
ly price-wise.

In his years at Washington, D.C., Mr.
Burger has been a member of the Small Busi-
ness Task Force of the National Security Re-
sources Board, a member of the Business Ad-
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visory Committee to the President's Council
of Economiec Advisors, and a member of the
Small Business Advisory Committee to the
House Small Business Committee. Further
than this, he has acted as consultant to both
major political parties in drawing up the
Small Business planks of their Presidential
Year Platforms, testifying before their con-
ventions in 1948, 1952, 1956, 1960, and 1964.
Many of his recommendations were incorpo-
rated into these platforms, and subsequently
voted into law. The Senate Commerce Com-
mittee appointed him, in 1961 and again in
1962, as its consultant to investigate small
business opportunities for exports to Com-
mon Market countries during his trips to
Europe.

All during his life he has been interested in
crganization and prior to 1947, he represented
the nation’s independent tire dealers at
Washington, D.C. In that capacity he shared
in leadership of the drives that led to enact-
ment of the Robinson-Patman Law, which
put teeth into Clayton Act prohibitions
against unfair price discrimination, and that
led to enactment of the Miller-Tydings Fair
Trade Enabling Act. He worked closely with
Congressmen in establishing the temporary
House and Senate Small Business Committees
in 1940 and 1941, and cooperated closely with
these Committees in their studles of tire-
dealer problems. These studies have become
the “bible” for Government officials working
on small business problems to this day. By
surveys of national conditions, he helped put
the wheels in motion with Justice Depart-
ment and Federal Trade Commission on proj-
ects that have freed independent service-sta-
tion operators to buy their tire-battery-ac-
cessory goods when and from whom they
want. By espousal of the Tire Bill, a measure
to bar tire manufacturers from selling at
retail in competition with their independent
outlets, he helped head off disastrous price
wars in the rubber industry. In cooperation
with the Small Business Committees, he
helped lay the groundwork for the Smaller
War Plants Corporation, which helped in-
tegrate small business into the World War I
effort, and for the Government rubber pro-
gram which integrated tire independents into
the war effort.

These past sixty years have been filled
with challenges and experiences for George
Burger, our devoted member and industry
leader. His final message to us is: "With my
60 years In the automobile industry, I will
still continue to work for the future success
of the independents in that major industry.”

GUN CONTROL REGISTRATION

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, it has been
brought to my attention that since the
Gun Control Act of 1968 went into effect
the Internal Revenue Service, by regula-
tion, has been requiring that purchasers
of ammunition must furnish informa-
tion which is tantamount to registration.
As the Senator from Montana (Mr.
MansFIELD) pointed out recently, this is
a circumvention of the intent of Con-
gress in adopting the 1968 act. At that
time, Congress clearly did not expect the
IRS to do by regulation what it had tried
to prohibit by law.

The Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT)
on February 4, introduced S. 845 which
would eliminate the registration require-
ment of the IRS regulation for indi-
viduals purchasing rifle, shotgun and .22~
caliber rimfire ammunition. However,
under this bill buyers purchasing ammu-
nition for most pistols and revolvers
would still be subject to the regulation
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and, therefore, have to provide the re-
quired information. I am sure the Sen-
ator from Utah chose not to eliminate
the regulation, as it applies to ammur_l.i-
tion for such hand guns, because statis-
ties have shown overwhelmingly that
the vast majority of crimes are com-
mitted with the use of these kinds of
weapons and not the guns which the
sportsman uses.

I believe the regulation requiring the
purchaser to, in effect, register before
obtaining rifle ammunition will make no
meaningful contribution to the war on
crime but will only unnecessarily incon-
venience the law-abiding sportsman.

NATIONAL ENGINEERS WEEK

Mr. METCALF. Mr., President, under
the sponsorship of the National Society
of Professional Engineers, the week of
February 16 through February 22, 1969
is observed by the Professional Engineers
of America as National Engineers Week.
This particular week is traditionally
chosen each year as it includes the ob-
servance of Washington’s birth date, our
first President himself having been a
trained surveyor and builder.

Since the time of Washington’s active
engineering accomplishments, engineers
have continually played a major role in
shaping and reshaping our country’s face
and its fortune, and now paves our way
into the vast reaches of outer space.

National Engineers Week is a par-
ticularly good time to call the attention
of our young people to the opportunities

which exist for a career in engineering—
opportunity for participation in a vital
professional activity with unlimited ap-
plications for talent, ingenuity, imagina-

tion and personal satisfaction. Active

American leadership in tomorrow’s world

will in part come from the engineering

community. A partnership share in this
leadership is open to today's young
people.

A special article on the role which
engineers play in the shaping of urban
environment and solution of human
needs has been prepared by Prof. John G.
Duba, director for urban environmental
studies of the Polytechnic Institute of
Brooklyn. It will appear in newspapers
and magazines across the country during
National Engineers Week. It has been
brought to my attention by Robert H.
Doyle, legislative counsel for the Na-
tional Society of Professional Engineers.
I ask unanimous consent that the an-
nouncement be printed in the REecorbp.

There being no objection, the an-
nouncement was ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

NarioNaL ENGINEERS WEEK: ENGINEERS Pray
KEY ROLE IN SHAPING URBAN ENVIRONMENT
AND SoLviNG HuMAN NEEDS

(By Prof. John G. Duba, P.E,, director, Cen-
ter for Urban Environmental Studies,
Polytechnic Institute of Brooklyn)
Engineers have been major contributors to

the growth and development of cities

through the centuries. Some early engineer-
ing works such as the roads and aqueducts
of Rome still stand today. In our present day
society based on science, technology and in-
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dustrialization, the contributions of engi-
neers to improvement of our urban environ-
ment are much greater than in the past and
serve an ever increasing population,

Our country's population now totals ap-
proximately 202 million and continues to
grow. It would take a city the size of Detroit
to house just last year's increase in popula-
tion. In less than two years the nation's
population increase will be greater than that
of Chieago.

POPULATION FACTORS

Two out of every three persons live in our
big central citles or their adjacent suburbs.
If we consider the number of persons who
live in small citles and towns, almost 75
percent of our total population can be con-
sidered urban. It is therefore not surprising
that so much attention is being given to the
needs of urban areas.

We read and hear much of urban prob-
lems—social, economic and physical. News-
paper headlines regularly point out problems
of slum and blight; the inadequacy of
schools and parks; pollution of the air, water
and land; noise; ugliness; traffic congestion
and a score of other conditions which affect
the urban environment.

Man’s environment may be consldered as
all of the condltions, circumstances and in-
fluences surrounding him. Included are the
place he lives, the schools attended by his
children, the recreation facllities available
to him and his family, his place of employ-
ment, the transportation facility he uses,
public and private utilities and a host of
other facilities and services.

In reviewing this list of facilities and
services, it becomes immediately apparent
that the engineer plays & key role in shaping
the urban environment. He may be planner,
designer or buillder. Or he may maintain
and operate the all important urban transit
systems, airports, port facilities, roads and
bridges, waterworks, sewage treatment plants,
incinerators, power plants, communications
networks, distribution systems and bulld-
ings. The englneer also administers pro-
grams of air pollution control, building code
enforcement, water pollution control, collec-
tion and disposal of solid wastes, traffic con-~
trol and safety, and other munieipal services.

MAJOR CONTRIBUTOR

During the Twentieth Century the engi-
neer has been a major contributor to the
growth and development of urban areas.
The highways and bridges, transit facilities,
jet airports, water supply and sewerage sys-
tems and skyscrapers are among his more
notable achievements.

We have pald a price for many technologi-
cal advances made by man. Disposal of un-
treated industrial wastes has polluted many
of our valuable waterways. No longer can
the by-products of industrial operations be
allowed to foul our natural resources, High-
ways have sometimes had a detrimental
affect on the countryside or caused disrup-
tion of urban neighborhoods. The location of
such facilities must be guided not only by
considerations of design and economics, but
must Include social and esthetic values. The
use of plastic containers has been a boon to
both the housewife and the manufacturer,
but constitutes a serlous problem of dis-
posal. These are but a few examples which
illustrate the complexity and diversity of
urban problems being faced by the engineer.
As our population and ecitles continue to
grow, the problems will also expand.

It is easy for us to comment on current
day problems and mistakes of the past as we
look backward. But forecasting the effect of
today's technological advances and patterns
of growth is another matter. Solutions or
answers to many of the problems are as yet
unknown but will be developed from a
planned interdisciplinary approach.
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INTERRELATED SYSTEMS

A city may be considered as being com-
posed of a series of inter-related systems or
elements which taken as a whole make up
the urban environment. Residentlal, com-
mercial, and industrial areas; education, rec-
reation and health facilities; the transporta-
tion system; and utilities may each be con-
sldered as an urban system. A change in any
one of these systems affects another. It is
therefore essential that changes introduced
or actions taken to contrel or improve the
urban environment be part of a master or
comprehensive plan. This immediately im-
plies the involvement of the citizenry, the
elected and appointed officlals and a wide
range of speclalists.

Englneers, architects, planners, political
sclentists, sociologists, landscape architects,
and economists are among the many talented
professionals who may be Involved as mem-
bers of interdisciplinary teams working on
the development of programs to provide fa-
cilities for the growth of our urban popula-
tion and the creatlon or renewal of an at-
tractive and satisfying urban environment.

The engineer will continue to play a key
role and often will head these interdisci-
plinary groups because of his involvement,
experience, and proven competence in cop-
ing with urban problems and shaping the
environment for our expanding population,
And he will have at his disposal some of our
latest technology such as high altitude photo
mapping and the computer-oriented ap-
proach to design of the varlous city systems.

CAREER OPPORTUNITIES

Because of the enormity of the challenge,
the opportunity to be creative In solving
urban problems, and the sense of satisfaction
and accomplishment realized when a prob-
lem is solved, many young engilneers are
being attracted to organizations—public and
private—working in this area, It is a stimu-
lating and satisfying experience to be a mem-
ber of the team responsible for improving
the quality of life in our urban areas. To-
day’s high school students should consider
pursuing a career which will enable them to
play a key role in this growing and extremely
important field of improving the wurban
environment.

Interested young people or their parents
may obtain a free booklet which gives the
basic facts about engineering, The booklet,
“Engineering . . . A Career of Opportunity,”
is avallable from the National Soclety of
Professional Engineers, 2029 K Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 200086.

PRESIDENT NIXON CONGRATU-
LATED ON HIS PLEDGE FOR
WORLD PEACE

Mr, MONDALE, Mr. President, I invite
attention to the joint statement by 50
Senators and Representatives on Febru-
ary 8, in which they congratulated the
President of the United States on his
pledge for world peace and assured their
support for four specific measures de-
signed to realize this goal. This timely
statement which was endorsed by other
distinguished Members of Congress dem-
onstrates the willingness and desire of
members of both parties to work toward
world peace. The four specific measures
for which we pledged our support are:

First. Prompt ratification of the Non-
proliferation Treaty;

Second. Meaningful steps to begin
talks with the Soviet Government for
the purpose of achieving agreements to
curb the arms race;
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Third. Immediate reconsideration of
the ABM system;

Fourth. A thorough analysis of defense
spending to locate responsible cuts.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
joint statement and the list of Senators
and Representatives who signed it.

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

THE JOINT STATEMENT

As Members of Congress who share a com-
mitment to the development of international
cooperation, a strengthened United Nations,
and the realization of the United States for-
eign policy of ‘general and complete dis-
armament under enforceable world law,’ we
congratulate President Nixon on his pledge
to consecrate his administration to the cause
of world peace,

We add our own pledge to his. As im-
mediate steps in this direction, we assure
our own support for the following:

1. Prompt ratification of the Non Prolifera-
tion Treaty, which represents an important
safeguard against the spread of nuclear weap-
ons.

2, Meaningful steps to begin talks with the
Soviet Government for the purpose of achiev-
ing agreements to curb the arms race and
reduce nuclear missile stockpiling.

3. Immediate reconsideration of the Anti
Ballistic Missile system, the effectiveness of
which is questionable and the deployment
of which may lead to further intensifica-
tion of the arms race.

4, Thorough analysis of Defense Spending
to locate responsible cuts, and to bring the
important contribution of cur military into
reasonable perspective.

The anxieties of the Nuclear Age have
caused an emphasis on military spending
which is out of proportion to our security re-
quirements and has inhibited our efforts to
meet human needs, both at home and
abroad. As Members of Congress, we will
seek to bring leadership to these vital is-
sues, and urge all Americans to share in the
guest.

ENDORSING MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

Senators Edward Brooke (R., Mass.), Philip
A. Hart (D., Mich.), Vance Hartke (D., Ind.),
Mark Hatfield (R., Oreg.), Harold E. Hughes
(D., ITowa), Jacob K. Javits (R., N.Y.), Eu-
gene J. McCarthy (D. Minn.), George Mc-
Govern (D., S. Dak.), Walter F. Mondale
(D., Minn.), Frank E, Moss (D., Utah), Ed-
mund 5. Muskie (D., Maine), and Gaylord
Nelson (D., Wis.); and Representatives Brock
Adams (D. Wash.), Thomas L. Ashley (D.,
Ohio), Jonathan B. Bingham (D., N.Y.), Ed-
ward P. Boland (D., Mass.), John Brademas
(D., Ind.), George E. Brown, Jr. (D., Calif.),
Phillip Burton (D., Calif.), Jeflery Cohelan
(D., Calif.), John R. Dellenback (R., Oreg.),
Don Edwards (D., Calif.), Donald M. Fraser
(D., Minn.), James G. Fulton (R., Pa.), Jacob
H. Gilbert (D., N.¥.), Willilam J. Green (D.,
Pa.), Gilbert Gude (R., Md.), Seymour Hal-
pern (R., N.Y.), Augustus F. Hawkins (D.,
Calif.), Henry Helstoski (D., N.J.), Robert W.
Kastenmeler (D., Wis.), Edward 1. Eoch (D.,
N.Y.), Allard K. Lowenstein (D., N.Y.), Rich-
ard D. McCarthy (D., N.Y.), Paul N. McClos-
key, Jr. (R., Calif.), Abner J. Mikva (D., IlL.),
F. Bradford Morse (R., Mass.), Richard L.
Ottinger (D., N.Y.), Thomas M. Rees (D.,
Calif.), Ogden Reid (R., N.Y.), Henry S.
Reuss (D., Wis.), Benjamin 5. Rosenthal (D.,
N.X.), Edward R. Roybal (D., Calif.), Wil-
liam F. Ryan (D., N.Y.), James H, Scheuer
(D., N.X,), Fred Bchwengel (R., Iowa), Frank
Thompson, Jr. (D., N.J.), Morris K. Udall (D.,
Ariz.), James W. Symington (D., Mo), and
Charles B. Whalen, Jr., (R., Ohio).

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

TELEVISION PROGRAM ON CHEMI-
CAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE

Mr. EENNEDY, Mr, President, several
days ago the NBC television network
presented a 1-hour documentary pro-
gram on chemical and biological war-
fare—CBW. The program graphically
detailed the physiological effects of these
dreaded weapons, and discussed the na-
ture and extent of U.S. activity in con-
nection with CBW.

The instruments of chemical and bio-
logical warfare can kill in minutes, para-
lyze and maim with permanent effects,
temporarily blind, or otherwise incapaci-
tate persons in order to make them easy
targets for conventional weapons, and
help destroy in a variety of other ways.
They can be the most ghastly weapons
ever devised by man.

The sight on our television screens of
rats, rabbits, and sheep twitching in un-
controllable convulsions and then dying
of asphyxiation—unable to control their
breathing muscles—is a shocking re-
minder of the inhumane brutality of
most of these weapons.

The NBC program summarized some
of the dread diseases which can be used
in biclogical warfare:

The Army has catalogued all the diseases
which could be used as weapons, either by
us or against us. For example, it knows that
brucellosis or undulant fever is very dis-
abling, with long lasting severe fever and
general aching. It knows that plague pro-
duces rapid pulse, rapid breathing, high
fever and death. That anthrax causes fever,
sores, lesions of the lung and death.

It went on to mention tularemia,
plague, Q-fever, Rocky Mountain spotted
fever, and viruses such as encephalitis,
all transmissible from animals to man,
all potential weapons,

There is even a combination of several
of these described as sort of a germ cock-
tail, guaranteed to kill.

Most terrifying of the chemical weap-
ons perhaps is a concentrated liquid
nerve gas identified by the code letters
G-B. It was described as follows:

Pure G-B is colorless and odorless in liguid
or vapor form. A few drops on the skin or
a few deep breaths of concentrated G-B
would kill in minutes. Like other nerve gases,
G-B is chemically similar to a good bug
killer. It attacks the human nervous system
« « « just as an insecticide kills bugs.

The documentary covered in general
terms and with specific examples the
nature of U.S. participation in the devel-
opment of chemical and biological weap-
ons and in discovering ways to counter-
act them. It noted some of the universi-
ties and military bases where research
and testing are carried on. And it pointed
out some of the hazards.

In particular, I am sure we all recall
the accident in Utah which is now known
as the “Skull Valley sheep episode.” A
herd of about 5,000 sheep were killed
after unexpected weather conditions up-
set spray testing of chemieal weapons at
the nearby Dugway Proving Ground.
The Army buried the sheep and made
compensation payments of close to
$400,000 to the owners. It has, however,
consistently denied any connection be-
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tween Dugway Proving Ground and the
dead sheep.

The program also described the great
cloak of secrecy which the Defense De-
partment has drawn over U.S. activities
in the area of chemical and biological
warfare. I am opposed to this secrecy
and feel that the American public has
a right to be better informed about what
this country is doing.

The NBC program did not discuss the
international efforts, both past and pres-
ent, to bring CBW under control, but I
would like to note two present develop-
ments which are of particular impor-
tance for limiting CBW weapons. As the
result of a recommendation adopted
unanimously last year, the United Na-
tions is conducting a comprehensive
study of the effects of chemiecal and bio-
logical warfare. I am hopeful and confi-
dent that this study will serve as a focal
point for new proposals at the 18-Nation
Disarmament Committee— ENDC—in
Geneva and at the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly this year.

In addition, the British representative
to the ENDC last year submitted a work-
ing paper which would impose a com-
plete ban on biological warfare, with na-
tions agreeing not to employ it either in
first use or in retaliation against another
party. It is constructive at least to ex-
plore the feasibility of such an idea,
and it is expected that the British dele-
gation will push for consideration of
their working paper when meetings re-
sume on March 6.

The mysterious area of CBW, as pre-
sented in the NBC program, is perhaps
best summarized by the following ex-
cerpt:

Some military men believe that biological
weapons would determine the balance of
world power in the event of effective nuclear
disarmament. Some believe that Russia is
ahead of us in the development of both
chemical and biological weaponry. No one
knows for sure, but it is believed that the
United States spends a million dollars a day
on CBW. Ironically, this is about the same
amount Russia spends every day to subsidize
Cuba. But we do not know how much Russia
spends on CBW. Everyone prefers to think
of CBW as a combination of mystery and
myth, even if it’s history.

Mr. President, CBW need not be either
mystery or myth, and I hope that future
efforts can remove the shroud of secrecy
and lead to constructive limitations on
chemical and biological warfare.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the transeript of the NBC pro-
gram of February 4, 1969, be inserted in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the tran-
script was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

NBC News’ PresenTs FiRst TUEsSDAY, CHEM-
ICAL-BIOLOGICAL WARFARE, FEBRUARY 4, 1969
CEW: THE SECRETS OF SECRECY

Varnocur. Tonight, you will see an indus-
trial film about a product called Death. The
product is being tested by an agency of the
United States government. It is produced
by the United States government which is
developing a full line of the product under
the brand name CBW. As in all good indus-
trial films, the product is demonstrated . . .
with emotion or without exaggeration,
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NarraToR, This laboratory animal is about
to be exposed to a nerve gas. An Army Chem-
ical Corps techniclan draws up a very small
amount of the nerve gas, which is in a liquid
state. Through an opening in the top of the
enclosure, a droplet is released. Exposure to
nerve gas now begins, A current of fresh air
continuously maintained inside the enclos-
ure draws the nerve gas vapors over the
rabbit. Though the amount of nerve gas 1s
minute, and the time of exposure to it prob-
ably no more than a few seconds, the ani-
mal is already beginning to feel the effects.
It becomes increasingly difficult for the ani-
mal to stay on his feet. General weakness
and lack of muscle control become more ap-
parent. Twitching, convulsions, and gasping
now set in and become progressively strong-
er. After approximately two and one-half
minutes, the animal is in the last stages ...
generalized convulsions and unconsclous-
ness. The rabbit stops breathing and finally,
death occurs.

PerTIT. The United States also has nerve
gas for people. These artillery shells are filled
with the nerve gas, code designation V-X.
V-X is a major weapon in America’s arsenal
for chemical, biological warfare . , . CBW.
My name is Tom Pettit. I have been study-
ing CBW for six months, The report you are
about to see was prepared without the co-
operation or approval of the Department of
Defense. For years, the entire subject of
CBW has been shrouded in official mystery,
& cult of secrecy.

The U.S. Army arsenal at Pine Bluff, Ar-
kansas, 35 miles southeast of Little Rock is
one of the places the Army would not let us
enter. The Army has spent more than a
hundred milllon dollars here on bilological
warfare facilities. Somewhere on these fifteen
thousand acres of Arkansas countryside there
is a germ factory, a pilot plant to produce
microbes for war, The Army does not like un-
authorized reports about CBW. It prohibits
all photographs beyond the gates of secret
bases like Pine Bluff,

The British are much more open at their
biological warfare research center. Last fall,
we were allowed to photograph some of the
laboratories at Porton, 80 miles southwest of
London. Even laboratory work can take on
the appearance of a medieval executioner’s
ritual. The British emphasize that the work
here is purely defensive . . . designed to de-
velop masks and vaccines. But to do this re-
quires detailed information on how germs can
be used as weapons. The knowledge of blo-
logical weaponry developed at Porton is given
to the United States military for its own use.
For one thing, British sclentists have learned
how to mass produce germs. The first step of
the process is called seeding. It Is very deli-
cate work, requiring the skill of a master
chef, preparing a favorlite recipe.

Disease organisms are planted in a gelatin-
like substance. This is where they will take
root, grow, and reproduce. The Brltish even
turn out high-quality germs for export to
scientists In other countries. At Porton, as in
the United States, scientists have studied
anthrax, brucellosis, the plague, and more
diseases: Q-fever, encephalitis, rabbit fever.
They even combine them in a sort of germ
cocktall, guaranteed to kill.

The scientists at Porton have earned an
international reputation for their expertise.
They also have done major work on immuni-
zation using chicken embryos to provide the
raw material needed to produce living virus
cells. This 1s how Porton developed new vac-
cines for undulant fever, anthrax, and the
plague. .. all potential weapons. In 1957, they
produced a rush order of three-quarters of a
million doses of vaccine agailnst the Aslan flu.
One English commentator interpreted this
to mean they could produce three-guarters
of a million doses of a disease just as easily.
In this sealed air chamber, sclentists at
Porton have demonstrated that airborne mi-
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crobes can remain alive and virulent for as
long as 24 hours. This laboratory finding
proved the military feasibility of biological
warfare. Germs sprayed from enemy airplanes
would still cause infection when they reached
the ground. Any country with a good-sized
brewery could manufacture the germs with
essentially the same technology used to make
beer. Britain actually tested biological weap-
ons in 1941, when there was fear that the
Axis powers might use germ warfare. In one
test, the remote island of Gruinard, off the
northwest coast of Scotland, was sprayed with
anthrax bacteria. The targets were sheep.
They died. But the anthrax bacterla were so
durable that the island still is unsafe for
people, 28 years later. It is expected to re-
main that way for at least another one hun-
dred years.

Vanocur, Some military men believe that
biologieal weapons would determine the bal-
ance of world power in the event of effective
nuclear disarmament. Some helieve that Rus-
sla is ahead of us in the development of both
chemical and biological weaponry. No one
knows for sure, but It is belleved that the
United States spends a million dollars a day
on CBW. Ironically, this is about the same
amount Russia spends every day to subsidize
Cuba. But we do not know how much Russia
spends on CBW. Everyone prefers to think of
CBW as a combination of mystery and myth,
even its history.

The conventional or accepted history of
chemical warfare blames Germany for first
using poison gas _ . .a chlorine attack against
the British and French in April, 1915. But
eight months earlier, the French had used
tear gas against the Germans. Most people
have forgotten that after the first German
chlorine attack, both sides used poison gases
until the end of the War in 1918. Chlorine,
phosgene, and mustard gas. The United
States Army organized a unit and called it
The First Gas Regiment and it saw action
on nearly every section of the western front.
It participated In the campaigns of Chateau-
Thierry, Saint Mihiel, and Meuse Argonne,
The United States spent on the order of
seventy million dollars, just to manufacture
polson gases for combat, in World War I.
In mobilizing for World War II, the United
Btates expanded its poison gas production
facilities at Edgewood Army Arsenal, Mary-
land, and elsewhere. President Roosevelt
pledged in 1943 that we would not use such
weapons unless they were first used by Ger-
many or Japan. They were not. But by 1945,
we had nearly twice the gas supplies of the
enemy, though nothing as deadly as Ger-
many’s secret nerve gas.

ANNOUNCER. Uncovered in the American
zone in Germany, 75,000 tons of Nazi poison
gas are loaded aboard ships for destruction.
One type, deadliest of all, attacks the skin,
lungs, and bloodstream and can kill & man
in two minutes. The obsolete S.8. Alcobanner
heads out on her last journey, for the only
practical way to dispose of this deadly gas
cargo is to send it to the bottom of the sea.

VanNocur. Germany had not used the nerve
gas, presumably from fear of retaliation, even
though in fact we did not possess nerve gas.
The allies destroyed much of the captured
gas, but on the Eastern front, the Russians
had captured an entire nerve gas factory,
giving them a headstart in chemical
weaponry for the Cold War.

PerTIT. After the war, and In great secrecy,
the United States also went into the nerve
gas business. We bullt at least two full-scale
factories to produce nerve gas. One is on
the Isolated plains of Western Indiana, not
far from the small farming community of
Newport. It cost more than thirteen million
dollars to put up this plant, and for nine
years it turned out a high quality mnerve
gas called V-X. Then last fall, it was quietly
decided that American stockpiles of nerve
gas are adequate, at least for now. There
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have been no Pentagon press releases about
Newport because the Defense Department
seldom publicizes chemical weapons. One
rare exception was a film about military
Psycho-Chemicals. It was released in the
late 1950’s and widely shown on national
television news programs.

The so called cat and mouse experiment
demonstrated a chemical, which would put
an enemy soldier out of action but not kill
him. In the first part of the experiment, the
cat's behavior was normal. Then the chemi-
cal, an experimental drug, was administered
to the cat. At the time, the name of the
drug was withheld, but its effect was self-
evident. A complete reversal of normal emo-
tions. The cat became afraid of the mouse.
It is now known that this was a demonstra-
tion of LSD and the cat was merely on a
bad trip. LSD turned out to be impractical
but we did develop a number of other chem-
icals designed to incapacitate. At the same
time, production of chemicals that kill went
on. Just after the Korean war started, a
forty milllon dollar nerve gas factory was
built at the Rocky Mountain arsenal, near
Denver. The Army rules on secrecy have been
inconsistent, to say the least.

In 1954, the Hearst Metrotone Newsreel
company was permited to take these films,
But in 1963, NBC was denled permission to
enter the plant, even after the Denver Post
had been allowed to document the loading of
shells, bombs, and rocket warheads with
nerve gas in liguld form. One ton tanks of
liquid nerve gas were stockpiled In quantity
on the grounds of the Rocky Mountain Ar-
senal. But with air traffic increasing at the
adjacent Denver airport, and the clty itsell
expanding, the Army became sensitive about
publicizing the storage of nerve gas at the
arsenal. The supposedly-secret stockpiles
were clearly visible, however, to passengers
flying in and out of Denver, even though
photographs on the ground were prohibited.
The factory itself is no longer producing
nerve gas; and then late last summer, the
Army started to remove the nerve gas
supplies.

TurTLE. This is Lt. Terry Tuttle at the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal. This information
was released by the Department of the Army
on August 22, 1968 concerning the movement
of toxic agents at the Rocky Mountain Ar-
senal, Most of the toxic materials now at the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal will be moved. This
includes toxic materials of all types. Details
are classified.

PerTIT, About half the nerve gas at Den-
ver was shipped by rail to a remote Army
depot, 356 miles southwest of Salt Lake City.
This is the principal nerve gas storage point
within the continental United States. The
amount stored here is secret. In every other
respect, there is more secrecy surrounding
CBW in the United States than about hydro-
gen bombs., Canada also has a CBW estab-
lishment. The Canadian base was set up on
the bleak prairle of Alberta, early in 1941,
when wartime secrecy concealed its existence.
Even today, a traveler on the highway
southeast of Calgary is not likely to stop for
a sight-seeing tour. But there is far less
official mystery than in the United States.
We were allowed inside on the basis of a sin-
gle telephone call to the Canadian Defense
Research Board. By national policy, the sta-
tion at Suffield works only on defensive
measures.

But the findings are shared with Britain,
Australia, and the United States. Samples
for some of the experiments are supplied by
the United States. This technician is work-
ing with a concentrate liquid nerve gas,
code letters G-B, the material which was
produced at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal.
He is diluting it for use in an experiment.
Pure G-B is colorless and odorless in liquid
or vapor form. A few drops on the skin or
a few deep breaths of concentrated G-B
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would kill in minutes. Like other nerve gases,
G-B s chemically similar to a good bug
killer. It attacks the human nervous system
. « « just as an ingecticide kills bugs. Canada
does extensive animal studies with G-B.
Once the liquid nerve gas is diluted, men
can work without masks and usually do. It
remains a liguid at room temperature. One
carefully measured microgram . & Tew
billionths of an ounce . . . of G-B will be
dropped into one eye of the rabbit as part
of an experiment to study the non-lethal
effects of nerve gas. Canada has done ex-
actly the same experiment on human vol-
unteers. Within seconds, the pupil of the eye
contracts sharply. This condition, known
as miosis, reduces night vision. In combat,
this could happen to a soldier before he knew
what was happening. Full recovery from
miosis takes up to three weeks, This test
shows that a nerve gas attack could reduce
the fighting effectiveness of unprotected
troops, even if they were not killed outright.
The Suffield laboratories also are testing new
antidotes for victims of nerve gas. So far, they
have found nothing better than the standard
antidote, a chemical called atrophine. Iron-
ically, nobody knows why atrophine works,
but it does. You are looking at a living
mouse heart, sustained by oxygen and a nu-
trient solution. Injection of a nerve agent
causes paralysis of the nerve endings; the
heart slows down and stops. The electro-
cardiograph falls to zero. Injection of atro-
phine, if done quickly enough reverses the
nerve paralysis and the heart resumes beat-
ing. The Canadian laboratory has been doing
animal experiments for many years. For the
technician, killlng with nerve gas is just
part of the day's work, Many people working
in CBW today have been In the business
for twenty or twenty-five years. They have a
vested interest in CBW. Most are convinced
that these are the weapons of future wars.

This vial contains the nerve gas G-D in
dilute solution for injection into the labora-
tory mouse. CBW researchers are always try-
ing to improve the product through testing.
G-D is one of hundreds of nerve gases, each
a slight variation of the same basic formula.
G-D is more resistant to atrophine. All of
them kill as G-D kills very quickly. Exercise
Vacuum was conducted last Fall at Suffield
by Canadian, British, and United States
troops. While Exercise Vacuum was never an-
nounced in America, it was openly reported
on Canadian television.

WarreN. Military and scientific authorities
emphasize that the exercise was strictly a
defensive one. It was a test of man, equip-
ment and procedures against the hypotheti-
cal enemy equipped with chemical and bio-
logical weapons, That means germs and nerve
gas, but they don’t use the term very often
around here. It was the first time Canadian
troops have been tested In a full scale CW,
that's Chemical Warfare exercise, The men
were forced to wear respirators and profec-
tive gear for as long as fourteen straight
hours while performing their military jobs.
The men had simulated nerve gases shot at
them, sprayed at them from aircraft and
blown up around them in mines in precon-
taminated areas. The stimulant used was
such that a badly equipped or careless soldier
suffered irritating symptoms similar to those
of a mild shot of tear gas and they discovered
that sleeping, eating, and other functions
could be difficult in full protective equip-
ment. The scientists say Canada has no
weapons for waging chemical and germ war-
fare . . . only for defense. John Warren,
CBC News, at the Defense Research Estab-
lishment, Suffield, Alberta.

Vanocur. In contrast to Canada and Eng-
land, the United States does have weapons
for waging chemical and biological warfare.
That report will be next.

- -

VanocUR., As we sald the United States
does have weapons for waging chemical and
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biological warfare. We test them in Utah at
a base which was nicely obscure until an
accident last Spring, at the Dugway Proving
Grounds, eighty miles Southwest of Salt
Lake City. Here is Tom Pettit.

Perrrr. The only advertisements for the
U.S. test program are placed where almost
nobody sees them, on lonely side roads of
the great Salt Lake Desert. Dugway Proving
Ground is used by the Army, Navy and Air
Force to test both chemical and biological
weapons. The base is so remote that very
few people knew that it existed until last
March and what came to be known as the
“Skull Valley Sheep Episode”. A valuable
herd of about five thousand sheep were sud-
denly wiped out. Most had been grazing in
Skull Valley, twenty miles North of Dugway.
Some were forty miles away. All were buried
by the United States Army. But the military
consistently denied any connection between
Dugway Proving Ground and the dead sheep.
There were many officlal inquiries. The gov-
ernor of Utah named a special investigator,
Dr. D. A. Osguthorpe, a veterinarian, who
looked first for physical damage to the
sheep, or what a veterinarian would ecall
“pathology.”

OscuTHORPE. The main effect is upon the
nervous system. There was one thing about
. . . I noticed about the sheep, that there
was no pathology what so ever with these
sheep. The gastro-intestinal tracts, the cir-
culatory systems, musculature were all per-
fectly normal from a pathological stand-
point, but the animals were dead, mainly
from suffocation due to the fact that there
was no connection between the muscles they
used . . . that these animals used to breathe
and the respiratory center, and as a result,
they were not able to take in sufficient oxy-
gen and they died of suffocation. After sev-
eral days of, of um, questioning, why the
Army finally admitted that they had con-
ducted experiments in the area with nerve
gas agents.

General Stone. There are too many con-
fusing aspects. We have been working in
this area for twenty-five years, in this par-
ticular part of this country. With complete
safety and impunity and we have never done
anything to damage the surrounding area.
If we are the cause of this, we have a prob-
lem.

Lieutenant Colonel BrLacK. No other form
of animal life has evidenced any symptoms
whatsoever, although they are located in the
same area where the sheep are dying. Horses,
cows, dogs, birds, and rabbits.

OscuTHORPE, This is a rabbit showing the
effects of the poisoning. This very typical,
you can see the tribulation. Notice the trem-
bling of the hair on the rabbit. See there . . .
see the very minute tribulation.

PerTIT. Did this rabbit die, do you know?

OscurHORPE, This rabbit died, yes. Here
again you ... you just saw the, the muscular
incoordination that this compound produces.

Perrrr. This is the same thing that hap-
pened to the sheep then, that is happening
in this rabbit?

OSGUTHORFE. Yes.

PeErTIT. The U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture studied the surviving Skull Valley sheep
and some animals which the Army tested at
Dugway. USDA needed Army clearance mere-
1y to report on the findings of the Dugway
test.

Van EamreEN. These animals were given
low levels of the nerve agent. And after a
short period of time they developed the
same droopiness of the head and twisting
in the spine as had been seen in the Skull
Valley sheep. Symptoms have persisted for
as long as three months in some of the ani-
mals.

PeTTIT. Or longer?

Van EampPeEnN. Or longer. We have several
here that have had the symptoms persist for
six months.

PerTIT. In your view then, there is abso-
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lutely no doubt that the cause of the sheep
dying and becoming sick in Skull Valley
was a nerve agent,

Van EamreN. Certainly connected with the
nerve agent, yes.

PerTIiT. We NnOow know that on March 13, at
Dugway, & jet fighter released the nerve gas
V-X at an abnormally high altitude. Freak
winds carried it even higher, and rain dropped
it onto the Skull Valley Pasture. Dr. Osgu-
thorpe feels that the V-X might have been
carried even farther.

OscuTHORPE. This could have been, very
very easily washed into, into one of our reser-
voirs, our drinking water. Had it been rained
out over one of these areas we might have
had some real disastrous results, Um, one, one
specifically, the Deer Creek reservoir very
easily could have got that far had it not been
rained out. I'm, I'm sure that had this got
into a water supply why, it would have
definitely killed people. You cannot conduct
these, this type of experiment without en-
dangering the life around you.

Vanocur. To this day the United States
Army maintains there is no absolute proof
that the Skull Valley sheep were killed by
the nerve gas test. But it has agreed to a pay-
ment of nearly four hundred thousand dol-
lars to the owner of the sheep. And in recent
months the Army has announced more
stringent safety regulations for field testing
at Dugway. If the sheep episode did nothing
else, it stripped away a bit more of the offi-
cial secrecy surrcunding CBW in this coun-
try. It also turns out that Dugway is not our
only test site after all.

PeETTIT. The United States headquarters
command for testing chemical and biological
weapons is designated the Deseret Test Cen-
ter. Its work is so secret that even its loca-
tion, Fort Douglas in Salt Lake City was not
known until after the cheep episode. The
Deseret Test Center plans and conducts
America's CBW tests, at Dugway and else-
where, Military sources have revealed the
existence of other test programs directed
from here. At Fort Greely, in Alaska., Fort
Clayton, in the Panama Canal Zone And at
Fort Huachucha in Arizona. There has even
been an ultra-secret test project In the
Pacific Ocean, conducted under a cover of
bird-banding study. A sclentist in California
had been asked to develop a bird-counting
radar.

CocsweLL. There was some possibility of
the Department of Defense seeking a, um,
test site of some sort or other, I never knew
what, in the general region. And were in-
terested therefore in the bird populations
and numbers in the region. I did know, also
at this time that the Smithsonian Institution
or the U.S. Natlonal Museum in Washington,
D.C. had a project going on at that time
in the area, that the area of interest was in
the Central Pacific, Southward from the
Hawallan Islands to near the Equator. The
whole, the whole Central Pacific area.

PerTIT. The Pacific Ocean hiologlcal sur-
vey has cost the Defense Department more
than two and a half million dollars. This
amount was paid over the past six years to
the Smithsonian Institution. Fred Sibley, a
biologist, worked on the project for three
years.

SisLEY. Um, this was a program adminis-
tered by the Smithsonian Institution to study
distribution and migration of sea birds in
the Central Pacific. My job was mainly that
of a trip leader, taking four or five people out
on a party, and we would land on the various
islands, do biological survey on these islands
and part of which was banding, a consider-
able number of birds.

PeTTIT. This story is picked up by Robert
Standen, who took these home movies in
true amateur fashion, waved at his own
camers.

STANDEN. On one very dull day, we spent
the whole day doing nothing but bagging
birds with that long net, which is not much
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fun, since you can go around and pick them
up at night with no trouble at all. Fred felt
that we should keep busy. We went about
finding out how isolated that area was. In
a sense that was part of what we were doing,
I would say. Not specifically. Nobody ever said
that to me, mind you. But that, I felt, was
implied. We did a very intensive biological
study of a specified area.

Perrrr. Standen later took part in an ultra-
secret military CBEW project in the Pacific,
which he was not allowed to film. He said the
military test involved vectors . . . the scien-
tific term for live animals, which can carry
disease organisms. Have you ever told any-
body what was done at was donme?

SrawpeN. No I haven't.

PeTTIT. Not even the Smithsonian?

STANDEN. No I didn’t. I haven't told a soul.
I would like to tell somebody, sometime, be-
cause it, it would be just fun to tell some-
body. I thought it was extremely interesting.

PETTIT. What was the point of holding this
test, that far out in the Paclfic?

SraNDEN. Well, the vector, the carrier, the
biological carrier, didn’t live in that place
normally, okay. The place was well isolated
Ifrom other areas, okay. And it would be very
easy to eliminate the carrier, once it was over.
Therefore it wouldn't introduce a new spe-
cies into the area. Also, of course, I think,
this is worthy of note; since the vector that
we used had to be kept alive all the way to
the location, you see. This was an experi-
ment in itself. This is where the scientific ex-
periment comes in. There were meteorologists
there who observed everything about the
conditions of the atmosphere at the time and
place, okay. Plus we had an extensive blologi-
cal staff. We had, Iiterally, guinea pigs on the
island.

PETTIT. Where was this?

BTANDEN. I can't say.

Perrrr. Roughly.

STANDEN. In the Pacific Ocean.

PeTTIT. In the Hawaiian chain?

STanNpDEN. No.

PeTTIT. In the Hawaiian Islands?

Stanoewn, I can't say.

PETTIT. Can’t say yes or no?

StanpEN. I could say yes or no, but I won't.

PETTIT. Why?

SranpeEN. Because I was told not to.

PeTTIT. Since talking with Standen, we
have learned from other sources that the test
was conducted in the Spring of 1965, on an
island seventeen hundred miles southwest of
Honolulu, just north of the equator . ..
Baker Island, a U.S. possession. There is an
abandoned World War II airstrip on Baker,
but the island is uninhabited. The six-week
test Involved Army, Navy, and Air Force per-
sonnel, commanded by the Deseret Test Cen-
ter. On the one square-mile Baker Island
they were testing animal vectors, or carriers,
to see how they would behave in a tropical
climate, No germs were involved. In effect it
was a check-out of an animal delivery system
for CBW. The Smithsonian says it knows
nothing about a biological warfare testing
program related to its bird-study project. But
Joseph Clark of Philadelphia, when he was in
the U.S. Senate, learned of a direct connec-
tion between the Pacific Bird project and the
CBW testing.

CLARK. Well as I understand it, under the
screen of the Smithsonian Institute in a
bird-banding project, they were looking for
a relatively safe place to conduct chemical
and biological warfare testings, This resulted
in their picking one of the islands in the
Hawailan Chain, probably a pretty small
one , . . it is my understanding that they
are now on their way to do some testing there.

- - - L] -

VawocUr. The Army has catalogued all the
diseases which could be used as weapons,
either by us or agalnst us. For example, it
knows that brucellosis or undulant fever, is
very disabling, with long lasting severe fever
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and general aching. It knows that plague
produces rapid pulse, rapld breathing, high
fever and death. That anthrax causes fever,
sores, lesions of the lung and death. Much
of the research on disease is done in the
Army's on secret laboratories or by contract
at various universities and private companies.
At one time more than fifty different Insti-
tutions held Army contracts. One of them
is the University of Utah. Again, Tom Pettit.

PerTIT. The University of Utah has been
dolng secret biological research for the Army
for sixteen years, but very few people on
the campus in Balt Lake City know anything
about it. The work is done by an obscure
university research organization, housed in
these unpretentious quarters. The E and E
group, which means Ecology and Eplzoolog-
ical Research has been dolng supposedly
routine studies of diseases in Utah wildlife.
The full nature of the work was not known
even to the university president, until last
August. At that time a serles of false alarms
at the main, biology building aroused the
curiosity of Willlam Hanly, an assoclate pro-
fessor of biology. Hanly already had heard
about a secret laboratory in his own bulld-
ing on the main campus.

HaNrLEY. I knew that something had been
going on there which was connected in some
way, and I am still not sure, which way with
Dugway Proving Grounds here. Um and st
the same time connected with the Uni-
versity housed in the same building.

BeownN. The first two runs, we were all
restricted from golng into the specific area
where these alarms were originating from.
The University personnel advised us to stay
out becsuse of um, disease problems.

Hawvrey. I was told by a number of people
that in order to enter that area, one had to
have immunizations against certain diseases.
Diseases such as fularemia, anthrax, plague
and various others. One would assume then
that these diseases are in that area. The
organism which cause those diseases. And in
order to get these immunizations, one had to
go to the Dugway Proving Ground.

PerTIT. The University, voluntarily showed
us its contract with the Army. It reveals &
clear-cut relationship with Dugway Proving
Ground. Through the Deseret Test Center the
E and E group is pald about five-hundred
thousand dollars a year. The University in-
sists that it is not involved in weapons test-
ing. But the contract does speclfy certain
diseases: Tularemia, plague, Q-fever, Rocky
Mountain Spotted Fever, and viruses such as
encephalitis, all transmissable from animals
to man, all potential weapons. Until now it
has not been generally known that the Uni-
versity of Utah scientists do some of their
Army work right at the Dugway Proving
Ground. They have done so, since 1952. In
1855 they made this film to document their
own activities. Besides thelr academic study
of disease In natlve animals of the Dugway
area, they have performed experiments to
induce infections artificially. For these
studies, the Utah research group developed
laboratory procedures for growing large num-
bers of ticks. Some ticks are vectors, or car-
riers of several highly infectious diseases,
among them, Rocky Mountain Spotted Fever,
Tularemia and encephalitis, ticks are reared
by the simple process of letting them feed on
living kangaroo rats. As part of its Army
work, the Utah research group ralses literally
thousands of animals, Some have been set
out irn the fleld to monitor the spread of bio-
logical agents being tested by the Army. The
special infection studies are of obvious inter-
est to Army experts on biological warfare. In
this case, a deer mouse was prepared for ex-
posure to germs In an aerosol-spray cham-
ber . . . probably to the organism which
cause tularemis.

Military men consider aerosol-spray the
best system for spreading diseases. They feel
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germs distributed this way are more efficient
at causing disease than germs carried by
bugs or animals. The University researchers
have done ploneering sclentific work In
charting the flow of diseases. In other words,
how infection is spread from one animal to
another. In this ent, disease orga-
nisms were Injected into a laboratory guinea
pig. The guinea pig was then fed to a wild
coyote, This work adds to the Army's knowl-
edge of how germs can be spread, both by
nature and by humans® design. But for years,
the military implications of the University
research were kept obscure. The secrecy syn-
drome In the chemical biological warfare
business is most pronounced when private in-
dustry meets with the military. This 1s a
U.5. Navy installation at Port Hueneme, Call-
fornia, where an unpublicized CBW confer-
ence was held. Security precautions were ex-
traordinary. Even generals were thoroughly
checked. And every person attending was re-
quired to have Defense Department clearance
for secret Iinformation. The conference
amounted to a who's who of CBW. Brigadier
General James A, Hebbeler, the Army's rank-

officer in the field, is Director of =all
chemical blological, and nuclear operations.
Major General Lloyd E. Fellenz, who used to
be head CBW, now works for a large chemical
company. Colonel Clyde L. Friar, command-
ing officer of the arsenal at Pine Bluff,
Arkansas.

Dr. Jacob Minarik, civilian sclentist at Fort
Detrick and the foremost expert on defolia-
tion. Norman I. Shapira, chairman of this
meeting, a retired Army colonel, now em-
ployed by Litton Industries. Many other large
companies were represented: DuPont, Alcoa,
Dow Chemical, Lockheed, McDonnell-
Douglas, North American Rockwell, Aero-Jet
General, the Rand Corporation, Goodyear,
Honeywell, Monsanto . . . more than forty
companies in all. Some who participated in
the closed door meetings were willing to dis-
cuss their work. One was Roger Eyler, his
consulting firm has received more than a
quarter of a million dollars from the Penta-
gon for CBW research. Particularly an analy-
sis of intelligence Information.

EvrLER. Obviously, the Chinese Communists
are behind us. And as a result of their, um
um, say, student revolutions, they're getiing
even further behind, because their technical
base is going down. But um, other than that
I don’t think I can say anything else.

PerTiT. The Soviet Union i5 not in that
same position.

EvLER. No, as a matter of fact the Soviet
Union is a very sophisticated enemy, Their
threat would be at least on a par with ours.

RemwaceL, The hardware does exist. Quan-
tity wise, whether one could do this to
mount an engagement or not, that is a
question I can’t answer. But it can be man-
ufactured.

PerTIT. The Hayes Corporation, which
wants to manufacture the hardware, already
manufactures defoliation equipment for use
in Viet N¥am, and is actively developing CBW
hardware. At its own expense, Hayes is work-
ing on a number of weapons systems all
listed right in the company brochure. One
of them is called, “The Wet-Dry Agent Bi-
ological Bomblet"”, the biological bomblet is
not being mass produced right now. This in-
dicates that the United States has the tech-
nology for bilological warfare, but not a
combat capability. At Fort Detrick, Mary-
iand, the U.S. Army has heen accumulating
biological warfare know-how for nearly
twenty-six years. The work started here in
1943 in secrecy equal to that of the atomic
bomb project. Today, Fort Detrick, is even
more secret than Oak Ridge. Using labora-
tory animals, the scientists at Fort Detrick
have precisely measured the infectivity of
nearly every known disease. Especially in the
serosal-spray form of transmission. Aerosol-
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spray forces microbes deep into the most
sensitive part of the lungs. Even human vol-
unteers have been infected this way. Sev-
enth-Day Adventists, serving as conscien-
tious objectors in the army medical corps.
One of them was Frank Miyashiro.
MirvasHiro. It was somewhat, um, spooky
when the light would flash on and you know
that um, there are organisms being passed
into your body to make you sick. This is the
time that you really wonder if you should be
there. Um, some of the fellows came down
with tularemia, well they started developing
symptoms about two days after we received
the organisms. I know, um, when, . .. we
were all waiting to see who would get hit
first. And, um, a friend of mine, um, had
violent headaches one night. And his temp-
erature zoomed up to about 103 degrees
overnight, We were given . . . our tempera-
tures and our pulse rates were taken every six
hours throughout the day and we could see
when the temperature started rising that . . .
after about two or three days, the fellows,
most of the fellows started developing symp-
toms . . . violent headaches and um, mus-
cular aches and pains, most . . fellows
couldn’t even get out of bed. Um, the tem-
peratures, like I said always increased to
about 104 degrees. And um, just um a lot of
sweating . . . some of the fellows would get
up in the middle of the night completely
soaked. And it would last for a few days, well
a couple of days, and as soon as the doctor
knew that you had developed a disease and
they were certain that you had developed a
disease, they would give you medication.
Perrrr. Tularemia is fatal in less than ten
percent of the cases. But it is highly dis-
abling and once was routinely suggested for
use in Viet Nam. This suggestion was turned
down, Instead the military in Viet Nam has
turned to chemical warfare: Tear gas on the
ground, defoliation of the jungle from the
air, C-123 aircraft have dropped tons of

chemical weed killers. The spray technique,

or a modification of it, could also be used to
deliver nerve gas, or even germ weapons, if
they were avallable. In Viet Nam, the mili-
tary has demonstrated its ability to wage
chemical warfare, this is the “C” of CBW.
The possibility that chemical or biological
weapons might be used against the United
States has not gone unnoticed.

FIiLM NARRATOR. A mask filters out danger-
ous elements in the air, such as gas, germs,
or radioactive dusts. Final tests on this mask
used volunteers to breathe in a completely
harmless test spray. The volunteer children
participated with the consent of their par-
ents. The mask will be made in six sizes, to
fit all persons from the age of four upward.
For children under four, there is a tent like
infant shelter.

PeErTIT. The all-purpose mask was never
produced in quantity for civilian defense. No
one seriously expects nuclear attack. And
nerve gas is primarily a battlefield weapon
anyway. But in future wars, biological weap-
ons could be used against civilians.

Despite all the mystery about biologi-
cal warfare and all the secrecy, there is
one simple fact: The United States, today
does not have germ weapons ready to go at
the push of a button. We know how to build
them; we have tested the stuff, but so far at
least there has been no order to go into mass
production. And until there is an order, the
U.S. biclogical warfare capability will remain
only a paper tiger. Of course we don't know
about Russia or Red China.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR JAVITS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the comple-
tion of the memorial statements in mem-
ory of our late beloved colleague, the
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former Senator BarTLETT of Alaska, I
may have 15 minutes in which to address
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there fur-
ther morning business? If not, morning
business is closed.

E. L. “BOB” BARTLETT, LATE A SEN-
ATOR FROM THE STATE OF ALASKEA

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the or-
der of Monday the-Senate will proceed to
eulogies for the late Senator BARTLETT.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp a statement by
the distinguished majority leader, the
Senator from Montana (Mr, MANSFIELD),
in tribute to the late distinguished Sena-
tor from Alaska, Senator BARTLETT.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Mr. MansrFIELD. Mr. President, I join my
colleagues today in paying respect to our
late beloved colleague Bos BARTLETT of
Alaska, Senator BarTLETT was a dedicated
and courageous member of this body. He
fought tenaciously, if unassumingly, for what
he believed in and for the people whom he
represented. To him, more than anyone else,
goes the cerdit for the admission of Alaska
into the Union.

Boe BArTLETT and I served together in the
House of Representatives. I watched his
dedicated, determined efforts to bring about
the change from the territory of Alaska to
the State of Alaska. He knew what Alaskans
wanted and he worked to persuade Congress
to the same point of view.

In the Senate, he showed the same tena-
ciousness—notably in his work on the Com-
merce, Small Business, and Appropriations
Committees. One of my most pleasant re-
memberances is of the election and swearing
in of this distinguished American as the first
Senator from Alaska.

The Senate shares with Alaska a warm
memory of Boe BarTLETT. Those of us who
were his colleagues will remember him for his
keen intelligence, his unassuming manner,
his innate modesty, and his many legislative
achievements for the benefit of the entire
Nation.

His graciousness was expressed in many
ways, including the frequent presentation of
roses grown in his own garden to the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Maine
(MARGARET CHASE SMITH), who, as the Senate
knows, has a deep affection for the flower.
I belleve Bos BArTLETT's last gesture in the
Capitol and in the city of Washington be-
fore he left for his final operation was to
proffer to Senator SmuTH a single rose, the
last which had bloomed in his garden.

Little things make big men. Bos BArT-
LETT's continued attention to his duties, his
devotion to his state and his country, and
his thoughtful actions marked him as a man
and as a friend. We will miss him because of
what he stood for and what he did and,
most of all, for what he was—a gentle man.

Mr. EKENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish
to join my colleagues in honoring the
memory of Senator Bor BARTLETT of
Alaska. Though Senator BARTLETT and
I were separated by many years in age,
and though our homes were on opposite
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sides of the continent, he was, I am proud
to say, my close friend.

Our relationship and our friendship
began with the recognition that the well-
being and future of the people of the
State of Massachusetts, was tied in many
ways to the well-being and future of the
people of Alaska. This is the great bind-
ing force of our Nation, despite other
ills and problems we may suffer—we are
one people, with common problems and
common aspirations.

But beyond that Bos BARTLETT and I
were drawn together by our common in-
terest in the sea, its beauty, power, and
the potential of its bounty. Massachu-
setts, like Alaska, lives with the sea and
has drawn its strength from it. And as he
and I worked together a friendship and
trust grew between us that was larger
than our own making.

But it is more than friendship that
prompts me to rise today to speak of
Senator BArTLETT; it is the respect that
I have held for him over the years as a
legislator, and as a man of quiet achieve-
ment. With a steady persistence that
grew out of his love for his State and his
people he compiled a legislative record
that was remarkable. It was once esti-
mated by the Library of Congress that
he had more bills passed into law than
any other Member in the history of the
Congress. Boe BARTLETT was responsible
for the nine-mile contiguous fishing zone,
for the Federal fish protein concentrate
program, for the inclusion of fish prod-
ucts in the food-for-peace program, for
the Commercial Fisheries Research Act,
and for the passage of the Radiation
Safety Act. Many of his colleagues were
not aware of his successes in these areas,
for it was not in his nature to make much
of what he had done—he was more con-
cerned with what he was going to do for
Alaska, what he was going to do to repay
the people of that frontier State for the
opportunity they gave him to speak for
them.

Today we in the Senate are paying
tribute, and we in the Senate are grati-
fied with the knowledge that in the near
future his likeness will be placed in Stat-
uary Hall. Our tribute, however can never
mateh in feeling the love and affection
that the people of his State had for him.
Alaska and Bos BARTLETT were one and
the same. He ran for Congress 10 times—
as delegate or Senator—and never once
was seriously challenged. His last elec-
tion brought him a majority of close to
80 percent—a vote of confidence and a
vote of esteem from all Alaskans—the
miners, the fishermen, the oil men, Eski-
mos, newcomers and oldtimers. He was
their man and there will not be another.

So it is as a result of his work that
today’s Alaska, despite earthquakes, de-
spite floods, despite the transgressions of
the past by those who thoughtlessly
drained her of her minerals and re-
sources, Alaska stands today with a
healthy and growing economy and a
confident future.

To his lovely wife Vide and his daugh-
ters I once again offer my sympathy for
their loss, but in consolation to them
and the people of Alaska there are warm
memories of a great man who had the




3924

rare opportunity to lead a proud State
into a nation, and by so doing enriched
both his people and our country.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, it
was my privilege and honor to have
served with Bos BarTLETT during the 10
years in which he represented the State
of Alaska in the Senate.

History will record that it was for
those 10 years that Alaska was first
represented in this body, and that Bos
BarTLETT served as his State’s first
senior Senator. He played an important
role in representing his State before,
during, and after the attainment of
statehood.

Bos BARTLETT was held in high esteem
in the Senate, and made a strong con-
tribution during his years of service here.

The overwhelming electoral support
he received as an indication of the
esteem in which he was held by Alaskans.

An editorial in the Anchorage Daily
Times shortly after his death was repre-
sentative of the way the people of his
State felt:

On 10 different occasions the stubborn, un-
manageable, belligerent and politically
erratic populace of Alaska handed him the
crown with election returns as much as 81
per cent in his favor.

No one in all the state's history has ever

enjoyed such frequent and solid support
from Alaskans,

Bos BARTLETT'S death marks the end
of an era of transition, one of the most
significant chapters in Alaska's history,
and one that is virtually a summary of
his life and public service.

I felt close to Bos BARTLETT. He was a
warm and sympathetic person, in-
terested in other people and in the
welfare of people. He was deeply ap-
preciated by his own people and everyone
;:jl;}g knew him had a deep affection for

He will be greatly missed not only by
the people of Alaska, but also by the
Senate and the Nation as well.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I rise
today to perform a sad task and I hope
that never again, no matter how long I
shall be here, will the reason be so sad-
dening or compelling.

Senator E. L. “Bos” BARTLETT was my
friend, and nothing else I could say
would be more significant than that.
Senators who served with him in the
Senate remember him: the Senator who
would always chair a hearing, who, as a
freshman Senator, uncomplainingly pre-
sided over the Senate for long hours, and
finally, as a Senator who would not sur-
render principle for expediency or sacri-
fice the public good for the sake of
partisanship. When Boe BARTLETT left
the House of Representatives after
14 years as our territory’s delegate, he
received the unqualified praise of his
colleagues from both parties.

It was not my privilege to serve with
him in this body, although nothing would
have honored me more. However, if that
had ever come to pass, I know one thing:
even though we were of different parties,
separated by this aisle that at times
seems s0 very wide, Bor BarTLETT would
have worked with me and helped me, for
the good of Alaska and the Nation.
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Bor BarTLETT's legislative achieve-
ments are almost too numerous to men-
tion. The results of his tireless efforts
within this Chamber have transformed
the State of Alaska. When he arrived in
Congress as a delegate in 1944, Ameri-
cans knew Alaska only as an ice-locked
wilderness, with names such as Kiska,
Attu, and Dutch Harbor more unfamiliar
than Guadalcanal or Okinawa. But in 14
years a miracle had oceurred: the popu-
lation had doubled, roads and airports
had sprung up and Alaska was on the
threshold of statehood. All of this was
traceable to Bos BARTLETT's ability and
dedication of all his accomplishments
and dreams, statehood for Alaska was his
greatest triumph. As much as any other
man he helped add the 49th star to the
American flag. A mark of his pride in this
achievement could be seen in the Senate
garage: instead of the prestigious No. 1
license plate of a senior Senator, his was
Alaska No. 49. But for Bos, statehood
was only a beginning. Alaska had become
a State, and now her potential had to
be developed and our wast resources
tapped for the good of the Nation and
the world. Permission for Japanese pulp
mills in Alaska, increased oil and gas
revenues to Alaska from Federal leasing,
public works projects without number
and the infusion of massive amounts of
Federal aid after the earthquake in 1964
and the Fairbanks fiood of 1967, are but
some of his landmark achievements for
the State of Alaska.

But it should not be thought that his
only concern was for the citizens of his
own State. His legislation reflected a
tremendous concern for the welfare of all
Americans, with such bills as the radia-
tion safety bill, which set sweeping safe-
ty standards for all radiation-emitting
equipment from television sets to X-ray
machines, and the Bartlett act, which
provided that all federally funded build-
ings be constructed so as to provide easy
access and use for the physically handi-
capped.

Senator BARTLETT led efforts which re-
sulted in the establishment of the 9-
mile contiguous fishing zone as well as
the law which gave the Coast Guard the
authority it needs to see that our fishing
zone and territorial waters are protected
from foreign ineursion. His concern for
the welfare and growth of the American
fishing industry produced such legislative
achievements as the addition of fish to
the food-for-peace program and the
Commercial Fisheries Research and De-
velopment Act of 1964. As chairman of
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Sub-
committee he worked long and he worked
hard, firm in his belief that America
should have a healthy, modern, and com-
petitive merchant marine fleet. His ef-
forts will provide the foundation on
which a new merchant marine policy
will be built.

Whatever Boe BArRTLETT did, he placed
the welfare of the people before any
partisan consideration. His was a selfless
dedication that is so seldom found in life,
whether public or private. His work for
Alaska's native population was endless:
in Bethel, Alaska, where the native popu-
lation lives in a squalor unequaled by
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any in America, a new housing project
is rising with the work and construction
being conducted by the natives them-
selves.

Mr. President, it is my pleasure to
announce at this time that Secretary
Romney has today approved the first
$1 million for the BoB BARTLETT remote
housing program He did so, at my spe-
cific request, to take place in conjunc-
tion with this memorial to our beloved
Senator.

Toward the end of his delegate days in
the House of Representatives, he said:

If, during my service in Congress as dele-
gate from Alaska, I accomplished nothing
else than to assist in some small measure
in making sure that TB would never again
take so many lives and cause such heart-
ache and ungulsh. I should feel that my con-
tribution had been worthwhile.

This concern for the small man and
his welfare brought Bos BarTLETT the
undying aflection of the Alaskan people
and the admiration of his Senate and
House colleagues.

Further, BoB BARTLETT never sought
the spotlight of national publicity for
his accomplishments. What he did was
for Alaska and not for himself, but the
success of his work can be seen in Alas-
ka's growth and prosperity today: few
men can claim over a third of a million
square miles and a quarter of a millior
people as a monument to their life’s
work. Bos would have been the last to
claim such a monument; he would im-
mediately begin speaking of all the oth-
ers over all the years who contributed
to leading Alaska into the forefront of
fhe 20th century. It was typical of the
man, that at a memorial dinner in 1964
commemorating 20 years of service in
the House and Senate, when his furn
came to speak, BoB BARTLETT was thank-
ing his friends and the people of Alaska
for helping him. And yet, coming from
him, it seemed natural and appropriate.

Words are often useless things. We
cannot measure a man’s life in words,
nor can we pay proper tribute with them.
If they are any real use at all, it is for
us who must now continue the monu-
mental tasks ahead. Perhaps we can
draw some little comfort from them, in
the painful awareness that we are now
less than we were. And if comfort is
needed, as it surely is, then Bos BarTt-
LETT's favorite poem, which was written
by R. L. Stevenson and which was read
at his graveside in Fairbanks, can pro-
vide more than anything else:

Under the wide and starry sky,
Dig the grave and let me lie.
Glad did I live and gladly die,
And I laid me down with a will.

This be the verse you grave for me:

Here he lies where he longed to be;
Home is the saillor, home from sea,
And the hunter, home from the hill.

Boe BARTLETT is gone. He was my
friend and I will miss him.

Alaskans, to a man, will miss him. More
than that, however, Alaskans, to a man,
are determined that Bos BarTLETT's faith
in them and his confidence in their abil-
ity to build a State will be fulfilled.

Alaska will not fail Bos BARTLETT.
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Mr. HOLLAND, Mr, President, I have
listened with appreciation, sympathy,
and complete approval to three fine
statements which have been made with
reference to our late, beloved friend, Sen-
ator Boe BARTLETT; namely the state-
ments made by the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. STEVENS), the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mr. FuLericHT), and the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. CoTTON).

I certainly approve and want to join
in every statement that each of those
three distinguished Senators has made.

Mr. President, our late friend, Senator
Bos BARTLETT, was my good friend. I was
sincerely fond of him. Mrs, Holland and
I are fond of Mrs. Bartlett.

There are many things I could say
with reference to the personal loss which
we feel.

It seems to me, however, that perhaps
the thing which I should say at this time
should relate most to the long, finally
successful fight which Senator BARTLETT
made, before he came to the Senate,
when he was the delegate from the Ter-
ritory of Alaska, to secure statehood for
the area which he loved so well and
served so ably.

It happened that I was one of the
many Senators who thought that Alaska
should have statehood, and that while
statehood would bring great opportuni-
ties to Alaska, Alaska would also bring
great values to our Nation; and I believe
that both of those objectives still hold
true.

However, may I rather briefly speak
about a portion of the contributions
which Senator BarTLETT made. Not being
a Member of the other body at that time,
I cannot relate the long debates that took
place there. As I remember, he was suc-
cessful, in the final instance, in fighting
off a couple of determined efforts to re-
commit his bill, and he had a good, stiff
fight there before it passed the House of
Representatives. I want to take a little
time to talk about the things that hap-
pened here in the Senate.

I recall that in January 1957, proceed-
ing under the so-called Tennessee plan,
which had been followed later by others
of our States which have made such
great contributions to our Nation since
admission to statehood, there was a
group, a delegation, here in the Senate,
in the gallery just behind the clock on
the south side of the Senate Chamber,
representing Alaska and Alaska’s hope
for statehood. May I make a few remarks
about that occasion.

Remarks supporting the proposal for
statehood for Alaska appear in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp for January 14, 1957,
in volume 103 at pages 466 to 476 of the
permanent CONGRESSIONAL REcorp. They
show that the people of Alaska had pro-
ceeded under the so-called Tennessee
plan by holding a constitutional conven-
tion and by choosing in an election the
Honorable Ernest Gruening and the
Honorable William A. Egan to be their
first two U.8. Senators and the Honor-
able Ralph J. Rivers to be their first U.S.
Representative.

The delegation from Alaska, consisting
of the three gentlemen just named, and
our late, distinguished friend, Senator
BarTLETT, then the Delegate from the
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Territory of Alaska, in the House of Rep~
resentatives, sat in that Senate Gallery
and received the plaudits of the assem-
bled Senate. Among those Senators
speaking after I began the discussion for
myself and the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. LonG), who could not be present
that day, were the then chairman of the
Senate Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, Senator Murray from Mon-
tana, together with the Senator from
California, Mr. Kuchel, the Senator from
Tennessee, Mr. Kefauver, the Senator
from Wyoming, Mr, O'Mahoney, the Sen-
ator from Indiana, Mr. Capehart, the
Senator from Oregon, Mr. Neuberger, the
Senator from Minnesota, Mr. Humphrey,
the Senator from Maine, Mr. Payne, the
Senator from Minnesota, Mr. Thye, the
Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. Wiley, and
the Senator from Oregon, Mr. Morse.

Mr. President, I am sorry that none
of those distinguished Senators are here
with us now. Of course, we know that
some of them have gone to their last
reward. I think that my reference to the
place where their remarks appear in the
ConGrESsioNAL REcOrD will enable all who
are interested to see the kind of interest
manifested in statehood for Alaska that
was expressed on that occasion.

Repeated references were made to the
fact that our late friend, Senator Bart-
LETT, had been and was at the time the
leader in the Congress for Alaskan state-
hood and that in the interest of har-
mony he had stepped aside in favor of
the distinguished Alaskans who had been
named to be the first Senators and the
first Congressman from the proposed new
State. I quote, for instance, from the
statement of the late Senator O'Ma-
honey, as follows:

I should like to say in assoclating myself
with the . . . Senator from Florida that the
prospective Senators and Representatives
now seated in the Gallery may hope to see
the time speedily arrive when Bob Bartlett's
bill shall pass both the House and the Sen-
ate and become a law. Mr. Preslclent, I can-
not take my seat without complimenting Mr.
Bartlett for the magmﬁcent- work he has done
in and out of Congress to make statehood a
reality for Alaska,

So spoke the late, distinguished Sen-
ator from Wyoming, Mr, O’'Mahoney.

In the course of the debate, the late
Senator Neuberger stated:

I desire to join in the tribute which the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
O'Mahoney) paid to Delegate E. L. Bartlett,
who has been a leader in the cause of state-
hood and who unselfishly stepped aside for
this delegation of two Senators and one Rep-
resentative to come to Washington if and
when Alaska becomes a State. I believe Dele-
gate Bartlett, when Alaska becomes a State—
as I am confident it will—will share a great
deal of the credit which is due to all who
have worked in this cause. Delegate Bartlett
has been a vallant and pioneer advocate of
statehood wunder the dome of our United
States Capitol,

Senator Humphrey also stated, rela-
tive to former Governor Gruening, of
Alaska, and to Delegate BARTLETT, as fol-
lows:

I join in paying tribute to him (Governor
Gruening) as I do to Delegate Bartlett who
has been with us in connection with every
one of the efforts for statehood of the great
Territory of Alaska,
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We all know that Bor BARTLETT’s bill,
as it was called by the late Senator
O'Mahoney, did pass Congress the next
year, in 1958, and that Alaska’s admis-
sion to full statehood was certified on
January 3, 1959.

I should remark that Senator Egan,
who sat in the gallery on the day I
mentioned, had by that time become
Governor Egan, the first Governor of the
new State, and that Delegate BARTLETT
had become the senior Senator from the
new State of Alaska.

Great credit and great honor should
go to our late friend, Senator BARTLETT,
for that statehood achievement in which
he played such a leading part.

Mr. President, there are many other
things which I could say—true things—
with reference to the industry, the effec-
tiveness, the friendliness, the knowledge-
able qualities which Senator BARTLETT
showed in committee, and on the floor
of the Senate. Especially did I note his
effective work in the Appropriations
Committee, where we both served. I shall
leave them to others, because I want my
own remarks to be centered around the
fact that I think, without his dedicated
effort, devoted and continued -effort,
Alaska probably would not now be a
State and enjoying the privileges of
statehood.

In my mind, the fond memory which
we should have of him, the high honor
which he should always heold in the
annals of Alaska and the annals of
America, has to do with his magnificent
performance as the Delegate from Alaska
in being the spearhead of the effort to
make that great territory our 49th State.

Mr. President, Mrs. Holland and I
wish our affectionate sympathy to Mrs.
Bartlett and her family to be of record.
I want the Recorp to show that I person-
ally shall miss the smiling, busy, and
always effective Senator BARTLETT here
on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, it is with
sadness but a sense of extreme pride
that I speak of our beloved Bos BARTLETT
as I knew him through years of associa-
tion and of the deep admiration and fond
regard that I had for him.

The late Senator BARTLETT was elected
Delegate to the House of Representa-
tives from Alaska in 1944 and served
seven consecutive terms. When Alaska
was granted Statehood, he was promptly
elected Senator and twice reelected. I
started my service in the House of Rep-
resentatives 2 years after Boe's first elec-
tion and served with him four consec-
utive terms in that body. During his 10
years in the Senate I was closely asso-
ciated with him on the Committee on
Commerce. Our warm personal friend-
ship started during my first term in the
House and continued for 22 years. If is
unnecessary to emphasize the high es-
teem in which he was held in both bodies,
for everyone of us who ever served with
him is fully aware of it. Not long before
Alaskan Statehood I journeyed fo Alaska
with the late Senator Andrew Schoeppel
and held rather extended hearings in
both Anchorage and Fairbanks on the
then controversial question of the ju-
risdiction of the Interstate Commerce
Commission in the territory. Bos BarT-
LETT as Delegate accompanied us during




3926

those hearings and I had a firsthand
opportunity to witness the love and af-
fection that all the people of Alaska had
for him. Their devotion to him is a
matter of record because during all his
yvears he was overwhelmingly elected and
reelected as both Delegate and Sena-
tor. For years no political opponent ever
entertained any serious expectations of
contending with him successfully.

During all his time in the House and
Senate, I never knew a single Member
of either body or either party who did
not like and respect Bos BARTLETT. Some
men do not incur animosities simply be-
cause they have negative personalities
and have little force or influence—not
80 in the case of Bos BArTLETT. He fought
doggedly and determinedly for the prin-
ciples in which he believed and in-
stantly gave battle whenever the wel-
fare of Alaska or its people were con-
cerned. But he had the rare and price-
less faculty of being always firm but
never offensive. He could differ without
anger, He could lose without rancor. He
could win without exultation. In all the
years I was associated with him, I never
saw him show the slightest sign of losing
his temper. His courtesy was unfailing
because it was born of a deep affection
not only for his associates here but for
all men everywhere. No wonder he ex-
ercised a mighty, though unobstructive,
influence in the Congress. No wonder he
accomplished so much for Alaska. No
wonder he contributed in such a large
measure to the winning of Alaskan state-
hood.

It was my privilege to go on that last
sad journey to Fairbanks as we laid him
at rest among those who knew him and
loved him from his boyhood days. Mrs.
Bartlett and one of his daughters took
the long trip back with us to Washing-
ton. I have never seen grief more bravely
borne. She and both her daughters have
the admiration and deepest sympathy of
us all.

Bos BarTLETT had a genius for friend-
ship. We think of him today, not so much
as a Senator or an associate, but as a
companion whose modesty, good sense,
and good humor made every moment
with him a memory to be enjoyed.

Over whatever seas he is sailing

Whatever strange winds fan his brow,
What company rare he's regaling,

I know it is well with him now,

And when my last voyage I am making
May I go, as he went, unafraid,
And, the Pilot that guided him taking,
May I make the same port he has made.

(At this point Mr. MonToYA assumed
the chair as Presiding Officer.)

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I saw
our late colleague, Bos BARTLETT, for the
last time a day or two before he left for
Cleveland to undergo heart surgery.

This was in the Senate subway to the
Capitol. I knew nothing about the forth-
coming operation, and asked him how he
was feeling. In reply, he placed his hand
over his heart and said: “I'm going to
have some repair work done here.”

I am sure he was fully aware of the
odds, But there was no outward sign. No
panic. No expression of self-pity. Just
inordinate courage and an ability to face
up to adversity.
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I wished him good luck, gave him a
pat on the back and said: “Goodby,
Bos.”

This incident characterized Bos BarT-
LETT in life. He was not a dramatic per-
son, but very wise and very dedicated and
very sound in his approach fo the grave
problems we face as a nation and as a
world.

Almost up until the time of his de-
parture from Washington, he was busy
in his office devoting attention to the
most pressing problems coming within
his purview as a Senator.

Boe BarTLETT and I developed a very
close personal relationship when we both
served in the House of Representatives;
he as a nonvoting Delegate and I as a
Member of the House.

Every 2 years the people of Alaska
returned him to Washington as the sole
representative of that wvast territory.
Year after year he worked zealously to
provide statehood for that vast expanse
of land and water.

And it was fitting indeed that after
Boe BarTtrLETT had won his fight for
Alaskan statehood, its people elected him
in 1958 to be their senior Senator. I was
elected to the Senate that same year, and
Bos and I served together on the Com-
merce Committee where his great ability
and talent contributed so much to the
formulation and passage of major
legislation.

He symbolized the greatness of the
American dream. He shared the hope
and pioneer spirit characteristic of his
State’s present and tremendously poten-
tial future of excellence

Our largest State will be forever a
monument to Bos BARTLETT'S memory
because, in a very real sense, he was re-
sponsible for adding the 49th star to our
Nation’s flag.

We shall miss Bos BarTLETT and the
skills which he gave to his country and
his State. Mrs. Prouty joins me in ex-
pressing deepest sympathy to Mrs.
Bartlett and her two daughters,

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, I rise
to participate as the Senate honors today
the memory of one of its ablest and fin-
est Members, the late Honorable E. L.
“Bop” BARTLETT, Senator from Alaska.
His untimely death on December 11,
1968, was greeted with great sorrow both
in this Chamber and in the State he
loved so thoroughly and served so well
for nearly a quarter of a century.

I came to know Senator BARTLETT well
and to respect him deeply during the
past 4 years. Stanch in his convictions,
wise of counsel, humble of spirit and
humanitarian to the core, Senator
BARTLETT was exemplary as public serv-
ant, statesman and man. Many of us
separated from him by long years justly
counted him as friend and counselor. His
passing is all the more painful to the
Senate for his friendship ana counsel
is now denied us.

Bos BARTLETT's contributions are well
known to the Members of this body. One
of them for which I am personally grate-
ful is the vote he cast in the Chamber for
cloture last year that made the fair hous-
ing amendment a reality. We could not
have done it without him, and Bos BArT-
LETT was willing to make the difference
when it counted.
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The greatest tribute paid to any Sen-
ator comes, of course, not from this body
but from the State he represents. The
measure of Bos BARTLETT was best cap-
tured, in my judgment, by this excerpt
from the Anchorage Daily Times of De-
cember 12:

Senator Bartlett played a key role before,
during and after the attainment of state-
hood. Without his dependable and constant
efforts in winning special measures from
Congress and the Chief Executive in Wash-
ington, the revolutionary changes experi-
enced by Alaskans would have been more
difficult.

The loss of our friend is overwhelming. We
are so blinded by our sorrow that we tend
to overlook the great victory that his life

exemplifies and our good fortune in having
him so long.

Mr. President, rather than grieving at
the loss of one who loved life and served
his fellow men so well by the way he
lived it, let us join with all the Alaskans
who loved him so well in remembering
the victories his life exemplified and our
own good fortune in having him so long.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
while the Senate was in adjournment,
death came to one of our most beloved
and respected colleagues, a fine, able, de-
pendable gentleman and friend whom we
shall remember with respect and a warm
feeling of affection. Indeed, I am sure
that as we sit here today, each of us feels
keenly and in a deep personal sense, the
absence of Senator Bor BarTLETT, oOf
Alaska.

I first met Bos BARTLETT when we
served together in the House of Represen-
tatives. He was Delegate to the Congress
of the United States from Alaska and I
was Congressman-at-Large from Ohio.
Then later I distinctly recall we were
sworn into this body the same day. Over
the years we became close friends, and I
always held Bos BARTLETT in the highest
admiration.

No man deserves greater credit than
Boe BARTLETT in the prolonged efforts to
achieve statehood for Alaska. For 14
years as Delegate to Congress from Alas-
ka he devoted himself and his energy to
that cause. The people of his great State
showed their appreciation by electing him
to the U.S, Senate in 1958, and reelecting
him in 1960 and 1966. I recall distinctly
in January 1959 walking down the aisle
in this Chamber directly behind Bos
BarTLETT and his escort and our taking
our solemn oaths at the same time as
Senators of the United States.

Few Senators were as effective in pro-
ducing significant gains for their States
as Bos BarTLETT was for Alaska. He also
served the needs of the Nation so well
that he set an example for all Senators
to follow. It can truly be said of our be-
loved colleague that he lived with an
abiding faith in the democratic process
which he zealously guarded, and in doing
so he provided a ringing affirmation of
our way of life in these times of trial
and torment.

Boe BARTLETT did not elect to make
headlines. He chose to work quietly and
in his quiet way he achieved. When Bos
spoke we listened. His eloquence showed
itself in his writing. I shall always recall
his words in speaking of his beloved
State:
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I love Alaska. My attachment for it, my
concern for it, is s0 deeply imbedded that it
is a very part of me. There I have grown,
studied, married and worked. I have tolled in
her beautiful natural setting as a gold miner.
I have learned the Iife of her towns as a
reporter. I have met her people as an ap-
pointed administrator and again as Delegate
and Senator. As years pile upon years there
is a greater personal insistence in drawing
upon memory's treasure trove.

When Boe went to Cleveland, Ohio, for
heart surgery he was buoyed in the
hope that this would restore his health.
He knew the odds, but he wanted des-
perately to be well again so he could
glontlnue to serve his State and his Na-

on.

Boe was buried in Fairbanks, Alaska,
where he spent his youth and grew to
manhood. The day of his burial, I am
told, was overcast but beautiful and
quiet; the stillness broken only by the
sound of crunching snow as his friends
gathered at the graveside. A local news-
paper carried a comment which conveyed
the spirit of the grieving State:

It's days like today that remind sourdoughs
they're not too big to cry.

Boe BarTLETT Will long be remembered
in the hearts of all who knew him,
worked with him, and had the privilege
of his friendship. The Nation has lost
one of its finest public servants. I have
lost a close personal friend. No words
of mine can really assauge the anguish
and bereavement of his family, but
Mrs., Young and I express our heartfelt
sympathy to his lovely wife and help-
mate, Vide, and to his daughters, Doris
Ann and Sue, for the great loss that
they, together with our Nation, have
sustained in his passing.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, today we
pay a much deserved tribute to a man
who was probably as much beloved by
his colleagues in the U.S. Senate as any
man who has served here. E. L. BARTLETT,
or Boe to his 99 friends in the Senate
and his thousands of friends outside
these walls, was taken from us after re-
current illness last December 11. His
passing deprived his home State of ex-

cellent representation, his Nation of"

valuable services, but most of all it de-
prived men and women who knew him
of a warm and loyal comrade.

To his colleagues on the Commerce
Committee, Bop BARTLETT wWas a man
we could count on to labor as hard on
another’s behalf as on his own. He was
fair in his judgment of issues and chari-
table in his judgment of men. He was a
leader in the fight for freedom of the
seas, and it is his legislation which could,
if enforced, stop the sort of gunboat
piracy which so recently occurred off the
coast of Peru on the high seas. As chair-
man of the Maritime and Fisheries Sub-
committee, he was leader in a host of
other legislative contests, too. But even
in contests, neither bitterness nor un-
friendly act marred Boe BARTLETT'S
grace. Indeed, his every move seemed
based on boundless affection for his eol-
leagues.

That affection was returned a thou-
sandfold, and the affectionate memory
of Bos BarTLETT lives with all of us now,
and will for years in the future.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, our former
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colleague, Boe BarTLETT, Was a friend of
mine. He was a very warm-hearted, gen-
erous, and intelligent man.

Very few men who have served here
have quite the memorial that Bos BArT-
LETT has. He has his whole State as his
memorial. As has been said by our col-
leagues, Bor's life was synonymous with
the development of our largest State
with its untold resources which, in my
judgment, will be developed one day as
we solve the problems even of climate
with our advanced technology into one
of the great metropolitan areas of our
Nation. It will be his memorial. He is one
of the men who helped found it and
bring it to statehood, though it was so
many miles from the continental United
States.

Alaska is the first State to mark the
break with the tradition that there had
to be attachment to the continental
United States. Alaska was followed by
Hawaii. It may be followed by others.

Bos BarRTLETT was one of the main
architects of the statehood of Alaska. His
cathedral will be the cathedral of great
treasure, vast space, the unplumbed
depths, and the frozen seas. In many
places, Alaska is a temperate and pleas-
ant land, similar to a great deal of the
rest of the territory in the United States.

I will remember Boe beyond every-
thing else for his personal kindness, his
delicacy of approach. I do not know of a
harsh word he ever said to anyone. It
was not in him. I will always remember
his cooperation and, at the same time,
the decisiveness with which he knew his
own mind. One never had to worry about
Bosz. He would say whether he was going
to vote yes or no, and he knew precisely
how he stood on any given question.

I join with my colleagues in paying
tribute to a friend and Senator. I con-
gratulate Alaska for producing so noble
a son.

I express for Mrs. Javits and myself
the deepest condolences and sympathy
to Mrs. Bartlett and the family.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, Bop BarT-
LETT was a relative youngster when he
first came to Congress back in 1944 as
the Territory of Alaska’s Delegate. He
was working for his Alaska then and he
was working for it last year when
tragedy ended his great career.

During his 24 years in Congress, 10
of them as a Senator, he became one of
the best-liked and most-respected Mem-
bers. I worked with him on the Senate
Appropriations Committee and came to
know him and respect him as a personal
friend.

But now my words of tribute must have
a hcllow ring. For how can words do
justice to Bop BArRTLETT the man and
Boe BARTLETT the Senator with a fine
record of service to his State and Na-
tion? I only know that the people of
the young State of Alaska were for-
tunate indeed to have men like Bos BART-
LETT and Ernest Gruening to represent
them as they entered the Union.

Alaska has made great strides since
Boe BarTLETT first settled there some
65 years ago, and one big reason was Bos
BarTLETT. He was the kind of rugeged,
self-sufficient man Alaska needed to con-
vert a raw frontier territory into an
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active, bustling, modern State whose
name is synonymous with courage and
enterprise.

I submit Bos BARTLETT'S name was also
synonymous with courage and enter-
prise—and dedication. He died serving
his State in the Senate of the United
States. As much as he loved Alaska, I
think he would have had it no other way.

Mr. JACKSON., Mr. President, no State
or territory has received more dedicated,
persuasive representation in this Nation's
Capitol than did Alaska receive from
Senator E. L. “Bos” BARTLETT.

He was my colleague and my friend of
24 years.

Being from the Northwest United
States, my associations with Alaska and
Bor BARTLETT have been many. I knew
him first when he was sworn in as the
Territorial Delegate to the Congress in
January of 1945. I was a member of the
House Interior Appropriations Subcom-
mittee and Delegate BARTLETT was a non-
voting member of the House Interior
Committee. While he could not vote in
those years before statehood, he had ac-
cess fo the House floor and committee
rooms. His voice was strong and clear in
support of the development of the re-
sources of Alaska. We worked hand in
hand on a myriad of problems involving
statehood, the fisheries, mineral devel-
opment, native claims, and other ques-
tions concerning Alaska,

I was chairman of the Senate Terri-
tories Subcommittee at the time of Alas-
kan statehood. Bop BARTLETT was a wise
and ready battler in that debate and
statehood could not have been achieved
without him.

He served as Territorial Delegate from
1945 until he was sworn in as the elected
Senator of Alaska in January of 1959.
His tenure as Delegate was the longest
served by any person representing that
Territory.

He was a greaf U.S. Senator. His inter-
ests extended far beyond the extensive
boundaries of Alaska. As a member of
the Senate Commerce, Armed Services,
Small Business, and Appropriations
Committees, he helped devise and affect
legislation meaningful to the well-being
of all Americans. He was a strong friend
of the poor and underprivileged. His
heart was out to the underprivileged,
particularly the native of his home State
whose incidence of illness are much too
high and their opportunities for educa-
tion and work far too low.

He was an articulate voice for a strong
nation in the face of challenges abroad.
And he was compassionate of the down-
trodden in other countries as well as our
own.

He wanted a better world and until his
final day he worked hard to achieve it.

My wife Helen joins me in extending
our deepest sympathies to Vide Bartlett,
a remarkable woman in her own right,
and to their daughters, Mrs. Doris Ann
Riley and Miss Sue Bartlett.

We in the Senate miss Bos BARTLETT,
as does Alaska and the Nation. He ex-
emplified the best in the pioneering spirit
of the State he represented. He was
warm, kind, and dedicated. He will long
be remembered.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I join
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my colleagues in paying tribute to Bos
BARTLETT.

I knew Boe before he came to the
House of Representatives as a Delegate.
He was associated with Tony Dimond
who for years so ably represented the
Territory of Alaska in the House of
Representatives. Bos BARTLETT succeeded
him when Tony Dimond left the House
to become a Federal judge in the Terri-
tory of Alaska.

I knew Boer well in the Senate. I was
very pleased to be associated with him.
He and I served on the Small Business
Committee here for several years.

He was always interested in small

business matters. At various times he
had the Small Business Committee, or
some part of it, go to Alaska and check
conditions there. He was always alert to
the needs and the requirements of the
great part of the Nation that he rep-
resented in the Senate and in the House,
when he was a Member of the latter
body.
Boe was one of the most personable
fellows I have even known. I was pleased
always to be able to count him as my
good friend. I shall miss him greatly. We
shall all miss him in the Senate as time
goes on.

Mrs. Sparkman and I extend to Mrs.
Bartlett and all his loved ones our sym-
pathy and our feeling of personal loss.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, those of
us who represent the less populated
States take great inspiration from the life
of BoB BARTLETT.

Senator BARTLETT and his fellow Alaska
Senators are the only Senators that
represent fewer people in the Senate than
do the Senators from Wpyoming. Bos
BarTLETT never let the big States over-
whelm him as he constantly put Alaska’s
interests forward.

Alaska is a State with vexing problems,
It is our largest State and at the same
time has the smallest population. Her
people are scattered and her industries
are few. For many years Alaska was a
territory of the United States. During
World War II Alaska was a battleground.
Not only is Alaska remote, her internal
communications, roads, and facilities are
sparse.

Bos BARTLETT, a true son of Alaska,
never gave up the fight for Statehood for
his State. Following his election as Ter-
ritorial Delegate in 1944, he led the fight
here in Congress to get Alaska statehood.
The awesomeness of his task did not
deter him and when success finally came
in 1958, Alaska recognized his efforts by
electing Bos BARTLETT to the Senate.

Since statehood, Senator BARTLETT was
relentless in his efforts to improve con-
ditions in Alaska through Federal pro-
grams. Senator BARTLETT was in the fore-
front of those who want other eriteria
used in Federal programs than just a per
capita distribution.

Senator BARTLETT kept Alaska’s needs
before the Senate and the Government.

There is another factor to Senator
BARTLETT's passing that, so far as I know,
has not previously been noted. The re-
tirement of Senator Hayden, or Arizona,
and the defeat of Senator Gruening, of
Alaska, along with Senator BARTLETT's
death, substantially reduced the Members
of Congress who had served in these halls
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since the statehood of their respective
States. I consider this a distinctive
quality of all of these former colleagues.

I envy the opportunity they enjoyed to
see their States obtain statehood and
then be able to help their States so well
through their infancy.

I find it personally most unfortunate
that because of his sudden passing, 1
was not able to serve with Senator BarT-
LETT longer on the Commerce Commit-
tee.

He leaves a void that will be hard to
fill.

Senator BARTLETT was the chairman of
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Sub-
committee of the Commerce Committee
and was a great ally of those of us who
are trying to establish a true national
maritime policy.

I am sure his efforts regarding the
fishing industry will be noted by those
Senators from States with a more exten-
sive coastline than land-locked Wyo-
ming.

However, fishing is an important in-
dustry to Alaska and Senator BARTLETT
was keenly aware of the industry's prob-
lems.

I attended Senator BAaRTLETT'S funeral
in Fairbanks and I was impressed by
the esteem in which he was held by his
fellow Alaskans.

He leaves a memory of achievement
and dedication. We miss his wise coun-
sel and friendly ways.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, it is al-
ways difficult to comment on the passing
of a colleague, especially so when that
colleague was a close friend with whom
I had been privileged to have been asso-
ciated since our election to the U.S. Sen-
ate in 1958, and to have been associated
in the class of 1958 since that time.

Boe BArRTLETT was such a friend, who,
in his quiet way, was an indispensable
Member of this body. Beloved by his con-
stituents as their long-time representa-
tive in Washington, he maintained his
qualities of personal concern and unaf-
fected modesty in spite of the honors and
the attention which were his over long
years of public service.

Alaska owes much to Bos BARTLETT for
the labors he performed in making state-
hood possible. His colleagues owe him
much for his quiet competence, his de-
votion to making the Senate a more re-
sponsive body, and his dependability as
an associate and a wise counselor. The
Nation owes an enormous debt of grati-
tude to a man who knew the richness of
our largest State, the value of its un-
tapped resources, and, above all, the im-
portance of each individual to the
strength and greatness of our Nation.

It was my privilege, together with the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming, to
attend the funeral of Boe BARTLETT in
Alaska. I shall never forget the services,
in the evening of a cold winter day, in
Fairbanks, Alaska, in the shadows of the
mountains which he loved so dearly.

It was my privilege to travel to Alaska
and return with another good friend, his
widow, Vide Bartlett.

I should like to take this opportunity
to extend the deepest sympathy of my-
self and Mrs. Muskie and to assure Mrs.
Bartlett of our friendship through the
years that lie ahead.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
should like to join my colleagues this
afternoon in paying tribute to a great
American.

It was my privilege to serve on a com-
mittee with Bos BARTLETT when he began
his service in the Senate. I was im-
pressed, as were we all, with his complete
dedication to his State and to the Nation.

He was a great public servant. Perhaps
his outstanding characteristic was his
spotless integrity.

My wife and I extend our deepest sym-
pathy to his gracious lady. We all know
that in the loss of Bos BARTLETT the U.S.
Senate lost one of its finest Members.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I wish
tc join my colleagues in paying tribute to
Senator BARTLETT of Alaska.

It was my pleasure and privilege to
work closely with Senator Bos BARTLETT
on the Subcommittee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries of the Committee on
Commerce. As Senators know, and as all
persons in the United States and in the
world who are familiar with maritime
matters know, Senator BARTLETT ren-
dered distinguished service to our Nation
as chairman of that subcommittee and
as an expert on maritime affairs.

I had the privilege to be the ranking
minority member of his subcommittee.
In that capacity—even though my serv-
ice has been much shorter than that of
many others who have spoken today—I
had the opportunity to know him well.

His rugged individualism, strength of
character, and friendly demeanor were
always a source of inspiration to those
who knew and worked with him. During
the relatively short time I was able to
serve with him, he never ceased for a
moment being fair, objective, and sincere
in the conduct of his senatorial respon-
sibilities. In the work of the subcommit-
tee, he always gave the party opposite
him every consideration at all times.

Mr. President, the untimely death of
Bor BArTLETT is not just the Senate’s
loss; it is a loss to an entire Nation and
particularly to the great State of Alaska,
which finally gained statehood in large
measure due to Bor’s untiring efforts.

To the members of Senator BARTLETT'S
family, my wife and I extend our pro-
found sympathy, and we hope that they
may be sustained by their pride in his
courage, dedication, enthusiasm, devo-
tion to country and the great record he
compiled as a U.S. Senator.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, today
is a very sad day for me in reminiscing
the association I have had for so many
years with our distinguished colleague,
Senator BArTLETT, of Alaska. I suspect
that in terms of years I was one of his
oldest friends. I knew him before he
came to Congress. I have had much as-
sociation with him in many mutual
projects involving the Pacific Northwest
and Alaska when it was a territory, and
the development of the entire area.

Mr. President, I could stand here all
afternoon and talk about the things that
he did for what is now the State of Alaska
in its development, and the things that
were near and dear to Alaskans and to
him.,

Mr. President, I suppose you could take
a trip to the State of Alaska today and
no matter where you would stop you
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would find not only his friends but some-
thing that he had helped to develop. He
touched every part of that vast State. Of
course, the people of Alaska acknowl-
edged his services on many occasions by
returning him to Washington.

Over the years he had a great deal to
do in the fight for statehood for Alaska,
as we in Congress know. He served on
my Commerce Committee with me for
all the years he was in the Senate, and
his contribution to the work of that com-
mittee was invaluable.

I know of no one who was more ex-
pertise in the field of fisheries, the field
of the merchant marine, and numerous
other areas, than the Senator from
Alaska. We on the committee will miss
him greatly. As I have said, I could
stand here all afternoon and talk about
Bos BARTLETT.

In the days when Alaska was a terri-
tory they had representation in the
House of Representatives but no repre-
sentation here; and when an Alaskan
matter would come to the Senate natu-
rally Bos BARTLETT would confer with me
about it and we would work together. As
a matter of fact, he introduced me on
several occasions in those days as “the
Senator from Alaska"” because they had
no Senator.

I could add many, many contributions
with respect to Bor BarTLETT. When I
went to the funeral in Fairbanks, Alaska,
the Daily News Miner of Fairbanks pub-
lished a story which I think probably
covers the subject of this great Alaskan
much better than I can. The headline on
the story states “Bartlett’s Last Trip
Home—Friends Gather for Final Trib-
ute,”

It goeson tosay:

The small and great, the miner and the
hunter, the Eskimo and the senator, the
trapper and the governor joined today in
paying final tribute to their friend, Sen. E. L.
(Bob) Bartlett of Alaska.

In this snow-covered city, on the edge of
the northern wilderness which comprises so
much of the Alaska he loved, funeral serv-
ices were held for Alaska’s senior senator who
represented his state in the nation’s capital
for 24 years.

The 64-year-old former miner and news-
paperman dled Wednesday in a Cleveland,
Ohio clinic of cardiac arrest following an op-
eration in November to relieve blockage of
ai artery.

Then it goes on to describe what hap-
pened and what was said there. This is
an unusual tribute, because all of the
churches in Fairbanks; Catholie, Protes-
tant, Presbyterian, joined in the service.

Then it goes on to say:

His body, accompanied by his wife, Vide,
his daughters, Doris Ann and Sue, and sev-
eral close friends, was flown here last night
from Washington aboard an Air Force jet.
Scores of friends stood in the clear, sub-
zero night to await the plane’s arrival.

Shortly after sunrise in this northland city
where daylight is less than four hours long
on this day, the first of the large crowds
began filing past the casket lying in state at
St. Matthew's Episcopal Church. Heavy
hooded parkas and bright mukluks mingled
with dark business sults and fur coats to

demonstrate the wide varlety of friends who
came to pay their final respects.

The simpliclty of the setting was much
like the man being mourned. A green mat
covered the casket, placed in front of the
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altar. An honor guard of members of Igloo
No. 4, stood on both sides of the casket.

Then the Reverend Warren, the Epis-
copal representative, detailed his long

record of service to the State and coun-
try. He said:

“Was his greatness In his warmth? Yes.
In his simplicity? Yes. In his unawareness of
it? Yes.

“But it was chiefly in his faithful re-
sponse to his Creator, when our Lord sald,
‘Inasmuch as you have done it unto one of
the least of these, my brother,’ Bob grace-
full heard and did. When Jesus sald, ‘All
men are your neighbors,’ Bob gracefully un-
derstood and loved.

“When God said, ‘Be come, Edward Lewls,’
Bob gracefully began to try and we know
he continues to try.

Rev. Warren closed the service with the
reading of Robert Louis Stevenson's “Req-
uiem,” which he sald was Bartlett's favorite
poem.

And so, Mr. President, to his great and
loyal wife, Vide, who is our warm per-
sonal friend of many years, Mrs, Mag-
nuson and I extend, again, our deepest
sympathy.

To his fine daughters, and to his hordes
of friends our condolences.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the complete article printed
in the RECORD.

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

FRIENDS GATHER FOR FInNaAL TRIBUTE

The small and great, the miner and the
hunter, the Eskimo and the senator, the
trapper and the governor joined today in pay-
ing final tribute to their friend, Sen. E. L.
(Bob) Bartlett of Alaska,

In this snow-covered city, on the edge of
the northern wilderness which comprises so
much of the Alaska he loved, funeral services
were held for Alaska’s senior senator who
represented his state in the nation's capital
for 24 years.

The 64-year-old former miner and news-
paperman died Wednesday in a Cleveland,
Ohio clinic of cardiac arrest following an
operation In November to relleve blockage of
an artery.

His body, accompanied by his wife, Vide,
his daughters, Doris Ann and Sue, and sev-
eral close friends was flown here last night
from Washington aboard an Air Force jet.
Scores of friends stood In the clear, sub-zero
night to await the plane’s arrival.

Shortly after sunrise in this northland city
where daylight is less than four hours long
on this day, the first of the large crowds be-
gan filing past the casket lying in state at
St. Matthew’'s Episcopal Church. Heavy
hooded parkas and bright mukluks mingled
with dark business suits and fur coats to
demonstrate the wide variety of friends who
came to pay their final respects.

The simplicity of the setting was much
like the man being mourned. A green mat
covered the casket, placed in front of the
altar. An honor guard of members of Igloo
No. 4, stood on both sides of the casket.

Mrs. Bartlett was seated In a room to the
side, talking quietly with those who came
to express their sympathy.

The funeral services, originally scheduled
for St. Matthew's, was transferred to the
Catholic Cathedral to accommodate the large
crowd which heard the Rev. Willlam T. War-
ren ask God “to continue taking good care
of Bob.”

The Episcopal Eucharist burial service also
included a communion service for the mem-
bers of Bartlett's family, and others who
wished to participate.

Assisting the Rev. Mr. Warren in the service
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was Bishop William J. Gordon, Episcopal
Bishop of Alaska and the Rev. Dean Hickox,
pastor of the First Presbyterian Church in
Falrbanks, Seated near the altar were Catho-
lic Archbishops Ryan, Bishop of Alaska,
Bishop Robert L. Whelan, 8J, and Bishop
Francis Gleason.

The Rev. Mr. Warren, after detailing Bart-
lett’s long record of service to his state and
country, said:

“Was his greatness in his warmth? Yes. In
his simplicity? Yes. In his unawareness of
it? Yes.

“But it was chiefly in his faithful response
to his Creator, when our Lord said, ‘Inas-
much as you have done it unto one of the
least of these, my brother,” Bob gracefully
heard and did. When Jesus said, 'All men are
your nelighbors,” Bob gracefully understood
and loved.

“When God said, ‘Be come, Edward Lewis,’
Bob gracefully began to try and we know he
continues to try.’

Rev. Warren closed the service with the
reading of Robert Louis Stevenson's “Req-
uiem,” which he sald was Bartlett’s favorite
poem.

An eight-member committee from the U.S,
Senate, with Warren G. Magnuson of Wash-
ington as chairman, comprised the honorary
pallbearers.

Mr. INOUYE, Mr. President, it is some-
times very difficult to say farewell to a
Senator, especially a good friend.

The people of Hawaii were deeply sad-
dened by Senator E. L. “Bos" BARTLETT'S
passing, because they owe a great deal to
him for his understanding and coopera-
tion during Hawaii’s fight for statehood.

During the darkest moments of our
struggle, he remained in the forefront
of our cause. For his assistance, the peo-
ple of the State of Hawaii will always be
grateful.

But, most important, we will miss him
as a good and compassionate friend. He
was truly a most compassionate man
who, time and again, demonstrated by
deeds his coneern for those in need—the
poor, the hungry, the sick, and the lame.

Americans across the Nation have felt
and benefited from the love Senator
BARTLETT gave so generously to his
country.

We will miss this good and great
American, Bop BARTLETT.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, my service
with the late Senator ROBERT BARTLETT
was a source of pleasure and of reward.
His compassion, his fellowship, his faith
in mankind, his zest for public life, his
penetrating understanding of issues, the
trust and confidence which he extended
to his fellow Senators, made of him not
only a beloved but a valuable colleague.
His passing was a great loss to his State,
to his Nation, and to this body.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I join
with my colleagues in paying tribute to a
distinguished American, Senator E. L.
“BoB’ BARTLETT.

Senator BARTLETT has a long and meri-
torious record of public service. In 1944,
he was elected Delegate to the Congress
for the Territory of Alaska. He served
very capably in that capacity for seven
successive terms. Affter Congress ap-
proved statehood for Alaska in 1958, Sen-
ator BARTLETT was overwhelmingly
elected U.S. Senator from Alaska. He
represented Alaska in the Senate with
integrity and dedication until his death
on December 11, 1968.

Sometimes, I had occasion to work
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very closely with Senator BarTLETT dur-
ing his tenure in the Senate. We served
together on numerous subcommittees of
the Senate Appropriations Committee
following his appointment to that com-
mittee on February 25, 1963. His work
exemplified his love and devotion for
Alaska and America. I treasured his
warm friendship and wise counsel
throughout our association.

I count it a great honor and privilege
to have known and served with Senator
BARTLETT. Mrs. McClellan and I express
our hearifelt sympathy to his family.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I join
Senators on both sides of the aisle today
in paying tribute to the late Senator E.
L. BartLETT, affectionately known as
“Bos" by those of us who served with
him during his 10 years in the Senate.

Bos BARTLETT'S record of service to his
home State of Alaska was well recog-
nized by the voters of the 49th State who
elected him by overwhelming majorities
to represent them in Washington. He
first came to the Nation’s Capitol in 1944
when he was elected as a Delegate to
Congress from the lerritory of Alaska.
He was reelected six times, and during
that period he was Alaska’s foremost
spokesman for statehood. Certainly no
man was more deserving than Bos BarT-
LETT to move to the Senate on November
25, 1958, as the first senior Senator from
Alaska. He was easily reelected to the
Senate in 1960 and 1966 although the
Republicans carried Alaska for the top
of the ticket positions on both occca-
sions.

Only the sting of death could have re-
moved Boe BarTLETT from the Alaska
political scene, as it did shortly before
Christmas of last year. His loss will be
keenly felt by every citizen of his great
State as well as by this body. I was hon-
ored to have served with him on the
Committee on Appropriations, where we
admired and respected him as a hard
working and fair-minded colleague.

Mrs. Mundt joins me in extending our
profound sympathy to his family.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, time is
taking its toll of colleagues whose pres-
ence in the Senate it was our privilege
to share. Their absence makes this
Chamber a lonelier place—just as it de-
prives their State and our Nation of a
stalwart son and symbol.

E. L. “Bos” BARTLETT was truly sym-
bolic of Alaska—with great natural
endowments—eommanding presence—
rugeged representative of the biggest of
our country’s possessions.

Bor BarTLETT was brought to Alaska
as a babe in arms at the turn of the cen-
tury. The Alaskan purchase of 1867 was
just beginning to lose its name of “Se-
ward’s Folly” as the $7 million price to
Russia was swallowed in the billions of
wealth derived from that great territory.

With Boe BarTLETT it Was a case of
love at first sight for this land of glaciers
and volecanoes, timbered mountains, and
gold in the soil and the seas.

With his very hands he mined for
gold. As a newsman, he fashioned the
current vibrant history of the Territory
and proved his love for the great people
of the great country which is the mean-
ing of its name, Alaska,
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Twenty-five years ago BoB BARTLETT
came to Congress as the Delegate from
Alaska, and a decade ago he achieved
his dream of statehood.

His was the deserved reward of mem-
bership in this Senate, and ours was the
reward of winning a colleague whom we
revered as a friend and recognized for
the statesman Bos BARTLETT WAas.

It was an inspiration to serve with him
particularly on the Committee on Appro-
priations and the Committee on Com-
merce, Ability, affability, intezrity were
his attributes. We will always remember
him for his impeccable appearance—his
genial manner—his ready smile—the
lovely teuch of a flower in his lapel.

I am told the official flower of Alaska
is the forget-me-not.

I am sure the official and popular trib-
ute of Alaska to Bor BarTLETT Will be
“Forget him never.”

To the loved ones of our departed col-
league goes our heartfelt sympathy; and
from all the Nation goes our everlasting
appreciation for a dedicated public
servant.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
I join Senators in paying tribute to the
life and service of our distinguished
former colleague, Senator E. L. BARTLETT,
who passed away on December 11.

In addition to being an able and just
legislator, Bos BARTLETT was a warm,
friendly man with a great capacity for
human understanding and compassion;
our body has been diminished by this
loss.

Senator BArTLETT made a lasting con-
tribution to his State and his Nation
during his years in Congress, with par-
ticular regard to the long but successiul
struggle he conducted on behalf of
Alaskan statehood, and he leaves a record
of which his family and friends can
rightfully be proud.

Mrs., Jordan and I were saddened by
his passing and extend our deepest sym-
pathy to his wife and family.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, I share with each of you in
this Chamber today who served with him
a sense of personal loss and sorrow be-
cause our colleague, Bog BARTLETT, is no
longer with us.

His death during the recess period not
only left a void in this body, but in a very
real sense closed a chapter in the history
of his State and of the country as a
whole.

He was perhaps more than any one
other man responsible for Alaskan state-
hood—a cause which he made his pri-
mary issue in his first campaign as a ter-
ritorial Representative to Congress in
1944 and for which he fought continu-
ously until it became a reality 11 years
later.

Fittingly, he was its first elected Sena-
tor under statehood status, and he bat-
tled just as hard in the next decade to
make Alaska a full partner in the Na-
tion's activities.

I admired and respected him for those
fichting qualities and for the courage
which sustained him even in the long
months of his illness and enabled him to
continue his service to the end of the
past session.
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He was not only a fighter but a prolific
worker who produced what, according to
a Library of Congress survey, may well
be the most legislation ever approved for
a single Member.

It is thus that I will remember and
honor Bor BArTLETT, the one-time Alas-
kan gold miner, who struck pay dirt for
the territory he loved and served.

Mr. BROOKE, Mr. President, the Sen-
ate was deeply saddened by the death
late last year of the incomparable Sen-
ator from Alaska, Boe BARTLETT.

Senator BarTLETT was a champion of
Alaskan statehood. He had lived in
Alaska since the turn of the century,
and had learned to love its rich natural
resources. He first came to Washington
as a delegate from the territory in 1944,
and served in the Congress until Alaska
was admitted to the Union in 1959. At
that time he was elected to the Senate
for a 2-year term, and easily won re-
election in 1960.

Throughout his years of service in the
Congress, Bos BARTLETT spoke clearly and
well for the rights of the less populous
States. He understood the needs of the
farmers, the small businessmen, and the
sportsmen. But he was able to under-
stand the conditions of city life as well.
He appreciated the changes which are
cceurring in our society, he compre-
hended the tensions, and he sought to
turn the tides to the advantage of the
entire country. Senator BARTLETT was a
man who saw the long-range needs of
this Nation and put them foremost. His
counsel and perspective will be sorely
missed.

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, if we meas-
ure a man by the service he gives to his
fellow men and to the ideas and institu-
tions in which he believes then we must
measure Bos BARTLETT, our late colleague
from the State of Alaska, as having been
quite a man. Indeed, Alaska is a State
which demands big men to match its own
dimensions, its own promise. In Bos
BaripLETT it found such a man, not to
mention a sterling advocate who per-
sisted many long years in the fight to
have Alaska enter into the Union and
takes its place in our Nation's future.

After his own family—his widow, Vide,
and his daughters—with whom we share
grief and sorrow at his passing, Bos
BarTrLETT thought first and foremost of
the people of Alaska—the natives and
the relative newecomers as well—and their
well being. Indeed, for many years he
and he alone, almost, represented them in
the Nation’s Capital as the Delegate to
Congress from the Territory of Alaska.

In fact, it was back in those days when
Bos BarTLETT was the Delegate from the
Alaska Territory that I first came to
know him. From the year 1950 until his
death I had many occasions to learn fo
trust, admire, and enjoy the friendship
of the man. He and I arrived in the Sen-
ate at approximately the same time and
remained the <closest of colleagues
throughout our mutual Senate careers.

There was a small family footnote to
this friendship of nearly 20 years. It
hangs on the magic of the date April 20.
While historians will associate that day
with Hitler's birth, it had a far greater
meaning in the Bartlett and McGee
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households. It was a birth date shared by
Bos BarTLETT and my wife, Loraine.

Appropriately, Senator BARTLETT was
elected to the Senate after statehood
finally came to his beloved Alaska, and
he served his State well and faithfully
for the rest of his life. What more, Mr.
President, can be said of a public
servant?

We can say that we miss his company,
his example, his uncommon good sense,
and, yes, his rose, as I am sure the
people of Alaska do. We share with them
this loss. But we also share their pride
at having known Bos BARTLETT and hav-
ing been associated with him through the
years. Our devoted, personal friendship
will remain a treasured memory,

Mr. HARRIS. Mr, President, high on
the list of colleagues whom we have all
held in high esteem during recent ses-
sions of the U.S. Senate has been the
senior Senator from Alaska.

His premiere position on many Senate
lists was accidental. Based upon the
process of alphabetical listing, his name
was among the first to be called as we
voted; and in our congressional direc-
tories, which are arranged alphabetically
by States, he also was near the front.

But many of us came to think of him
as among the first in far more substan-
tive ways. No Senator enjoyed a more
widespread popular support among the
people of his State, In visits to Alaska I
came to know that this affection and re-
spect went far deeper than that required
to achieve a steady voting majority in
excess of 80 percent. The feeling was al-
most universal that he represented the
interests of his State in the most effec-
tive manner possible, and Alaskans loved
him for it,

S0 it became a habit for many of us,
especially from developing States like
Oklahoma, to seek his guidance. He was
a stanch ally in the fight for many im-
portant causes. Since both our States
have a high percentage of American In-
dians, I especially recall his efforts on
behalf of this most neglected portion of
our population. As colleagues on the
Select Committee on Small Business I
am aware of the fact that the American
small businessman has lost a needed and
effective friend.

Today I would hope that those of us
who were allied with him will not only
pay tribute to his memory; we must also
pledge our continued and redoubled ef-
forts in those areas where his tasks were
unfortunately left unfinished.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, Sena-
tor E. L. “Boe” BARTLETT was a great
Senator and an effective, dedicated
spokesman for his State of Alaska. We
will miss this true friend and patriot.

I first met Boe BARTLETT in 1949, when
both of us served in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Although as a Delegate to Congress
he did not have a vote, Bos BARTLETT
proved to be a distinguished and able
Member of the House.

His seven terms in that body earned
him a reputation for hard work and un-
common legislative skill,

It was a reputation Bop BARTLETT de-
served and one that followed him to the
Senate when he came to this body in 1959.
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By then, however, Alaska had achieved
statehood—and its representatives had
the right to vote. One wonders if this
goal—statehood—would have been
reached without Bos BARTLETT.

From the moment he arrived in Con-
gress, this stanch advocate fought hard
to make Alaska a State.

He labored tirelessly to achieve this
goal—and was one of the key leaders
who shaped the strategy that led to
statehood in 1958.

Many of his colleagues in the House
credited Bos with having played the ma-
jor role in the effort to give Alaska state-
hood.

Typical of this sentiment was a speech
Representative Stewart Udall gave in the
House when President Eisenhower was
preparing to sign the Alaska statehood
bill. Mr. Udall said:

As one member of the House Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs who has
worked on it in recent years and watched
very closely the day-to-day progress of that
legislation, it has seemed to me that not
enough credit has been given to the man
who really led this fight and who over the
long years through hard work and through
his friendship with Members of this body
made this legislation possible. I refer, of
course, to the Delegate from Alaska, Bos
BARTLETT. To me, BoB BARTLETT has stood out
above all the rest and I should like to pay
him that tribute here today.

On the same occason, the Fairbanks
Daily News-Miner said in an editorial:

Among the men to whom Alaskans' un-
dying gratitude will flow there is one who
stands out above the rest. He has led the
statehood fight not just for the last few
years but without letup for 14 years, in
seven successlve Congresses, He has led it
not only with faithful determination but
with rare skill. This man, of course, is Dele-
gate E. L. (BoB) BARTLETT.

The peoble of Alaska promptly elected
Bos BARTLETT to the Senate. His constit-
uents reelected him in 1960 and in 1966.

Boe BarTLETT once said in his State:

I love Alaska. My attachment for it, my
concern for it, is so deeply embedded that
it is a very part of me. There I have grown,
studied, married, and worked. I have toiled
in her beautiful natural setting as a gold
miner. I have learned the life of her towns
as a reporter. I have met her people as an
appointed administrator and agaln as a Dele-
gate and a Senator. As years pile upon years
there is a greater personal insistence in
drawing upon memory's trove.

His was a deep love for Alaska, We
can thank Bos BarTreETT for his role in
making Alaska a State—and we can
thank his State for having given us a
great Senator and friend. We will miss
him very much.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I join
in paying tribute to the memory of cur
late colleague, Boe BaArRTLETT, the gentle
Alaskan whose passing so saddened us
and left the Nation diminished in his
loss.

He was called the gentle Alaskan be-
cause he was just that. But that gentle-
ness neither weakened his tenacity, nor
diverted the persistence with which he
pursued his causes,

I knew more of Boe BARTLETT than I
knew the man himself. I knew how he
had championed statehood for Alaska,
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and how well—first as a Delegate and
later as a Senator—he served his be-
loved State.

I knew how well he had learned the
agencies and the programs of the Fed-
eral Government—few knew them as
well—and how effectively he made use of
that knowledge to help the people of
Alaska.

But mostly I knew the man from hear-
ing and reading his own words,

They tell what kind of man—what
kind of American—Bo0OB BARTLETT WAS.

He was a man of humor, from whom
those of us in this august body who take
ourselves too seriously could learn a
worthwhile lesson.

Here is Bor BARTLETT on a subject dear
to all of us:

Every so often there is a day in November
when you hold your breath and wait. You
never know whether the contract will be
renewed.

And then there was Bos BARTLETT, the
Senator from Alaska. This is how he
conceived Alaska's role to be:

One of the greatest contributions which
Alaska can render is to be herself, and to
offer still another American alternative to the
general pattern of our national life. The
Alaska alternative must be unique and treas-
urable, It must stimulate the searching
mind; it must soothe the troubled heart; it
must mobilize the restless imagination. As
the transportation and cultural links be-
tween Alaska and her sister States deepen,
as Alaska drinks thirstily from the national
cultural cup, we Alaskans must be careful to
retain our unique identity.

And then there was Bos BARTLETT, the
Ameriean, speaking for all Americans:

Americans of today have an especial re-
sponsibility to show the world and to show
themselves that our Government, our Con-
stitution, our culture know no color or racial
barrier, Guarantees of individual equality
and liberty written into the basic documents
of our government must be fulfilled, They
must be fulfilled, not just because the world
is watching, which it is, not just because
domestic unrest threatens, which it does, but
because they are right.

Finally, there was Boe BarTLETT the
man, speaking of man’s relationship to
man, and man’'s relationship to his gov-
ernment. This is what he said:

There are few men or women in the more
than two billion inhabiting this earth who
do not care and care deeply for human rela-
tionships of all kinds, including association
with government, which will allow them to
enjoy to the limit their individual capacities
and desires. So properly stated, the great
struggle of our day is between statism and
government responsive to the will of its indi-
vidual citizens,

Thus Bos BarTLETT left us our chal-
lenge, Let us work to meet it—while God
rests his great soul.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, one of the
greatest tributes that can be paid a man
is the recognition that his community,
his State, and his Nation are all the bet-
ter for having had the benefit of his
counsel and service. To the memory of
our esteemed late friend and colleague,
Bos BarTLETT, such recognition is most
certainly due.

One of the last of the great frontiers-
men of the hardy American stock de-




3932

veloped during the Yukon gold rush days,
Boe BarTrETT could always be found in
the forefront of efforts to preserve, pro-
tect, and develop our national heritage
of natural and human resources, His out-
standing public career of 35 years en-
compassed an unusually wide variety of
beneficial and self-sacrificing services to
the people whom he represented so faith-
fully and so well.

Bor’s assoclates in the Senate came
to know him as an individual not given
to spectacular displays of eloquence or
temperament, but rather as a person of
quiet and unassuming patience, wisdom,
and courage. Through uncommonly ef-
fective use of these attributes, he was
able to make his beliefs and influence
felt to the everlasting benefit not only of
Alaska but also of the entire Unifed
States. To us, Bo BARTLETT was and
shall remain in our memories a pillar of
strength and a tower of integrity.

The presence in the Senate of this
trusted friend and distinguished col-
league will be sorely missed. To his
family, I extend my deepest sympathies
in this time of their sorrow.

Mr. HOLLINGS. As a freshman Sena-
tor, it was my privilege to serve as a
member of the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Subcommittee of the Com-
merce Committee under the chairman-
ship of my friend, “Bos"” BarTLETT, the
man we honor today.

Senator BarTLETT impressed me from
the start as a man who, probably more
than any other, actively reflected the
spirit of his State. Like his State, “Bos”
BARTLETT was a man whose imagination,
compassion, and capacity for work
seemed to stretch on and on, and he had
the vitality and newness necessary to
represent a new State. Just as Alaska is
a nature’s wonderland, “Bos” BARTLETT
was both a man of nature and a natural
man. Pomposity, personal privilege and
spitefulness were total strangers to “Bos”
BarTLETT. In the spirit of his State, he
was always willing to help the newcomer
and I never took a problem to him that
did not receive his personal attention.

As my thoughts turned to *Bos" Bart-
LETT and his loss to this body, it brought
to mind words of Robert Burns, who
said:

The volice of Nature loudly cries,

And many a message from the skies,
That something in us never dies.

The spirit of statehood that “Bos”
BarrierT brought to Alaska and the
spirit of statesmanship that he left this
body shall never die.

Mr. DOMINICE. Mr. President, Sen-
ator E. L. BARTLETT was 8 warm human
being, sensitive to the needs of people.
He imposed upon himself a high sense of
duty to the great State of Alaska and the
country which he served. These qualities
governed his actions throughout his long
period of public serviece.

I became more closely acquainted with
Senator Barrierr when I served with
him on the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries Subcommittee of the Commerce
Committee during the 8%h Congress.
That experience was both educational
and personally rewarding. He brought to
any task great balanee and integrity and
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imparted those qualities to all around
him.

His efforts and leadership were instru-
mental in the admission of Alaska as the
49th State of this Union. He brought this
leadership to the U.S. Senate and estab-
lished a tradition of service which shall
surely become a standard for all who fol-
low. Senator E. L. BARTLETT was a warm
human being.

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President. T rise to
make public note of the character and
achievements of the late Senator Bart-
LETT. He deserves high commendation
from his Senate colleagues, his Alaskan
constituents, and indeed from the Amer-
ican people as a whole. He was a dedi-
cated public servant and a fine gentle-
man. He courageously and competently
dealt with the difficult issues which faced
the Senate; he unstintingly directed his
energies toward building public policy
that would best serve the Nation.

It was my privilege to serve with him,
and thus work closely with him on the
Commerce Committee where, as chair-
man of the Merchant Marine Subcom-~
mittee, he performed particularly out-
standing work. His daily efforts to ful-
fill his responsibilities enhanced the
quality of legislation that emerged both
from that committee and the Senate at
large.

Even as his health was failing, he pur-
sued with all his vigor the public inter-
est in guiding through the Senate the
Radiation Control for Health and Safety
Act, a major consumer protection meas-
ure which I had the honor to follow to its
final passage as chairman of the confer-
ence committee,

His character and his accomplishments
have been an inspiration to all of us who
knew him. His commitment to service
and to principle advanced us all by ex-
ample and deed, for he brought to the
Senate the rugged frontier spirit which
came from the Alaska that he loved and
represented so well.

Mrs, SMITH. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself with the many tributes
made to our beloved departed colleague,
Boe BARTLETT.

He was not only a dedicated public
servant and capable Senator. He was a
warmhearted and kind human being
who deeply cared about his fellow men.

He and I had many things in common.
One which I shall always remember was
our affinity for the rose. The small rose
bud on his lapel was one of his hallmarks.

From the Washingten rose garden that
he and his lovely wife nurtured, he re-
peatedly brought me the loveliest of
roses.

One of the very last things that he did
his last day in the Senate before he
entered the hospital for surgery was to
bring some roses to me.

That is how I shall always remember
Boe BARTLETT.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, it is
with a deep sense of personsl loss that I
pay tribute toSenator E. L. BARTLETT, the
late Senator from Alaska. If also is with
a sense of pride—pride that Bos BarT-
LETT was a friend and colleague, pride
that I was associated with & man who
was so deeply devoted to his own State
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and to its people and to all the people of
the United States.

Senator BarTLETT and I were first
closely associated when we served to-
gether on the House Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs in the 83d Con-
gress. He was then the Territorial Dele-
gate. After Alaska achieved statehood,
and he became one of the original Sen-
ators from Alaska, we were together
again, this time in the Senate.

Bos never relaxed his efforts for state-
hood. Due in large measure to his effec-
tive efforts, Alaska has one of the moest
forward locking constitutions of the 50
States.

But there were other accomplishments
of which Senator BarTLETT was justly
proud and which will do lasting honor
to his memory.

Alaska had a serious tuberculosis prob-
lem. Senator BAarTLETT was in the fore-
front of efforts to establish programs to
control this disease.

As a territory subject to an “organic
act” which gave it its territorial status,
Alaska and Alaskans labored under ma-
jor handicaps. The act, for example,
made it impossible for Alaska to
establish its own mental hospital, and
patients had to be sent all the way to
Porfland, Oreg., for treatment. Senator
BarTLETT fought a long and sometimes
bitter battle to get authorization for
Alaska to establish its own mental hos-
pital facilities, and he finally won. I know
that he was proud of this humanitarian
accomplishment.

Bos BarTLETT brought his State—then
a territory—under the Federal Highway
Aid Act. He worked on behalf of fisheries
which would be owned and operated by
Alaskans instead of outsiders. Conser-
vationists praise him for the leadership
which resulted in the first international
conference on the preservation of the
polar bear.

‘We are fortunate to have known and
worked with Boe BARTLETT, a great Alas-
kan, a great westerner, a great Senator,
a great American.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, it is with
deep sorrow that we assemble today to
pay tribute to our colleague and our
friend, the late Senator E. L. BARTLETT,
of Alaska.

Working with Bos BartrieETT in this
body, and earlier, serving with him in
the House of Representatives, has been
an inspiring and rewarding experience.
I know this feeling is shared by all of us.

Senator BarTLETT's distinguished ca-
reer began with his appointment as Sec-
retary of Alaska in 1939. For nearly two
decades, this far-sighted and courageous
man served his State in Congress, work-
ing toward statehood for Alaska. His
persistence and devotion were finally re-
warded in 1958, when Alaska became our
49th State.

Our late President John F. Kennedy
once said:

When at some future date the high court
of history sits in judgment on each one of
us—recording whether in our brief span of
service we fulfilled our responsibilities to the
State—our success or faillure, in whatever
office ‘we may hold, will be measured by the
answers to four questions: were we truly
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men of courage—were we truly men of judg-
ment—were we truly men of integrity—were
we truly men of dedication.

Boe BARTLETT was a man of courage.
His voice was never silenced by opposi-
tion when the ideals in which he believed
were at stake.

Boe BARTLETT was a man of judgment.
His opinions were sought and respected
by his colleagues and his fellow citizens.

Bos BARTLETT was & man of integrity.
His belief in what was right was never
subject to compromise.

Bos BARTLETT was a man of dedication.
His every word and deed bespoke self-
less championship of his State and his
country.

He has left behind him a legacy for
which his State, his country, and the
U.S. Senate will forever be indebted to
him,

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, Bos
BarTLETT and I were both elected to the
Senate in the same month, November
1958. We knew each other well and
worked together through the intervening
years until his death on December 11 last.
I knew him, too, as the delegate to Con-
gress from Alaska, when we worked to-
gether in the House of Representatives.
He was elected in 1944 and served until
1958, when the territory of Alaska be-
came the State of Alaska, and he became
its senior Senator. Statehood for Alaska
was a crowning achievement for which
Bos BarTLETT had labored for years.

To Bos BarTLETT, his people of Alaska
were his main lifetime concern. He had
been a gold miner; he served as Secre-
tary of the Territory for many years be-
fore coming to Washington; he was fully
aware of the problems of Alaska and
gave special attention to the native pop-
ulation of Eskimos, Indians, and Aleuts.
He was a man the people loved and he
was known on a first-name basis by
thousands of citizens in his State.

In the Senate as in the House he
worked quietly and efficiently to further
the interests of the great new State of
Alaska. He and his colleague, former
Senator Ernest Gruening, formed a first-
rate team in advancing living conditions
and the well-being of the citizens of
Alaska.

Bos and his wife, Vide, lived in Wash-
ington near where I reside. I recall with
pleasure many mornings when we would
wave to each other as he drove by in his
Volkswagen on his way to the Hill, His

wife and Mrs.
friends.

In the Senate we knew him as a warm,
quiet man, casual in manner and strong
in character. There was much of the
rugged quality of the Great North in his
bearing.

One of his many legislative achieve-
ments which I especially admired and
which was a measure of his concern for
the less fortunate, was the successful
effort in the last Congress to enact Public
Law 480 which insures that public build-
ings financed with Federal funds are so
designed and constructed as to be acces-
sible to the physically handicapped. This
legislation was considered and reported
by the Senate Committee on Public
Works. I had the responsibility to serve
as chairman of the Senate conferees on

Randolph were close
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that bill. This law is another monument
to Bos BARTLETT's humanitarianism.

I enjoyed his friendship and benefited
from our service together. Mrs. Randolph
joins me in extending to his beloved
widow, Vide Bartlett, and his daughters,
Sue Bartlett and Mrs. Burke Riley, our
sincere sympathy.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I should
like to add my thoughts to those of my
colleagues who today are paying tribute
to the late Senator E. L. “Bos’ BARTLETT
of Alaska.

Having had the opportunity to serve
with Senator BarTLETT the entire time
he was in the Senate, and having come
to know and respect him, I was deeply
saddened when he lost his last great
battle.

Bor BARTLETT was a man of conviction
who had much to do with Alaska’s
present status of statehood. He never lost
his enthusiasm for working for the inter-
ests of his State, the West, and the
Nation.

Although we did not agree on all issues,
Senator BARTLETT was a man of his word
who worked tirelessly for his beliefs. He
worked hard throughout his life. He
earned eternal rest.

May I take this opportunity to express
to his family my deepest sympathy and to
say to them that Bos BarTLETT Will be
fondly remembered in this body and
missed by all.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, it is diffi-
cult to eulogize a man like Bos BARTLETT.
To say that we shall miss him is totally
inadequate. To express our condolences
to his wife, Vide, is even more inade-
quate. If we could only have more men
of his caliber in Congress and in Govern-
ment, what a great thing it would be.

So, at this time, the most I can say
about Bos BaRrTLETT is: He was a good
man; he lived a good life; and he made
the world better.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, history, the
final judge of public men, will look with
favor on Bor BARTLETT, gold miner, news-
man, Territorial Delegate, senior Senator
from Alaska.

History will record that Bos BARTLETT
had a dream—statehood for Alaska—
and that when he entered politics in
1943, he campaigned on that dream, de-
spite advice to the contrary.

The people of Alaska shared that
dream, and reelected him Territorial
Delegate six times to carry the fight in
‘Washington.

It will be up to future students of the
Alaska statehood fight to give credit
where credit is due, but I am sure they
will be guided by the words of the late
Sam Rayburn, a stanch foe of state-
hood for years who was finally won over
by Delegate BARTLETT.

When asked how Alaska achieved state-
hood, Rayburn replied:

I can tell you in two words—BoB BARTLETT.

And then history will list the many
Bartlett bills which became law, the
many Alaska appropriations secured by
this astute student of Washington, and
historians will explain that this former
gold miner understood that statehood
represented a beginning and not the end
of the effort to develop the Great North-
land.
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Perhaps his greatest achievement for
the State was winning approval of un-
precedented Federal aid given Alaska fol-
lowing the great earthquake of 1964.
Alaska recovery programs set a precedent
from which many other disaster-struck
areas have benefited.

History will also note that as he gained
seniority his interests broadened, and he
took the lead in such diverse areas as
oceanography, fish protein concentrate,
merchant marine, radiation safety, and
appropriations for health and education
programs.

I would like to quote from a letter from
Dr, Karl Z. Morgan, director of the
Health Physics Division at Oak Ridge
Laboratory, written to the Senator’s staff
the day after Bos BArRTLETT died:

I am sending this letter I wrote to Senator
Bartlett yesterday although I read the sad
news in the morning paper of his death last
night. No one in Congress has ever done as
much as Senator Bartlett for the protection
of man from unnecessary exposure to ioniz-
ing radiation. . . . All of us together can
hardly take the place of Senator Bartlett,
but we must try and we must succeed in de-
veloping new legislation that will more spe-
cifically reduce unnecessary exposure, . . .

I could cite other accomplishments, but
I will leave that to historians, for the
written record is there.

But what will history say of the man
himself, aside from the printed record?
Here it is up fto those of us who knew
him and worked with him to supply the
information for history.

And here I struggle for simple elo-
quence to express the affection which this
body had for this man.

He was a man of courage, as he showed
in casting the deciding vote on the mo-
tion to invoke cloture on the debate over
the Civil Rights Act of 1968. That vote I
shall never forget.

He was a man of compassion, as he
showed time affer time in efforts to help
the poor of the Nation.

He was a man of understanding, who
was never too busy to listen to and to
help a fellow man, whether that man was
a U.S. Senator, a constituent, or an eleva-
tor operator.

And having said this, I still have not
caught the essence of this warm, sincere
human being.

To his gracious wife, Vide, and to his
daughters, Doris Ann and Sue, I can of-
fer no meaningful consolation, but I
want to say that I am a better human
being for having known BoB BARTLETT;
the U.S. Senate is a better institution
for his having served in it, and Alaska is
a better place in which to live because,
as he said himself:

I love Alaska. My attachment for it, my
concern for it, are so deeply imbedded that
it is a very part of me.

I know that his family misses him
deeply.

We all do, but while we are all poorer
because of his untimely death, we are
all better for having known and worked
with Bos.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, today
we, as Members of the U.S. Senate, take
a few moments to eulogize a late Mem-
ber of this body, the Honorable E. L.
“Boe” BArTLETT of Alaska.

He was a quiet man, not often given
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to rhetoric. But his being a quiet man
did not in any way mean he was not a
forceful man, for he was.

Senator BarTLETT was forceful by na-
ture of his background, raised in the
wilds of the Alaskan territory. As a boy
and young man, he learned of the force
of nature and the dormant power of the
natural resources of that great land.
Alaska shaped Bos BArRTLETT, just as he
was to later help shape Alaska.

His deep interest in the land where he
lived and his love for its people brought
him to the Nation’s Capitol as a Dele-
gate to Congress in 1944. Here he began
his important work that would culminate
with the admission of Alaska to state-
hood. He worked long hours and long
yvears representing his native land and
showing Congress the importance of
bringing Alaska into the Unitedq States.
And so it was that this quiet man, work-
ing with Senator Ernest Gruening and
other Alaskans, succeeded in adding an-
other star to the American flag.

His work for Alaska did not cease at
that point. He worked tirelessly for his
native land as a U.S. Senator. The
United States gained much by admitting
Alaska. It gained in vast natural re-
sources and a thousand other ways. The
Senate also benefited directly, for the
admission of Alaska to statehood brought
E. L. “Bos” BARTLETT to the Senate. The
Senate will miss this quist, forceful col-
league.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I wish
to associate myself with all of those who
have expressed their personal sorrow on
the passing from the stage of world af-
fairs of our beloved friend and distin-
guished colleague, Senator E. L. “Bor”
BarTLETT. I also wish to extend my deep-
est sympathy to the members of his
family.

It was a high privilege to serve with
him in the Congress for many years.
I not only served with him in the Senate
but for a while he was a member of the
Senate Armed Services Committee and
we worked together on the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee. His presence,
his experience, and patriotism will be
greatly missed.

It would be a great thing for the future
of America if this country could produce
more selfless public servants in the mold
of Bos BArTLETT. His first dedication was
to the development of his beloved State
of Alaska and his activities in this area,
including his promotion of statehood,
will forever enshrine his name and deeds
in the memory of his people. As a de-
voted patriot, he served the entire Nation
with zeal, ability, and distinction.

Those of us who were privileged to
know him and serve with him will always
be grateful for the warmth of his friend-
ship and the pleasant memories of our
association will long dwell in these Halls.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, because of
his deep love for Alaska, Robert W, Serv-
ice must have had Bos BARTLETT in mind
when he wrote these words about Alaska
in the poem “The Spell of the Yukon”:
It's the great, big, broad land 'way up yonder,

It's the forests where silence has lease;
It's the beauty that thrills me with wonder,

It's the stillness that fills me with peace.
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‘We shall all deeply miss Bos BARTLETT
in the Senate—not only for his kind and
gracious personality but also because he
represented for us our “great, big, broad
land 'way up yonder.” In many ways, the
public service of Senator BARTLETT re-
flected the history of Alaska and its fight
for statehood. He will certainly be long
remembered in the future history of this
State he helped to make great. BoB was
the Alaskan territory’s nonvoting dele-
gate to Congress for 13 years and these
years were marked by his tremendous ef-
forts to gain admission to the Union for
Alaska. In 1958, after his goal of state-
hood was obtained, he became Alaska's
first Senator.

Mr. President, knowing Bos BARTLETT
was a deep pleasure for me which I shall
forever cherish. He was one of those rare
political individuals who in the words of
an Anchorage newspaperman “achieved
quiet wonders by gentleness” and his loss
will be felt by all of us.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota, Mr.
President, I wish to join in the eulogies
by the Members of the Senate today in
honor of our departed friend, the senior
Senator from Alaska, Mr. E. L. “Bos"
BARTLETT.

I find it exceedingly difficult to find the
words to express the great sorrow we all
feel in the loss of our beloved friend or
to even partially tell of his many tremen-
dously fine qualities.

Bos BARTLETT, as we all knew him, had
an unusual personality. He was the kind
of a person you could not help but
greatly admire and respect. He was
kindly and considerate and a loyal
friend.

Bos BarTLETT established a record in
the Senate equaled by few people. He was
an able and effective legislator—indus-
trious and intelligent with all of the
qualities that make an effective Senator.
During his service in the Senate—and
long before Alaska became a State when
he served as a Delegate—he accom-
plished much for his beloved State and
he did it in such a way as to win the re-
spect and admiration not only of Alas-
kans but of everyone who knew him.

We will all sorely miss Boe BARTLETT.
To his wife and family I extend my deep-
est sympathy.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, my friend and beloved col-
league, Senator BarTLETT, Will long be
remembered for his gracious presence in
the Halls of Congress and for his out-
standing service to his State and to this
Nation.

It was my privilegze and pleasure to
serve with Senator BarTLETT in both the
House and Senate. I found him to be a
rugeged, friendly man, tirelessly devoted
to the needs of his people and a reward-
ing friend to all who came under the spell
of his warm personality.

He abounded with energy. He had a
profound love for his State, which he
served long and faithfully before and
after statehood and he attracted a multi-
tude of admirers wherever he went
throughout his illustrious career. Those
who had the good fortune to be asso-
ciated with Bor BarTLETT in Alaska, in
Washington, and wherever duty called
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him, bear an unforgettable picture of this
rare and lovable man, who always ex-
tended an affectionate greeting to those
around him.

I sincerely regret the passing of this
statesman and patriotic American. He
was a source of strength to Senators and
administrators and an inspiration to all
Americans. He labored long and effec-
tively. Now I join the people of Alaska,
his family and his legions of friends in
sadness. I personally held Bos BARTLETT
in highest esteem and admiration. We
will miss him but the memory of his
radiant character and great achieve-
ments will always remain fresh in our
hearts.

Mr. President, an article appeared in
the Anchorage Daily News entitled, “A
Good and Decent Man Once Came Their
Way.” I think this is a fitting tribute to
our deceased colleague. I ask unanimous
consent that this article be printed in
the RECORD.

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

A Goop AND DECENT MAN ONCE CAmE THER
Wax
(By Joe Josephson)

It ended for Bob Bartlett in a dreary sec-
tion of Cleveland, far from the places he knew
and loved—places like Fairbanks, where he
grew to manhood, and Washington, D.C., and
the committee rooms up on Capitol Hill,
where he did his best work for Alaska.

He had come to Cleveland for surgery,
knowing the risks, but wanting to be made
whole again so he could resume effective
service as a senator. It was medical treat-
ment that would resolve the half-life of dis-
ability, one way or another. There would be
pain, the doctors had told him, but he de-
cided to trade pain for a new chance to be
productive again.

His personality was known to almost all of
us, and we will think now about the meet-
ings and conversations and letters that for
each of us seem to capture the man as we
knew him.

Yet, there were aspects of that personality
known only to a few, who worked for him,
or with him. We remember how Bob Bartlett
never boarded an elevator, or drank from a
water fountain, or got on a subway car in
the Capitol, ahead of somebody else; how the
freshman senator from Alaska spent more
hours presiding over the Senate than any-
one—something like a soldier volunteering
for K.P.—because Bob Bartlett thought the
sacrifice would help him get more effective
help for Alaska.

They say no man is a hero to his own valet,
but it's a lie when the boss is a true and
complete gentleman. Someone once wrote
that a gentleman is a man who treats every-
body alike, and everybody well—regardless
of rank or influence, By that definition, Bob
Bartlett was a perfect gentleman. He re-
spected everyone as a member of the human
family; he labored for everyone—not just
friends, or just contributors, or just Demo-
crats.

If you were an Alaskan, you were entitled
to help for any worthy problem. Your resi-
dence in the territory was your membership
card in the Bob Bartlett Benevolent Society.
When you worked for him, you counted on
him to be as thoughtful and as considerate
of you as he was for the high and the mighty.
He didn’t let your expectations down, either.

Bob Bartlett had a reverence for life, and
he showed it by the way he treated other
people. If you were a human being, you had
enough in common with him to count in his
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book. The way you held a cup, or the accent
you spoke with, or who your father was, or
the size of your bank account, didnt matter.

Some say that his struggle for life in that
slate-gray section of Cleveland was all a
waste. But it wasn't. Psychiatrists tell us
that you can’t love others until you like
yourself. In the same way, it must be ihat
you can't revere the humanness in other peo-
ple unless you respect it in yourself, Bob's
fight proved again his respect for life, and
everything living, and taught us to appre-
ciate our own chance to live and to try to do
something worthwhile with it

His greatness as a person sometimes ob-
scured his grasp of world events and national
problems. He didn’'t wear intellectuality on
his sleeve, and he never strove consciously
to impress anyone with glibness or smart-
ness. He told Esquire that his favorite movie
was a cowboy thing called “Shane,” and it
was. He wouldn't have mentioned Fellinl or
Antonini or Bergman. He was a stranger to
pretense or pretentiousness. But he was a
reader, a thinker, a mind of breadth and
depth, and he could master the fine print in
a bill or a budget.

If being the complete gentleman made
him a little nineteenth century in an un-
happily brash and ungracious age, he was
on the other hand completely contempo-
rary in the world of ideas, alert to new de-
velopments In science and international af-
fairs. He pioneered as a statesman in fields
like atomic energy, and his concern about
strontium-80, and ecology, especially a quest
for a sustaining fishery.

He thought hard about the world’'s hunger,
knew of hunger's pressures on world peace,
and found at least partial answers in Fish
Protein Concentrate. One day the world will
honor him for his leadership—Iimagination
coupled with frontier practicality—in get-
ting the FPC program moving.

He worried about x-ray abuses that endan-
ger life. He convened hearings, brought Ralph
Noder up to the committee room to testify,
and got the nation listening and aware.
He could see decades ahead to technical
developments of the communications indus-
try and got COMSAT officials excited about
satellite service for Alaska. He saw the shacks
and hovels of rural Alaska, knew the TB rate
they bred, and by friendship and persuasion
and by summoning all the patient skills he
learned in 14 years as a non-voting Congress-
man, he pushed his native housing bill
through Congress.

But just as he was a contemporary thinker,
he was also the last of an era. We will never
see his likes again, because nobody will come
to the Senate like he did. He came there as
the logical choice for the job. The job sought
the man. He had mentioned that he might
not run for senator, but for governor, and
there was an outery from everybody so
pained, so disappointed, that he announced
for the Senate on the following day.

His was the politics of lifelong friendships
and a career of sensible public service, com-
pletely unsolled by demagoguery or flam-
boyance or tastelessness of any sort. His
career flowered before the arts of modern
media became practiced in Alaska politics.
You know Bob Bartlett, and his decency; you
trusted and voted for him.

You knew he had been getting the job
done in Washington, and you were certain
there was no mirage. His was the politics of
quite, undramatic, falthful service, and per-
sonal contacts with the people. His was the
politics you think the nation's founders
dreamed of. In his politics, he always
emerged successful, in a process that left him
undiminished and untarnished.

And now it's over—If we let it be. It is true
that there will never be another Bartlett. But
perhaps—just maybe—there will be a state
where some thousands will remember, and
stand a little taller, and live a little
straighter, because a good and decent man
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once came their way, and served them, and
belleved in them.

Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. President,
Senator E. L. “Bos” BARTLETT personified
the frontier spirit which developed
Alaska, turning it from a challenging
wilderness to a great State. He demon-
strated the toughness which is so neces-
sary for survival in a new territory, but
he also showed his deep concern for
others, his willingness to pitch in and
help those who might need assistance.
This readiness to work with and for
others was as much a part of that frontier
spirit, as was his individualism.

Senator BARTLETT'S parents were
among the early developers of Alaska.
His father had a business in Fairbanks
when that city was established in 1903.
I feel Senator BarTLETT and I had a great
rapport, for his pioneer father, Ed
Bartlett, born in Victoria, Tex., was from
a Texas family. Senator BARTLETT him-
self was born in the State of Washington.

Senator BarTrLETT's family was a
frontier family on the move to new
frontiers.

The Senator first worked to develop
the territory of Alaska, working in that
traditional occupation of the area, gold
mining. He later turned to newspaper
work, ehronicling the story of his State.

Senator BarTrLETT then turned to pub-
lic service and for 3 decades worked
for the people of Alaska. He first came
to Washington in 1932 as an assistant
to A. J. “Tony” Dimond, the territory’s
delegate to Congress.

After 2 years of working with Dimond,
Senator BarTLETT returned to Alaska to
take over the family business after the
death of his father. Senator BARTLETT
wanted to continue to serve the people.
He stayed active in public affairs through
the years, fighting first to gain state-
hood for Alaska. When Alaska became a
State, he was elected to the Senate as
one of Alaska's first Senators in this
body.

I had the privilege of serving with
Senator BARTLETT on a committee from
January 3, 1959, the day he first entered
the Senate. We worked together on the
Committee on Commerce and later on
the Committee on Appropriations. It is
well known that “you know best those
Senators with whom you serve on com-
mittees.” Since I worked with him on
committees during his years in this body,
I feel I knew him well. Our positions
were very similar on most measures.

Like the people of Alaska, I found Bog
BARTLETT to be a true gentleman—cour-
teous, always with great consideration
of others.

He compiled a list of solid legislative
achievements for the people of his State
and this Nation. He constantly worked
to improve the habitat, the education,
the health, and the welfare of man.

Senator BArRTLETT was also interested
in the natural resources of this earth.
He worked to improve the fishing off the
Alaska coast and all around the world.

He worked to preserve all the natural
resources in a way to benefit the welfare
of the human race. He was a supporter
of seaborne commerce and of the ex-
ploration of the ocean resources.
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No tribute to Senator BArTLETT would
be complete without reco his de-
voted wife, the former Vide Gaustad.
Mrs, Bartlett was always at the Senator’s
side, helping him in health, ecaring for
him in sickness.

Senator BArRTLETT, in the final analy-
sis, was a Senate man. His drive was
toward the work of the Senate, his devo-
tion was to his labors in the U.S. Senate.
The Senate is better for his having served
in it.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, it is with
deep sadness I join in these services for
a great American, Alaska’s most beloved
citizen, Senator E. L. “Bos” BARTLETT.

It was my privilege, my honor, to have
served with this outstanding gentleman,
to have had the opportunity to know him
and work with him on the Commerce
Committee.

I like to think that although our homes
were thousands of miles apart, Bos BART-
LETT and I shared many similar concerns
for our States. As a Nevadan, I under-
stand well his love of the great open
spaces and his concern over the develop-
ment of his wilderness State, Alaska.

Son of Alaska pioneers, BoB BARTLETT
became a living example of the rugged
individualism of his Arctic frontier con-
stituency. He shared his fellow Alaskans’
resourcefulness and courage, and re-
flected these qualities in his 25 years of
service to his State.

For 14 years he was the lone voice of
Alaska as its delegate, fighting for the
“Lower 48’s” recognition and acceptance
of Alaska's needs, problems, and prom-
ises.

We came to the Senate at the same
time in 1958, and he immediately com-
piled a record of significant gains for
the young State.

He was an outstanding Senator and
contributed greatly to our legislative de-
liberations because he had the vision fo
embrace whatever policies he thought
would be helpful to the Nation.

To BoB BARTLETT'S family I extend my
sincerest condolences.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President. We in
the West have a special understanding
and affection for those rare individuals
who, even in our modern world, are sfill
frontiersmen, for they are constant re-
minders that the quest for new horizons
which made us great did not stop at the
Pacific shoreline,

Such a man—a true frontiersman—
was BoB BARTLETT.

Perhaps that is why he represented
his great State of Alaska so well, for he
not only felt and symbolized the pioneer
spirit which is still so strong in that area,
but he also conveyed this spirit to those
with whom he worked.

But that is only part of the story.

Many of the frontiers which Bos saw
so clearly, and which challenged him
throughout his entire life, were not just
within the boundaries of his own vast
State, but rather they were those new
and fascinating goals which are sought
after by only the most dedicated and
visionary of men in the fields of health,
knowledge, brotherhood, and natural
resources.

Boe BarTLETT accepted the challenge
of these broad frontiers and it is to his
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credit that as a result of his efforts, they
are now a lot closer for all of us.

Such men are all too few.

He will be sorely missed.

A MAN WHO MATCHED ALASKA'S MOUNTAINS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Bos
BarTLETT faced the voters of his beloved
Alaska 10 times and 10 times they gave
him their overwhelming support at the
ballot box and their hearts as well.

That approbation was not a gift, how-
ever, as the Anchorage Daily Times made
clear in a moving editorial the day after
Senator BARTLETT'S death last December
11. He earned it—every bit of it.

President Johnson, I think, summed up
Senator BARTLETT's legislative career best
in a telegram he sent to a testimonial
for BoB BArRTLETT back in 1965. President
Johnson said:

His accomplishments in both houses of
Congress match the high mountains and
broad plains of Alaska.

1 have known few men with the great
warmth and sincerity Senator BARTLETT
had. He was an extremely attractive hu-
man being.

His enthusiasm for and devotion to his
State was legendary. He played a pivotal
role in the achievement of statehood
for Alaska. He was the delegate for the
territory of Alaska to the House of Rep-
resentatives for 14 years prior to the
achievement of statehood and he became
the new State's first senior Senator.

Senator BARTLETT was indeed Alaska's
most revered citizen and it is fitting that
there are plans to place his statue in
Statuary Hall of this U.S. Capitol where
the most honored citizens of other States
now stand.

Quoting again from the Anchorage
Daily Times:

Senator Bartlett's service to Alaskans went
far beyond the normal duties of a public offi-
cial. He had the unique quality of humility
that graced him with an enduring warmth
and friendliness for mankind. He was sought
after by Alaskans whether or not they needed
his help or wanted him to do something. . . .
There was no limit to the time and energy
that Senator Bartlett was willing to expend
in behalf of an Alaskan. It was as though
every one of us was a member of his closest
family and he was concerned for the total
welfare of each. Alaskans mark the death of
Bob Bartlett with sorrow but historians will
note it as the end of an era. It is the end of
an era of transition, one of the most thrilling
chapters in Alaska history—one that is vir-
tually a summary of the life and public serv-
ice of Bob Bartlett.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, to-
day we meet in tribute to a man who
served in this body for 10 years. I was
privileged to serve with Senator BarT-
LETT on the Commerce Committee and
have known him to be a man of both
character and ability. He was diligent in
attending to his duties as a Senator and
was dedicated to the welfare of the peo-
ple of Alaska.

Senator BARTLETT became a resident of
Alaska shortly after his birth and in him
the people of Alaska had a tireless advo-
cate. He worked hard for Alaskan state-
hood and served as a Delegate to Con-
gress from 1944 until he was elected to
the Senate in 1958.
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The faith that Alaska had in Bos
BARTLETT was amply demonstrated by
his seven elections as a Delegate and his
three elections to the U.S. Senate.

Boe BarTLETT repaid this faith through
his steady, dependable work in this body
and his zealous advocacy of the best
interests of the people of Alaska. Senator
BARTLETT was also dedicated to the peo-
ple of the Nation and acquitted himself
ably in the halls of the Senate. Senator
BARTLETT was a man to be admired and
a man to be liked. The Senate will miss
him.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I knew and served with the late
Boe BARTLETT in the House of Repre-
sentatives. We both came to the Senate
together in January 1959. We served on
the Appropriations Committee together,
and I formed a very deep and sincere
feeling of fondness and appreciation for
Senator BARTLETT. I have never seen a
Senator who was more congenial and
amicable, more agreeable and friendly
than was our late departed colleague. He
was & man who was completely open and
frank and honest.

Someone has said that character is
that trait which draws a man toward
God and other men toward him. Bos
BARTLETT possessed that ingredient of
character. His big heart and warm dis-
position, combined with the sterling in-
tegrity of the man, drew all toward him.

He was a Christian gentleman, He was
a highly respected and very effective
Senator. He was a great American.

To his fine wife and family, Mrs. Byrd
and I extend our sympathy. We shall
never forget our warm friendship with
Vide, his wife, and Bos. Not only Alaska
has lost a great leader; the Nation has
lost a great man.

Beyond these unavailing words of
mine, perhaps the thought epitomized by
the following lines of simple verse may,
for the present, help to sustain his wife
and family and make clearer to their
vision the broader and more beautiful
life which Bos has so lately come to
know and will forevermore:

I watched a sail until it dropped from sight

Over the rounding sea. A gleam of white,

A last far-fiashed farewell, and, like a
thought

Slipt out of mind, it vanished and was not.

Yet, to the helmsman standing at the wheel,

Broad seas still stretched beneath the gliding
keel.

Disaster? Change? He felt no slightest sign,
Nor dreamed he of that far horizon line,

So may it be, per chance, when down the tide
Our dear ones vanish. Peacefully they glide
On level seas, nor mark the unknown bound.
We call it death—to them 'tis life beyond.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr, President, Bog BART-
LETT was buried on a slate-gray day in
Fairbanks. The temperature was 20 de-
grees below zero. But his friends were
there.

Few men have passed through time
with as many friends. They all called
him Bos. And in that familiarity there
was respect.

Respect for a man with a quick mind,
a persuasive manner, a keen sense of
compassion. A gentle man.
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Most of his adult life was spent right
here in Washington, superbly represent-
ing the people of Alaska. Yet, he managed
to remain close to his land and to his
people. They knew him and they trusted
him, And on that sad gray day last De-
cember they grieved him as they had
grieved no Alaskan before him.

Boe BARTLETT was tempered in an
Alaska where life was hard—a raw
frontier of hope and independence, He
helped it grow. He helped smooth those
rough pioneer edges. He helped reduce
the economic hardship and the uncer-
tainty of the hard life.

Above all else, Bos BARTLETT was the
architect of Alaska statehood. Many par-
ticipated in that effort. But the quiet,
driving leadership was his, I am certain
that many of my colleagues can bear
witness to that fact. And from statehood
has emerged a new Alaska—rich in the
benefits that self-government makes
possible,

Boe BaArRTLETT understood the new
Alaska as well as the old. He never
seemed dated, or tired, or out of touch
with the moment.

He has left his imprint in countless
areas. He has influenced us all in many
direct and subtle ways. Most important,
is the influence of his example.

Boep BARTLETT was a good man., He
served the people of Alaska and of our
Nation, with all his heart, and with all
his energy. And he grew with his success.
In fact, he was a living legend in Alaska.
Most of us find it difficult to believe he
is gone.

A poet once plead in verse for men who
were worthy of the frontier. He asked,
“Send us men to match our mountains.”

Bos BARTLETT was & man who matched
our mountains, And such men remain, if
not in life, then in our souls.

Mr. President, I now offer a series of
written statements made by Senator
BarTLETT during the course of his career.
Perhaps they best convey the essence of
the man. These statements are followed
by a representative cross section of the
news stories and articles of tribute writ-
ten in the immediate affermath of Sena-
tor BarTLETT'S death. Some of the articles
are beautiful expressions of gratitude and
commemoration by fellow Alaskans. I
also have a statement by Representative
Porrock. I ask unanimous consent that
these materials be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

THE LATE HonNORABLE E. L. BARTLETT

The SpEaKER pro tempore, The Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
POLLOCK) .

Mr. PoLLocK. Mr, Speaker, on this the 10th
anniversary of our achievement of statehood
for Alaska—the 10th birthday for our 49th
Btate—Alaskans look with pride upon our
great accomplishments in so short a period
of history; and we look with confidence and
courage toward the future, notwithstanding
the substantial problems yet to be resolved.
But our task will indeed be far more difficult,
for we have lost an invaluable friend and
advocate, Alaska's most beloved citizen, Sena-
tor E. L. “Bos” BARTLETT, 8 man who served
in this body with distinction for seven terms
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as the delegate for the territory of Alaska,
and thereafter for 10 years as the senior
Senator for Alaska. Senator BarTtrLETT died
on Wednesday, December 11, 1068.

It was my privilege, my honor, to have
served with this outstanding gentleman, to
have had the opportunity to know him well
and to have become his friend despite our
political differences. BoB BARTLETT Wwas
Alaska's most revered citizen, and I will urge
the Governor and the Legislature of Alaska
to authorize a statue to be cast and placed
in Statuary Hall of this U.S. Capitol in
honor of this man who enjoyed more fre-
quent and more solid support than any
public figure in Alaskan history.

No words of mine would be adequate to
sufficiently honor Bos BARTLETT on this oc-
casion, nor to assuage the anguish of be-
reavement which his widow, Vide, and his
family and friends have sustained in his loss.

STATEMENT BY E, L, BARTLETT

It is the constitutional responsibility of
the Congress to see that the public money
is well spent and that the common welfare
and defense are well provided for. If it is to
fulfill its responsibility, the Congress must
determine which research is necessary, which
deferable; which is to be done first, which
is to be done at all. The products of this re-
search and technology are changing the face
of the world, the face of our society. Changes
will come at ever greater rate, It is impera-
tive that the Congress be aware of what
changes it is buying with its research dollar
and so to be prepared for these changes
when they come.

Merely because treaties have been broken
does not mean we should stop making new
ones. Merely because attempts to save the
peace have failed in the past does not mean
that we should abandon these efforts. The
whole dance of history can be recounted in
three steps forward and two steps back, We
do move forward, however, even though some-
times the pace is not perceptible.

We must view the standard of living con-
cept everywhere, but most particularly in
Alaska, with greater sophistication. We may
then discover that the fumily with woods to
roam, and a great sky overhead, and a felled
moose to eat is enjoying a higher living
standard—that is a standard more likely to
promote personal fulfillment—than the ur-
ban dweller with two channels of color TV
shows,

It is surely obvious that the complications
of today's world demand clear intelligence.
Nor is there today, nor was there ever in the
past, any substitute for honesty, true dedica-
tlon to a high moral order and willingness to
put service to such moral precepts ahead of
person:l gain or wishes. Vision is that com-
bination of thought, diligence and imagi-
nation behind all action.

In Alaska freedom from elbow rubbing is
easily found. And this does something splen-
did for the Inner man. There is room and time
to expand, to contemplate, to enjoy; in such
surroundings, with such perfect peace, with
the nervous strains of city dwelling far re-
moved, there is somehow a restoration and a
reassemling until the whole man is himself
again.

I do say that the passion for labels can
paralyze the passion for wise government.

I have always believed, and now believe,
that it is scarcely less advantageous to the
white people than to the native people that
progress be recorded among the latter.

Every so often there is a day in November
when you hold your breath and wait. You
never know whether the contract will be
renewed.

Perhaps this is the age of specialization in
sclence and technology, but the art of free
government must ever remain the art of all
the people. No costs and no sacrifices are too
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great if they serve the cause of freedom and
are adopted by the informed people, freely
and knowingly. But no costs and no sac-
rifices, however small, can be justified if they
compromise, confuse or disregard the mean-
ing of America.

The Alaska star, the star that makes the
49th In our flag, Is fixed in place, secure.
It has a magnetic, challenging light which
you and I, in our own ways, in love of
country, in love of God, in love of humanity,
must keep shining bright.

There was nothing in the background of
Harry Truman to inform us that, meeting up
with destiny, he would and could walk in
step with destiny, making without a single
error the right response for every great de-
cision he was called upon to face.

The President, after all, is human, the in-
formation supplied him is fallible, and yet
the Constitution requires that he act, that
he decide, that he direct and lead the coun-
try. As he goes, so the well-being of the
country goes.

We have, in the person of our President,
one as able as any In recent history in the
power of persuasion and art of negotiation.
His surpassing talents in understanding men,
their motivation, and their feelings will serve
us well as the United States undertakes dis-
cussions at whatever level.

There are few men or women in the
more than two billion inhabiting this earth
who do not care and care deeply for human
relationships of all kinds, including asso-
clation with government, which will allow
them to enjoy to the limit their individual
capacities and desires. So properly stated,
the great struggle of our day is between
statism and government responsive to the
will of its individual citizens.

If democracy and representative govern-
ment are to prevail in this Nation it ls nec-
essary that the Congress understand the im-
portance of decisions concerning programs
and funds for sclence and technology and
that it have a role in making them.

Americans of today have an especial re-
sponsibility to show the world and to show
themselves that our government, our Consti-
tution, our culture know no color or racial
barrier. Guarantees of individual equality
and liberty written into the basic documents
of our government must be fulfilled. They
must be fulfilled, not just because the world
is watching, which it is, not just because
domestic unrest threatens, which it does, but
because they are right.

Teaching the young that freedom is a
precious herltage may have far-reaching ben-
efits, The mind that regards liberty as a
precious legacy from preceding generations
will be a mind which will hold in proper
reverence the legacy of our arts and letters,
our sclences and our philosophy, our religions
and our ethies, our language and our sport.

I am one who belleves that our children
should receive a broad education founded on
the cultural heritage of our western clviliza-
tion. Let us not send each child forth neces-
sarily as a specialist but as a rounded in-
dividual with knowledge that will permit
him or her to lead a better and more useful
life; and prepared to turn then, if he or she
so desires, to some special field.

If we embark now on a concerted effort of
research and development of our fisheries, we
shall be able to continue to enjoy the bene-
fits of this great resource. If we do not, we
may lose one of our most valuable resources
as well as a substantial national industry.
We cannot continue to ignore the dangers of
depletion and overutilization, nor can we
fail to develop those fisheries which have not
heretofore been developed.

I love Alaska. My attachment for it, my
concern for it, is s0 deeply imbedded that it
ls a very part of me. There I have grown,
studied, married and worked. I have toiled In
her beautiful natural setting as a gold miner.
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I have learned the life of her towns as a
reporter. I have met her people as an ap-
pointed administrator and again as Delegate
and Senator. As years pile upon years there
is a greater personal insistence In drawing
upon memory’s treasure trove.

In about 41 years of flying, most of it
within Alaska and starting in the very early
days of aviation, I have never had a forced
landing. And I attribute this remarkable
record less to my own good luck than to the
splendid skill of the Alaska aviators who
have manned the Alaska skies from then
until now.

Democracy, of course, is nct primarily a
system at all but a set of values. Our ideas
of self-government, majority rule, popular
sovereignty, all derive from the concept that
government is an instrument for service.

Alaska can either be the region furnishing
protection for our Nation or it can be the
region from which an enemy can reach us.
The cholce is ours. With respect to Alaska
we simply cannot be put in the position of
saving a few dollars where that saving would
result in peril to this country.

There is an unalterable conflict between
our bellefs and those the Communists live
by. Necessity may reduce the overt expres-
slons of that conflict and practicalities may
compel the Soviet to deviate at times from
the rigid Communist creed. The conflict be-
tween their creed and ours, however, is as
basic and enduring as the conflict between
truth and error.

Unless the fisheries are elevated in terms
of national policy, disaster may well fall upon
this industry, which has been so important
in many ways for so long insofar as the
United States is concerned but, which, on
account of lack of attention, is rapidly going
to the bottom of the ocean in every way.

To insure that government has integrity

and its devotion turns to the general good,; to
make sure resources and land are not reck-
lessly surrendered to those who might want
to plunder; these, and many others, consti-
tute the high goals for Alaska for which I
aim,
The speed of the jet and the perfection of
instantaneous communication make leisurely
foreign policy a thing of the past, Misslles
and H bombs have taken foreign policy from
the hands of the few and have made it the
business of the many. If we are in danger
of being blown up when it goes wrong, it
is in our interest to see that it doesn’t go
wrong. And so it is imperative that we keep
straight what is Important and true and
what is not.

To fulfill our role as a state, Alaska is com-
mitted to act with intelligence, honesty and
vision. Should any of these be lacking, we
shall surely fail even if we possess all other
attributes in their highest order.

[From the Anchorage (Alaska)
Dec. 13, 1968]

A TRIBUTE

State Senator-elect Joe Josephson of An-
chorage has written a tribute to Senator
E. L. (Bob) Bartlett for publication in the
Anchorage Daily News. It is a magnificent
piece, an eloguent portrait of this revered
Alaskan. We are publishing it on our opinion
page today, because Mr. Josephson has said
it beautifully—with understanding, with
sensitivity,

Mr. Josephson in a very real sense, is a
Bob Bartlett protege. He joined hils staffl in
Washington when the late Senator was Alas-
ka's territorial delegate in the House of
Representatives. In January of 1959, at the
time of statehood, he went with Mr. Bart-
lett to the Senate where he remained until
July 1960, Mr. Josephson then became the
Senator’s former legislative assistant and
moved to Alaska, where he entered the pri-
vate practice of the law.

Daily News,
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A Goop AND DEcENT MAN ONCE CAME THEIR
Wax
(By Joe Josephson)

It ended for Bob Bartlett in & dreary sec-
tion of Cleveland, far from the places he
knew and loved—places like Falrbanks,
where he grew to manhood, and Washington,
D.C., and the committee rooms up on Capitol
HIll, where he did his best work for Alaska.

He had come to Cleveland for surgery,
knowing the risks, but wanting to be made
whole again so he could resume effective serv-
ice as a senator. It was medical treatment
that would resolve the half-life of disability,
one way or another. There would be pain,
the doctors had told him, but he decided to
trade pain for a new chance to be productive
agaln.

His personality was known to almost all of
us, and we will think now about the meet-
ings and conversations and letters that for
each of us seem to capture the man as we
knew him.

Yet, there were aspects of that personality
known only to a few, who worked for him, or
with him. We remember how Bob Bartlett
never boarded an elevator, or drank from a
water fountain, or got on a subway car in the
Capitol, ahead of somebody else; how the
freshman senator from Alaska spent more
hours presiding over the Senate than any-
one—something like a soldier volunteering
for K.P.—because Bob Bartlett thought the
sacrifice would help him get more effective
help for Alaska,

They s&y no man is a hero to his own valet,
but it's a lile when the boss is a true and
complete gentleman. Someone once wrote
that a gentleman is a man who treats every-
body alike, and everybody well—regardless of
rank or influence. By that definition, Bob
Bartlett was a perfect gentleman. He respect-
ed everyone as a member of the human fam-
1ly; he labored for everyone—not just friends,
or just contributors, or just Democrats.

If you were an Alaskan, you were entitled
to help for any worthy problem. Your resi-
dence in the territory was your membership
card in the Bob Bartlett Benevolent Soclety.
When you worked for him, you counted on
him to be as thoughtful and as considerate
of you as he was for the high and the mighty.
He didn’t let your expectations down, either.

Bob Bartlett had a reverence for life, and
he showed it by the way he treated other
people, If you were a human being, you had
enough in common with him to count in his
book. The way you held a cup, or the accent
you spoke with, or who your father was, or
the size of your bank account, didn't matter.

Some say that his struggle for life in that
slate-gray section of Cleveland was all a
waste. But it wasn't. Psychiatrists tell us that
you can't love others until yon like yourself.
In the same way, it must be that you can’t
revere the humanness in other people unless
you respect it in yourself. Bob's fight proved
again his respect for life, and everything liv-
ing, and taught us to appreciate our own
chance to live and to try to do something
worthwhile with it.

His greatness as a person sometimes ob-
ecured his grasp of world events and national
problems. He didn't wear intellectuality on
his sleeve, and he mever strove consclously
to impress anyone with glibness or smartness.
He told Esquire that his favorite movie was
a cowboy thing called “Shane,” and it was.
He wouldn't have mentioned Fellini or An-
tonini or Bergman. He was a stranger to pre-
tense or pretentiousness. But he was a read-
er, a thinker, a mind of breadth and depth,
and he could master the fine print in a bill
or a budget.

If being the complete gentleman made him
a little nineteenth century, in an unhappily
brash and ungracious age, he was on the
other hand completely contemporary in the
world of ideas, alert to the new developments
in science and international affairs. He pio-
neered as a statesman in fields like atomic
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energy, and his concern about strontium-90
and ecology, especially a quest for a sus-
taining fishery.

He thought hard about the the world's
hunger, knew of hunger’s pressures on world
peace, and found at least partial answers In
Fish Protein Concentrate. One day the world
will honor him for his leadership—imagina-
tion coupled with frontier practicality—in
getting the FPC program moving.

He worried about x-ray abuses that en-
danger life. He convened hearings, brought
Ralph Nader up to the committee room to
testifly, and got the natlon listening and
aware. He could see decades ahead to tech-
nical developments of the communications
industry and got COMSAT officials excited
about satellite service for Alaska, He saw the
shacks and hovels of rural Alaska, knew the
TB rate they bred, and by friendship and
persuasion and by summoning all the pa-
tient skills he learned in 14 years as & non-
voting Congressman, he pushed his native
housing bill through Congress.

But just as he was a contemporary thinker
he was also the last of an era. We will never
see his likes again because nobody will come
to the Senate llke he did. He came there as
the logical choice for the job, The job sought
the man. He had mentioned that he might
not run for senator, but for governor, and
there was an outery from everybody so
pained, so disappointed, that he announced
for the Senate on the following day.

His was the politics of lifelong friendshins
and a career of sensible public service, com-
pletely unsoiled by demagoguery or flam-
boyance or tastelessness of any sort. His
career flowered before the arts of modern
media became practiced in Alaska polities.
You knew Bob Bartlett, and his decency;
you trusted and voted for him,

You knew he had been getting the job done
in Washington, and you were certain there
was no mirage. His was the politics of guiet,
undramatic, faithful service, and personal
contacts with the people. His was the politics
you think the nation's founders dreamed of.
In his politics, he always emerged success-
ful, in a process that left him undiminished
and untarnished,

And pow it's over—if we let it be. It is true
that there will never be another Bartlett. But
perhaps—just maybe—there will be a state
where some thousands will remember, and
stand a little taller, and live a little straight-
er, because a good and decent man once came
their way, and served them, and believed in
them.

[From the Anchorage (Alaska) Daily News,
Dec. 12, 1968]
BoB BARTLETT: A Man WHO SYMBOLIZED
ALASKA

(Nore.—This story of Senator E. L. (Bob)
Bartlett was written by Daily News staff
writer Tom Brown from files and material
compiled by Brown and special correspond-
ents John Wiese and Beverly Isenson.)

It was one of those ironic quirks of fate
that Sen. E. L. (Bob) Bartlett was born in
Seattle instead of Alaska.

For if ever a man came to symbolize
Alaska—in action and in the minds of his
fellow Alaskans—it was Bartlett, himself the
son of Alaska pioneers.

Even after he became a U.S. senator when
Alaska gained statehood, Bartlett epitomized
the individualism of his Arctic frontier state,

He was informal in dress and manner in a
political world often moted for its stiffness.
He was friendly and outgoing in a world of
political back-biting.

Bartlett was not an eloquent speaker, But
his was a volce respected by Alaskans be-
cause he seldom wasted words on the un-
important.

He learned much about life throughout
his Alaska as a young reporter for the Fair-
banks News-Miner.

February 19, 1969

He worked three years at the classic Alaska
occupation—gold mining. He didn% make
any money—but he was proud that he payed
his debts.

And he devoted more than three decades
to public service—first as assistant to A. J.
(Tony) Dimond, Alaska’s delegate to Con-
gress before statehood; as secretary of
Alaska; as delegate, succeeding Dimond; and
finally as U.S, senator.

As a result of those years of public life,
Bartlett personally knew literally thousands
of Alaskans, and he rarely forgot the name
or face of anyone he met, in city or remote
bush village.

And in Washington, he remembered the
things his constituents told him, He intro-
duced and saw passed reams of legislation
important to Alaska's development, both as
a territory and a state.

Most important, Bartlett thought, he led
and won the lengthy battle for statehood.

Bartlett's father, Ed, was a transplanted
Texan who, with a brother, made a business
of hauling supplies to the placer mines on
the creeks of Interfor Alaska after moving
over from the Klondike country in the
Yukon Territory. They worked from Clrcle
and Eagle and then from Fairbanks when |t
was established In 1903,

In Fairbanks, Ed Bartlett married Ida
Doverspike, a gold rush pioneer who had
made the trip from Skagway on foot over
the Chilkoot trail and down through the
Yukon into Alaska.

1t was the following year, on April 20,
1804, while the Bartletts were in Seattle on
a business trip, that Bob, named Edward
Lewis after his father, was born, In 1905 the
Bartletts returned to Falrbanks.

The young Bartlett showed himself to be
independent-minded from an early age—as
became evident when he decided he wanted
to be known as Bob.

He disliked being referred to as “Junior”—
s0 much so that as a schoolboy in Fairbanks
he began actively seeking a substitute name.

The newspapers and magazines of the day
frequently carried stories on the exploits of
polar explorers like Vilhjalmur Steffanson.
Among those whose deeds were extolled in
print was Capt. Robert Bartlett of the Arctic
exploration vessel “Earluk.”

He was widely known and referred to as
Capt. Bob Bartlett, So the Fairbanks school-
boy decided this hero deserved to have his
name perpetuated—and adopted it for his
own. And he made it stick.

After graduation from high school in 1922,
Bartlett attended the University of Fairbanks
and the University of Washington at Seattle.
But he didn’t stick around at either institu-
tion long enough to get a degree.

His real education, which left him with a
knowledge of Alaska and its people equalled
by only a handful of others, began in 1927,
when he took a job as reporter for the Fair-
banks News-Miner and ended only with his
death in a Cleveland hospital.

Bartlett worked for the News-Miner until
1832, serving the paper in all editorial capac-
ities. The work put him in contact with many
of Alaska's early-day working newsmen—
legendary figures lilke W. F. (Wrong Font)
Thompson, publisher of the News-Miner,
From them he learned much about Alaska as
it was In the 1890s and through the gold rush
era.

He also became well acquainted with other
Alaska history makers—men like Dr, Charles
Bunnell, who started what is now the Uni-
versity of Alaska; Austin E, Lathrop, who has
been dubbed Alaska's first millionaire; and
Judge James Wickersham, to name a few.

And he met bhundreds of ordinary Alas-
kans—miners, construction workers, store-
keepers; the people who one day would send
him back to Washington sgain and again as
their representative.

Paul (IP) Lien, who took over for Bartlett
when he left the paper, recalled the future
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senator's journalistic career as a productive
one,

“Bartlett sparked the paper with column
after column of local news,” he wrote in a
Jessen’s Dally historical edition., “He gave
arrivals and departures on the train, hospital
news, the courthouse beat and numerous
local happenings he got walking up and down
the streets.

“. . . News coverage for the most part was
turned over to Bob.

“"Although Bartlett gave excellent coverage
to the Wilkins Expeditions and other very
exciting aviation stories, I remember him
most vividly for his reports on the World
Series games, especially the Cardinals and
the Yankees in the twenties; the “Black
Bear" mall robbery story and the local hang-
ing of an Indian from the lower Yukon River
country, which Bob witnessed.”

In 1930, while still working for the News-
Miner, Bartlett married Vide Marie Gaustad,
an Alaskan girl he had first met at the Uni-
versity of Alaska.

In 1932 Dimond was elected Alaska's dele-
gate to Congress and he took young Bartlett
on as an assistant. During the next two years,
Bartlett absorbed a great deal of knowledge
about the operations of the federal govern-
ment. He learned his way around the gov-
ernment maze in Washington, helping
Dimond, who had no vote but could intro-
duce legislation in the House, to sell Alaska
and its causes to congressmen, senators and
officials of Franklin D. Roosevelt's adminis-
tration.

He was on hand and provided first-hand in-
formation about the territory when the de-
cision was made, for instance, to settle dust
bowl farmers in Alaska.

The Bartlett's first child, Doris Ann, was
born in Washington.

In 1934, Bartlett returned to Alaska as
assistant territorial director of the Federal
Housing Administration (FHA). It was his
first official look at Alaska’s housing needs.
He developed a life-long concern for the sub-
Ject—and several pleces of special federal
housing legislation for Alaska resulted in
later years.

His father died in 1835 and the following
year Bartlett took over the small placer gold
mine his father had worked near Miller
House in the Circle district. He operated the
mine for three years and was fond of saying,
“I was one of the few people to make a suc-
cess of mining. I didn’t make any money, but
I did pay back my loans.”

In 1939, President Roosevelt appointed
Bartlett Secretary of Alaska. He returned to
Juneau, carrying in his pocket a gold nug-
get from the mine for the rest of his years.
He would rub the bright lump when he was
nervous,

The territorial post of Secretary of Alaska
was roughly equivalent to today's Secretary
of State—the number two post after the
territorial governor,

The man FDR appointed governor, at the
same time he appointed Bartlett, was Ernest
Gruening.

For the next five years the Bartletts made
their home in Juneau. Bartlett's talents com-
plimented those of Governor Gruening and
they formed an efficient and compatible team
for administration of the territory's affalrs.

Susan, the Bartlett's younger daughter, was
born during Bartlett's tenure in Juneau.

In 1943 Bartlett’s mentor and special
friend, Tony Dimond, decided that six terms
as delegate to Congress were enough and
that he wanted to go home to Alaska when
his term expired.

Bartlett considered the situation and de-
cided that if he were going to make a career
of government service he should run for the
seat. He had been working in an adminis-
trative capacity as Becretary of Alaska, but
he was quite familiar with the delegate’s job
because of his two years as an assistant to
Dimond.
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Some friends and associates tried to dis-
suade Barlett at first—usually because they
wanted to keep his talents in Juneau. But
when they recognized his determination they
yielded and gave their assistance. Two of his
staunchest supporters were Gruening and
Dimond.

And there were others—'"Doc” Bunnell at
the Alaska college; the McCutcheon family
of Anchorage; his long-time colleague in
government service, Hugh J. Wade; and Chris
Hennings, who was a leader among organized
mine workers in Alaska.

But none of Bartlett's friends could pro-
vide the kind of financial backing he des-
perately needed to run an effective campaign
in the sprawling territory, them home to
about 100,000 persons, in the face of tremen-
dous opposition.

With a background steeped in the liberal
traditions of President Roosevelt’s New Deal,
Bartlett had many adversaries in high places
in Alaska—especially in the conservative
financial “establishment.”

Salmon canners wanted no more threats
to remove thelr fish traps and no more cut-
ting into their earnings with taxes that were
used to provide economic and social advances
in the territory.

Steamship operators wanted no more in-
vestigations into their frequently exorbitant
profits on the Alaska run.

There were unhappy employers who re-
sented the pressures that had been brought
to bear on them for the benefit of Alaska's
resident work force by the “Roosevelt Demo-
erats” In Juneau.

And there was a disgruntled and vociferous
if not large, group that felt too much had
been yielded to the natives of Alaska by Di-
mond, Gruening and Bartlett.

So Bartlett faced a tough campalgn—the
toughest of his career, It turned out.

He made it clear that his sentiments lay
with the ordinery citizens of the territory
and that where their interests conflicted with
those of the establishment, he was more than
willing to join battle.

Bartlett had, for instance, worked for full
rights for the state’s native population long
before the campaign begin and made his posi-
tion on the subject clear throughout the
campalgn.

After his election he said in an interview
in Washington that, “These people saw the
first white man land on Alaska's shores.
When we discriminate against these people
we are guilty of aggression and tyranny.”

In 1944, Alaska's transportation facilities
were made meager and the demands of war
had put an even greater strain on them.
Bartlett and his wife took their scant savings
and rode buses up and down Alaska's few
highways to meet the people (they had no
car).

That won him the campaign.

He appeared before the voters in person.
He didn't make speeches—he had always
hated that—he just talked to them. He lis-
tened to their problems. And he understood
their problems as only another life-long
Alaskan could.

The election was close. But Bartlett won
it. It was the last time he ever faced seri-
ous opposition In an election,

In his first term Bartlett proved himself
to Alaska's voters and they sent him back
to Washington for a total of six terms as
delegate and two as U.B. senator.

Bartlett took his seat In the U.S. House
of Representtives in January of 1945, with
the end of World War II in sight. Great prob~
lems would be facing Alaska in the imme-
diate future—military installations would be
closed, construction payrolls cut and In-
dian fishing rights were a hot issue.

But Tony Dimond believed the territory’s
future was in good hands when he intro-
duced his successor to Congress:

“I know that my work here in the House
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of Representatives will be in able hands. I
commend to you my successor. His name is E,
L. Bartlett—but everyone calls him Bob.

“He is a man of honor, of ability and of
integrity."

Bartlett’'s immediate chore was pushing
through Congress an appropriation bill to
run the territory. He could introduce legis-
lation and speak on the floor of the house.
But he could not vote—and Alaska had no
representation at all in the Senate.

He soon formed a close and valuable friend-
ship with Sen. Warren Magnuson, D-Wash,
Magnuson had been a four-term congressman
before being appeinted to the Senate in late
1944. He took on the task of introducing most
of Bartlett's legislation in the Senate and
guiding it through to passage.

Working for Bartlett in those days was
Mary Lee Council, a former Cordovan, who
had been Dimond’s secretary. She served him
as secretary, then as administrative assist-
ant until her retirement in 1967. Bartlett's
executive secretary, Margery Goding Smith of
Skagway, also came to Washintgon with him.

Mrs. 8mith recalls that public speaking
was always a terrifying chore for Bartlett.
(Once while working for Dimond, the young
Bartlett was given the task of delivering a
speech In Southeastern Alaska. He wrote it
days ahead of time—then edited a little cut
of it each night. On the day of the speech he
got up, Introduced himself, thanked the
crowd for coming—and sat down). “Mary Lee
and I urged him to take speech lessons and
learn golf,"” Mrs. Smith recounts, “but he
never would listen. He was always a one sub-
ject man—Alaska politics.”

Until he became a senator, with a staff
comparable to those of other senators, Bart-
lett wrote all his own speeches. During the
push for statehood, Mrs. Smith recalled, co-
operative senators and congressmen agreed
to speak on the floor for Alaska statehood.

“George Sundborg did all the writing,” she
said, “and he managed to make them all
sound different."”’

Statehood was already an issue when Bart-
lett went to Washington for his first term as
delegate. Most Alaskans were for it and those
who weren't usually opposed it because they
feared their economic interests would be
threatened.

In the late 40s and early 50s the statehood
fight appeared to be approaching a climax.
Bartlett had to overcome the opposition of
Southern senators who feared Alaska would
send liberals to Congress and Republicans
who feared it would send Democrats.

In 1950, approval for statehood was granted
by the House, where Bartlett’s hard work and
close friendships with many representatives
paid off. But the statehood bill died in the
Senate.

Two years later, the statehood bill finally
reached the floor of the Senate, but was sent
back to committee by the Southern Demo-
crat-Republican coalition by a vote of 45—44.

Eventually Bartlett made a deal with Lyn-
don B, Johnson, then at the peak of his
power as Senate majority leader, and Speaker
of the House Sam Rayburn—an agreement
that has remained secret until now. Bartlett
apparently pledged allegiance to Johnson in
return for his support for statehood.

With Johnson's help, both houses of Con-
gress approved statehood for Alaska in 1958,
and Bob Bartlett's greatest battle was won.

After the statehood vote, Bartlett threw
himself into the race for U.S. senator and won
handily. He picked up more than 81 per cent
of the votes cast for himself and two oppo-
nents.

Ernest Gruening was the winner of the
state's other Senate seat.

The two men flipped a coin to determine
who would become the state’s senior senator.
Bartlett won and drew a two-year term.
Gruening became the junior senator and
drew a four-year term.
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In 1960, Bartlett went before the voters
again and was overwhelmingly returned for
a full six-year term and was re-elected again
in 1966. In both races he faced Dr. Lee Mc-
Kinley, a conservative Republican from
Anchorage.

As a member of the Senate, Bartlett served
on the appropriations commilttee, the com-
merce committee and the select committec
on small businesses.

Though Bartlett never won an academic
degree from the University of Washington or
the University of Alaska, he did hold, among
others, an honorary doctor of laws degree
from Union College at Schenectady, N.Y.

That is the college that graduated William
H. Seward, who as Secretary of the Interior
negotiated the purchase of Alaska from Rus-
sia In 1867, and Dr. Sheldon Jackson, the
pioneer Alaska missionary whose name is
perpetuated by a high school and junior
college at Sitka.

The heart trouble that led to the senator’s
death began in September of 1966. Bartlett
spent nine days in the hospital then after a
routine medical examination showed he had
suffered an undetected heart attack,

Last December he entered a hospital for
treatment of pericarditis, an inflammation
of the heart lining. He was released Jan. 10,
convalesced at home and returned to work
in February.

Then on June 6 he went to the hospital
for what was diagnosed as lung congestion.
He spent 10 days under Intensive care and
returned home. But shortly after his return,
he again complained of shortness of breath
and was re-admitted to the U.S. Naval hos-
pital at Bethesda, Md. Once In the hospital,
he suffered another heart attack.

The Senator's third heart attack came just
before the Democratic National Convention
at Chicago in August. Bartlett was taken
from the riverboat Delta Queen after suffer-
ing a mild heart attack and was admitted to
an East Liverpool, Ohio, hospital.

In November, Bartlett entered Cleveland
Clinic for an extensive series of tests, Doc-
tors decided to attempt a double internal
arterial implant—an operation in which the
patients two mammary arteries are im-
planted into the front and back of his heart's
left ventricle in order to bypass clogged ar-
teries and deliver a greater supply of blood
to the heart.

Doctors at the clinic perfected the tech-
nigue and have performed several thousand
such operations in the last six years. The sur-
vival rate followlng this type of operation
has been about 90 per cent.

After the operation, which lasted 314 hours,
doctors reported they had found the arteries
near the Senator’s heart to be more clogged
than expected. But, they said, the mammary
arteries they ilmplanted were in good condi-
tion—"like those of a young man.”

Furthermore, Bartlett's heart appeared to
have suffered litile damage despite the three
attacks.

Doctors predicted
recovery.”

And initially it appeared their prediction
would be borne out. Only two days after the
operation, Bartlett was sitting up in bed,
asking for his robe and slippers and exchang-
Ing banter with his wife.

He was soon out of the intensive care unit
and there was talk of him leaving the hos-
pital about two weeks after the operation.

But then on Nov. 30, nine days after the
operation, Bartlett suffered a cardiac arrest.

Doctors managed to restart his heart
through a combination of external and open
chest heart massage. But there were compli-
cations.

External heart massage, to be effective, re-
cuires that considerable pressure—at least
80 pounds—be applied. And when it was ad-
ministered to Bartlett, one of his ribs broke
and penetrated his left lung,

As a result, the lung collapsed,

“an entirely normal
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In addition,
developed.

And Bartlett suffered two more cardiac
arrests.

Doctors reopened the senator's chest to
clean out the infection and repair the lung
damage, but his condition continued to
deteriorate.

On Dec. 6, he suffered a bout of heart
fibrillation—a condition in which the heart
loses its normal beating rhythm and con-
tracts rapidly and without co-ordination. Tt
is a relatively common occurrence following
heart surgery—and can be fatal.

Doctors managed to control the fibrillation,
but Bartlett remalned extremely weak and
appeared near death. His condition was listed
as “very critical.”™

Then, unexpectedly and almost miracu-
lously, the infection, which doctors had
blamed for his deteriorating condition, began
to subside. The senator became more alert.
Doctors cautiously pronounced themselves
encouraged.

On Dec. 8, Bartlett showed a further slight
improvement. He fed himself (broth and
jello) for the first time in more than a week—
a week In which he had been fed intra-
venously and hovered on the brink of death,
leading a close friend to observe sorrowfully
that he was being kept alive “by machines,
tubes and hook-ups.”

He had something else working for him,
too.

“This man's tremendous constitution, and
indomitable will to live are working to pull
him through,” doctors sald.

But there are times when even the most
indomitable of spirits cannot sustain a body
wracked by sickness. Mrs. Bartlett was nearby
when the senator died.

Bartlett's illness seldom blunted his humor
and gooed spirits—except when they kept him
away from his avocation, Alaska politics.

Every hospital stay was too long for the
senator. His staff members suspected he
would never admit how badly he felt when
he finally got back to work. Mrs. Bartlett and
the senator's doctor, Adm. Rufus Pearson,
also seemed to suspect he pretended to be
better than he actually felt.

Bartlett's heart trouble forced him to live
on a strict diet and he lost weight. Though a
heavy drinker in his younger days, Bartlett
also became a teetotaler as a concession to
the diabetes he developed in later years.

But almost until the end he remained a
chain-smoker—against doctors’ orders. He
maintained that a man was entitled to one
vice.

His illness made travel to Alaska difficult,
for each trip, packed with visits with old and
new friends that ran from morning until well
past midnight, became a physical ordeal. But
Bartlett loved it,

One of Bartlett’s most attractive charac-
teristics was his humility and genuine inter-
est in others.

He was always easily approachable, no mat-
ter what the occasion or how pressed he was
for time and he could always spare a moment
to listen to the problems of a constituent, no
matter how trivial they may have seemed.

A man who operates the freight elevator
in the Senate Office Building, recalls that
Bartlett was the only member of the Senate
he could recall who was willing to ride in
that elevator.

“He always remembered to ask about my
family,” the man said.

[From the Anchorage (Alaska) Daily News,
Dec. 12, 1968]
BARTLETT'S PacT WITH JOHNSON—A STORY
Never Berore ToLD
WasHinGTON —In the late 1960s, as the
long arduous battie for Alaska statehood
neared its climax, Sen. E. L. (Bob) Bartlett
assured the outcome by pledging his alle-

a serious chest Iinfection
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giance to Senate Majority Leader Lyndon B.
Johnson and Speaker of the House Sam Ray-
burn in return for their support for state-
hood.

This Intriguing footnote to history was dis-
closed by sources close to the senator.

Bartlett apparently pledged complete sup-
port for Johmson in return for an all-out
drive to put the statehood bill over the top,
these sources sald.

The arrangement was known only to a
handful of Bartlett's closest intimates and
does not appear in any of the accounts of
the fight for statehood.

But Bartlett reportedly kept notes on the
agreement in his files and future historians
may find the full story there,

Such an agreement could explaln why
Bartlett confined his legislative efforts mainly
to Alaska projects or fields associated closely
and unmistakably with the state’s needs—
fishing, merchant marine, small business
loans, public works and the like,

Bartlett supported Johnson in his bid for
the Democratic presidential nomination in
1960—as did the Alaska delegation to the
Democratic Natlonal Conventlon.

And aside from any deal, Bartlett had al-
ways had high regard for Johnson because of
his competence as majority leader.

“He always thought LBJ would make &
good President hecause he was such a good
majority leader,” an aide said.

Earlier this year, after Johnson announced
his decision not to run for reelection, Bartlett
remarked that the statehood debt had at last
been paid.

City oF JUNEAU, Arasxa, Resorurion No.

347, A ResoLuTiON COMMEMORATING THE

Late U.S, SenaTor BoB BARTLETT

Whereas Bob Bartlett was taken from us
in death on December 11, 1968; and

Whereas his official residence as a United
States Senator was the City of Juneau; and

Whereas he served Alaska longer than any
other repreentative in Congress, having been
a delegate for the territory for the final four-
teen years before statehood, amd baving
served for the first decade of statehood as
one of our Senators; and

Whereas Bob Bartlett, in conjunction with
the Alaska-Tennessee Plan delegation and
other interested Alaskans achieved for his
home country the full sovereignty of state-
hood and as the 49th State of the Union;
and

Whereas both as delegate and as a Senator
Bob Bartlett was a tireless, selfiess worker
for Alaskan causes; and

Whereas during his twenty-four years in
Congress he sponsored and guided to pas-
sage much of the Federal legislation of spe-
cial benefit to Alaska; and

Whereas his contributions in the Senate
went beyond the borders of his State—to
his nation and to international affairs in
which his country was involved; and

Whereas over his long years of service Bob
Bartlett was responsible for much legislation
and administrative action of direct benefit
to the greater Juneau area; and

Whereas he was not only a great public
servant, but a great buman being as well
whose friendship was highly valuable in it-
self, aslde from any consideration of power
or influence: Now, therefore be it

Resolved by the Council of the city of
Juneauw, Alasha:

The pecple of the City of Juneau deeply
mourn the passing of Bob Bartlett, our
friend, protector and guide. And we convey
to his widow Vide, and to his daughters
Doris Ann and Sue our heartfelt condo-
iences.

Caopies of this Resolution shaill be sent to
members of Senator Bartlett's immediate
family and to the Alaska Congressional dele-
gation at Washington,
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Passed and approved this 16th day of
January, 1969.
CI1TY OoF JUNEAU, ALASKA,
JoseErPH L. GEORGE,
Mayor.
Attest:
Iowa N. STONE,
Deputy City Clerk.

[From the Anchorage Daily News, Dec, 12,
1968]
BarTLETT IS DEAD

CLEVELAND.—Sen. E, L. (Bob) Bartlett, the
son of Gold Rush pioneers and Alaska’s sen-
ior senator, died Wednesday night of a car-
diac arrest. He was 64 years old.

Bartlett died at 8:20 p.m., EST (3:20 pm.
AST) as he chatted cheerfully with a doctor.

Ed Isenson, Bartlett's administrative assist-
ant, said in Washington that Bartlett was
talking, with a doctor when he suddenly went
pale and collapsed.

Efforts to revive him were unsuccessful.

Bartlett's death opened the way for the
appointment, by Gov. Walter J. Hickel, of the
state's first Republican senator. During the
senator’s long iliness there was considerable
speculation that he might be succeeded by
Carl Brady, a close friend of Hickel who lost
his bid for re-election to the state Senate
in November, or Elmer Rasmuson, who lost
to Mike Gravel in the US. Senate race.

Bartlett's death makes Senator-elect
Gravel, a Democrat, Alaska's senlor senator.

His death also ended one of the most fab-
ulously successful political careers in Alaska's
history.

Bartlett served 14 years as Alaska's dele-
gate to Congress In territorial days and 10
years, following statehood, as the state’s sen-
ior senator.

Bartlett’s first campaign for delegate, in
1944, was his roughest. After that he was re-
elected seven times—five terms as delegate
and two as U.S. senator—by landslide pro-
portions.

At one time or another he served on most
of the important committees in Congress and
he contributed more than perhaps any other
single individual to the long battle for state-
hood.

Bartlett’s death followed two years of heart
trouble.

He suffered his first heart attack in Sep-
tember of 1966 and was in and out of hos-
pitals until his death.

He died following an operation at Cleveland
Clinic three weeks ago today to correct an
arterial blockage that had been held respon-
sible for the three heart attacks he had
suffered.

But the senator’s recovery was plagued by
an unexpected series of four cardiac arrests—
the final one fatal.

Funeral arrangements for the senator are
pending. But it was understood he would be
buried in Fairbanks, which he has always
considered home.

There probably will be a memorial service
in Fairbanks.

[From the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner, Dec.
12, 1968]
BARTLETT FUNERAL HERE ON SATURDAY—
CoLORFUL CAREER ENDS AT 64

WasHINGTON —Alaska's senlor U.S. Sena-
tor E. L. “Bob" Bartlett, one time gold miner
and newspaperman, considered himself an
example of the rugged individuallsm that
marked the tough life in his Arctic frontier
state.

Bartlett, who died Wednesday night at the
age of 64, prided himself on his informal
bearing, his goldmining past and the close
contact he tried to maintain with the ordi-
nary citizen.

He died of cardiac arrest in a Cleveland,
©Ohio, clinic where he had been under treat-
ment since a November operation to relieve
blockage of an artery.
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Funeral service for Sen. Bartlett will be
held at 1 pm. Saturday at St. Matthew's
Episcopal Church under tentative plans an-
nounced today.

Final arrangements for the service will not
be completed until Mrs, Bartlett arrives here
tomorrow.

The tentative arrangements call for the
Rev. Willlam T. Warren to officlate. Ben.
Bartlett’s body will lie in state at St. Mat-
thew's at 10 a.m. Saturday. The casket will
remain closed. Burial will be in Northern
Lights Memorial Park.

Bartlett and Ernest Gruening, also a Demo-
crat, were elected Alaska’s first senators in
1960 and Bartlett was deemed senior senator
by the toss of a coin.

Gruening was defeated in the primary this
year by Mike Gravel who went on to win the
Senate seat In the general election.

Bartlett had come to Washington in 1933
as secretary to Anthony J. Dimond, the
Alaska Territory's nonvoting delegate to Con-
gress. He returned to Alaska in 1935 to oper-
ate for three years the small placer gold mine
his father had worked near Miller House,
Alaska.

President Franklin D. Roosevelt appointed
Bartlett secretary of the Alaska Territory in
1939. In 1944, he succeeded Dimond as
Alaska's congressional delegate and was re-
elected to six two-year terms before becom-
ing a senator.

Before the government service, he had been
a Fairbanks News-Miner reporter for six
years.

Bartlett was born in Seattle, Wash., April
20, 1904, and was taken by his parents Ed,
and Ida Bartlett, to Fairbanks the following
year.

[From the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner,

Dec. 12, 1968]
L. B. J. Loses A FRIEND IN DEATH OF BARTLETT

WasHINGTON.—President Johnson and Vice
President Humphrey expressed regret today
at the death of Sen. E, L. Bartlett of Alaska.

“America lost one of its most authentic
ploneers, Alaska has lost a founding father,
and I have lost a friend,” Johnson sald in a
statement.

The President said Bartlett had a rich and
varied career, as a construction worker, a re-
porter, a gold miner and a public servant, and
added:

“More than anything else, he'll be remem-
bered as the man who believed in Alaska's
potential and devoted his life to that cause.

“"He will be sadly missed, but affectionately
remembered by the many men and women
whose lives he helped to enrich.”

Humphrey said: “I am deeply saddened by
the passing of Bob Bartlett, He was both a
Senate colleague and a personal friend. Mrs.
Humphrey and I express our deepest con-
dolences to his family and to the citizens
of Alaska whom he served so well. The 40th
state has lost one of its finest sons.”

[From the Fairbanks Daily News-Miner,

Dec. 13, 1968]
FUNERAL FOR BARTLETT AT CATHOLIC
CATHEDRAL

Friends from every walk of life, from the
nation's capital and from the Arctic bush,
began arriving in Fairbanks to pay final re-
spects to Sen. E. L. (Bob) Bartlett, Alaskan
miner, newspaperman and statesman who
represented Alaska in the nation’s capital
for 24 years.

Sen. Bartlett died Wednesday in a Cleve-
land hospital of cardiac arrest. He had been
under treatment since a November operation
to relieve blockage of an artery,

The anticipated host of mourners was so
large that the funeral service at 1 p.m, to-
morrow was transferred from St. Matthew's
Episcopal Church to the Catholic Cathedral
at Peger Road and Airport Road. The ca-
thedral will seat from 500 tc 600.
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The body of the Senator will lie in state at
St. Matthew's Cathedral from 10 a.m, until
12 noon Saturday to permit friends to pay
their respects there. The casket will remain
closed.

The Rev. William T. Warren of the Episco-
pal church will officlate at the service at the
Cathedral. Burial will be in Northern Lights
Memorial Park, but the family has asked
that only members of the family and close
personal friends attend the service there.

Buses have been arranged to pick up out-
of-town people from the Traveler's Inn, Fair-
banks Inn, Golden Nugget Motel and Nor-
dale Hotel and take them to the Cathedral.

From 4 to 7 p.m. a reception will be held
in the Gold Room at Traveler'’s Inn for out-
of-town guests.

The Senator’s body will be returned to his
beloved Alaska for the last time tonight
aboard an Air Force jet. The plane is sched-
uled to arrive at International Alrport at 7
p.m. Accompanying the body will be Mrs.
Bartlett and her two daughters, Mrs. Doris
Ann Riley and Sue and five other close
friends.

Another plane carrying the representatives
from the United States Senate will arrive at
the airport at 11 a.m., tomorrow. Represent-
ing the Senate will be Senators Edmund S.
Muskie, Maine, unsuccessful candidate for
vice president of the United States in the No-
vember election; Warren G. Magnuson of
Washington, Philip A, Hart, Michigan, and
Norris Cotton, New Hampshire.

Rumors that President Johnson might at-
tend the service were widespread in Falrbanks
but persons close to the Bartletts discounted
the reports. President Johnson has attended
funeral services for his former colleagues
when he was Iin the Senate, but no one here,
including Federal Bureau of Investigation,
has been alerted to such a possibility. The
President is in El Paso, Tex. meeting with
Mexican President Dias Ordaz to celebrate the
end of a century-long border dispute.

Gov, Hickel, who was appointed secretary of
the interior on the day Bartlett died, is re-
turning to Juneau today and announced he
will attend the service. Also attending will be
EKeith Miller, secretary of state, who will suc-
ceed Hickel as Governor of Alaska.,

Both had planned to come to Fairbanks
today for the annual Governor’'s Ball, but it
was postponed for a week out of respect to
Sen. Bartlett.

A number of U.S. Senators will be honorary
pall bearers at the funeral.

So far the list of Senators to attend in-
clude: Sen. Warren G. Magnuson of Wash-
ington, Sen Norris Cotton of New Hampshire,
Sen. Philip Hart of Michigan, Sen. Henry
Jackson of Washington, and Sen. Edmund S.
Muskie of Maine.

[From the Anchorage Daily News, Dec. 13,
68]
BARTLETT SERVICES SLATED TODAY IN NATION'S
CAPITAL

WasHiNGTON.—The body of E. L. (Bob)
Bartlett was to be flown here today to lle in
state at St. Patrick’s Episcopal Church in
the nation's capital, where he served 10 years
as Alaska’s senior senator.

The body of the senator, who died in
Cleveland Wednesday at the age of 64, will
le in the church from 1-3 p.m. Washington
time.

There will be a special Senate memorial
service, attended by the friends and col-
leagues of his 24-year career in Washington.

Accompanying the body will be Bartlett's
family—his wife, Vide, and their two daugh-
ters, Doris Ann Riley and Susan.

Following the memorial service, Bartlett’s
body will be flown back to Alaska for burial
Saturday in Falrbanks, the town the senator
always considered home.

Funeral services will be held at 1 pam. at
the Catholic Cathedral of the Sacred Heart
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in Fairbanks. The services had originally
been scheduled for St. Matthew’'s Episcopal
Church, but were moved to the much larger
cathedral, The Rev. Willlam Warren of St.
Matthew’s will officiate.

Accompanying Bartlett's family and the
body back to Alaska will be Sen.-elect Mike
Gravel, who canceled all his appointments
for the rest of the week in order to help with
arrangements and attend the Washington
memorial service and the funeral.

Speaker of the House John McCormack
Thursday night appointed Rep. Howard W.
Pollock to officlally represent the U.S. House
at the funeral.

Also attending the funeral will be Gov.
Walter J. Hickel, who was appointed Secre-
tary of the Interior in the Nixon administra-
tion just after Bartlett’'s death.

In Anchorage there will be a memorial
service at All Saints Episcopal Church at 1
p.m, Saturday—coinciding with the funeral
service In Falrbanks. The Rev. Norman El-
liott, rector of All Saints, will officiate.

Hickel declared Saturday a day of mourn-
ing for Bartlett. The Alaska flag will fiy at
half-staff.

Bartlett died of a cardiac arrest following
two years of heart trouble.

[From the Anchorage Daily Times,
1968]
VIGNETTES AND VIEWS: SATURDAY SUNDRY
(By William J. Tobin)

“Someday,” Bob Bartlett sald a couple of
years ago, “I hope somebody will write the
true story of Alaska statehood, the real stery
But it won't be me who does it.” And

Dec. 14,

he died Wednesday, a sad day, with that
dramatic episode in Alaska's history still un-
told the way he felt it should be—by some-
one who was not as close as he to the years
of struggle, by someone who dispassionately
might tell of the successes and failures, the
jealousies and the friendships, the heart-

aches and joys which finally gave birth to
the 49th Star,

Sen. E. L. Bartlett, God rest his soul, won't
write the story of Alaska statehood. But it
is a story he lived, and that is more im-
portant. An autobiography, neatly catalogued
by chapter and footnote and bound in hard
covers and packaged In a slick jacket, is
not the legacy he left us. He left us, in-
stead a golden memory brighter by far than
the metal he sluiced from streams of the In-
terior as a youth. Our heritage is richer for
the life he led, and that’s a gift more precious
than gold.

Bob Bartlett was many things, sometimes
paradoxically so. He was a humble man, but
one who was terribly proud—of his state, his
friends, of the loyalty he felt to those who
had earned his respect. He was non-political,
but a master politiclan. He was sensitive and
shy, but practical and bold. He was quiet, yet
with a gifted wit. He was no great orator, but
& charming public speaker who could en-
thrall an audience.

If he was not a writer of books, he was a
delightful correspondent, Perhaps because of
his days as a newspaperman, he had the
style of a superb columnist, a touch with a
phrase that made any letter from him a
literary treasure to enjoy as you would a fa-
miliar classic. He was a master with words,
and with them he spread both good humor
and sharp scorn as the occasion might de-
mand. With biting but witty irony he could
needle a political foe, and with simple kind-
tuﬁ;s he could fashion paragraphs of good
will.

But Bob Bartlett lived by actions, not by
words, In a way that not many people un-
derstand, in a manner that most men in
political life are not capable of handling, in
a fashion almost out of mode in a soclety
where the stairway to success is made out
of ego and brass, our senator achieved quiet
wonders by gentleness.
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Some day in Alaska there will be another
man like Bob Bartlett, and it is no sacrilege
to say so. Bartlett would have wanted that,
surely—to know that even in the dramatic
yvears that lie ahead, in the years of tumul-
tuous growth, in the years demanding vigor
and activity, there will be a premium and
a place for one of modesty and dedication
to play a role in the great future of the state
he helped to make great.

But there is no one now on the scene to
wear the mantle that Bob Bartlett tailored,
and it is no criticism of Alaska to say that,
elther, He simply stands out among the lead-
ers of his time, in both public and private
life, who worked for the things for which
he worked, who helped achieve the things
that Alaska achieved, who shaped by their
efforts the Alaska of today.

But the mark of Bob Bartlett's greatness
was not so much what he accomplished for
Alaska, although that was enormous. The
true measure of this man was that every
Alaskan—nearly everyone who knew him
wherever he traveled—called him friend.

Any number of people earn great honors
or wealth, The land is filled with men of dis-
tinction in science or industry or government
or the military. The world Is full of its heroes
and its stars. But rare indeed is the man who
is called a friend by all who pass his way,
whose service is not self-serving, whose ded-
ication seeks no personal glory, whose heart
is moved in modest wonder at the things
goodness can achieve,

Good men do, indeed, finish first. And Bob
Bartiett stood first in the hearts of Aluskans.

|Fromi the Anchorage Daily News, Dec. 14,
1968]
BARTLETT SERVICES ARE ToODAY

A delegation of U.S, Senators, including
Edmund Muskie of Malne and Warren Mag-
nuson of Washington, will join Alaskans to-
day in Fairbanks to pay their last respects
to Sen. E. L. (Bob) Bartlett, who diled
Wednesday in Cleveland after a lingering
heart illness.

Services will be held at 1 p.m. at Cathedral
of the Sacred Heart in Falrbanks, The serv-
ices originally were planned for St. Mat-
thew's Episcopal Church but were changed
to accommodate a larger crowd.

At the same time, services will be held in
Anchorage at All Saints Episcopal Church.
The Rev. Norman Elliott, rector of All Saints,
will preside.

Bartlett’s body arrived in Fairbanks Friday
night at 7:10 aboard an Air Force plane.

The widow, Vide Bartlett, and her two
daughters, Doris Ann Riley of Anchorage and
Susan of Washington, D.C., was aboard the
plane. With them were Anchorage attorney
Stanley McCutcheon, one of Bartlett's old-
est friends, and William Foster, a fTormer aide
to the senator.

The body will lie in state from 10 am. to
noon at St. Matthew’s, Burial will be In
Northern Lights Cemetery.

A delegation of 7 U.S. Senators is scheduled
to arrive in Fairbanks about noon aboard an
Air Porce plane to attend the funeral, On the
flight will be Sen. Warren Magnuson, one of
Bartlett's closest associates during his 24
years in Washington; Muskie, this year’s
Democratic vice presidential nominee; Sen.
Henry Jackson of Washington; Sen. Philip
Hart of Michigan; Sen. Norrls Cotton of New
Hampshire; Sen. Danlel Brewster of Mary-
land; and Sen. Clifford Hansen of Wyoming.

Alaska Republican Congressman Howard
Pollock; Senator-elect Mike Gravel;, Gov.
Walter J. Hickel, named Secretary of Interior
in the Nixon cabinet; and Secretary of State
and Governor-designate Keith Miller also will
attend the Fairbanks services.

U.S. Senate majority secretary Stanley
Eimmitt and minority secretary J. Mark
Trice will iy to Fairbanks with the Senate
delegation.
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Aides to Bartlett will attend, too. They are
administrative assistant Hugh Gallagher;
Mrs, Marge Gooding Smith, Bartlett’s secre-
tary for 24 years; Jack Cornman and Ed Isen-
son; and former aldes to the senator, Mary
Lee Council and Bill Boesch.

Thursday and Friday, flags flew at half
mast in the nuation's capital in tribute to
Bartlett.

Many of Bartlett's Senate colleagues visited
St. Patrick’s Episcopal Church Friday, where
the Senator's body lay in state. They in-
cluded Sen. Edward EKennedy, Sen. Eugene
McCarthy, Sen. Margaret Chase Smith, Sen.
Harry Byrd, Sen. Gale McGee Sen. Thomas
McIntyre, Congressman Edward Garmatz,
Congressman Samuel Stratton—New York.

Others who attended were Mrs. J. William
Fulkright, wife of the senator from Arkansas;
Mrs. Frank Moss, wife of the senator from
Utah; Mrs. Edmund Muskie, wife of the
senator from Maine; Mrs. Clare Engel, wife
of the late senator from California.

Also attending were Donald McoEernan,
special assistant for Flsheries and Wildlife
in the Department of State; George Sund-
borg, administrative assistant to Sen.
Ernest Gruening; Don Greeley, Gruening's
executive assistant; Laura Olson, Gruening's
legislative assistant,

[From the Anchorage Dally Times, Dec. 14,

1968]

ALASKA Says GoopBY TO "Bos'"—SKIES ARE
GrAY, MERCURY AT — 25 FOR His FUNERAL
Dreary, slate-gray clouds hung low over

Fairbanks today as the Interior city bid a

final farewell to its most famous son, the

late Sen. E. L. “Bob" Bartlett.

Bartlett's friends, from humble walks of
life and from the highest positions of na-
tional leadership, gathered in 25-below-zero
temperatures to pay tribute to the modest
man who dedicated his life to public service
to the northland he loved.

Today has been proclaimed a day of
mourning by Gov. Walter J. Hickel in
memory of Bartlett, 64, Alaska's senior sen-
ator, who died Wednesday in Cleveland, Ohio.
Flags were to fly at half-staff until after his
burial.

His death brought expressions of grief
and tribute from across the state and na-
tion, Bartlett had served as Alaska's territori-
al delegate in Congress from 1945 until state-
hood in 1959 and as U.S. senator since then.
From 1939 until 1944, he was secretary of
the Territory of Alaska, a position similar to
secretary of state now.

Episcopal funeral services were conducted
today at the Sacred Heart Catholic Cathe-
dral in Fairbanks. The Rev. William T. War-
ren of St. Matthew's Episcopal Church in
Fairbanks conducted the simple service fol-
lowing the format of the Book of Common
Prayer,

A: the same time the Fairbanks services
were held, a memorial service was being held
at All Saints Episcopal Church in Anchorage.

Before the funeral, Bartlett’s body lay in
state from 10 a.m, to noon at St. Matthew's.
Hundreds of Fairbanks residents filed slowly
past the bier.

A nine-member congressional delegation
attended the funeral, Sen. Warren Magnuson,
D-Wash., was chalrman of the delegation.

Other members were Sens. Norris Cotton,
R-N.H,; Edmund S. Muskie, D-Me.; Philip A.
Hart, D-Mich.; Daniel B, Brewster, D-Md.;
Clifford P. Hansen, R-Wyo.; Rep. Howard W.
Pollock, R-Alaska; J. Stanley Kimmitt, secre-
tary to the Senate majority, and J. Mark
Trice, secretary to the minority.

Alaska's Sen.-elect Mike Gravel also was
with the delegation, but Sen. Ernest Gruen-
ing, who has been in Puerto Rico the past
week, did not attend.

In addition, Adm. Willard J. Smith, Coast
Guard commandant, and representatives of
the Army, Navy and Air Force were present.
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Gov. Hickel and Secretary of State Eeith
H. Miller were among the mourners.,

Pallbearers were Alex Miller and €. R.
Snedden, of Fairbanks; Richard McVeigh,
Anchorage; state Supreme Court Associate
Justice John Dimond, Juneau; Felix Toner,
Juneau; Stanley McCutcheon, Anchorage;
Hugh J. Wade, Anchorage; James Hurley,
Wasilla; James D. Nordale, Fairbanks, and
Joe Josephson, Anchorage.

Members of Bartlett's staff were flown to
Fairbanks by the Air Force. In the group was
Mary Lee Counecil, for many years administra-
tive assistant to the senator.

The senator's body was flown to Fairbanks
Thursday evening from Washington, D.C,
where Senate colleagues had pald tribute as
Bartlett’s body lay in state at St. Patrick's
Episcopal Church.

Bartlett's widow, Vide, and daughters, Mrs.
Doris Riley of Juneau and Susan Bartlett of
Washington, D.C., were aboard the Air Force
jet that returned the senator's body to Falr-
banks,

Only the family and a few close friends
were to be present for Bartlett’s burial in
Northern Lights Memorial Park on the north-
ern outskirts of Fairbanks.

[From the Anchorage Daily News, Dec. 13,
1968]
EENNEDY Pays His RESPECTS TO BARTLEIT—

BooY DUE ToONIGHT IN FAIRBANKS FOR

SATURDAY FUNERAL

Puneral services for Alaska's Sen. E. L.
“Bob"” Bartlett will be conducted Saturday
at 1 p.m. at Sacred Heart Cathollc Cathedral
in Fairbanks.

At the same time, a memorial service will
be held here at All Saints Episcopal Church.

Bartlett’'s body will lle in state from 10
am. to noon Saturday at the cathedral. The
body is to arrive at Fairbanks International
Alrport tonight, accompanied by Bartlett's
widow, Vide, and their two daughters, Doris
Ann Riley and Susan.

Today, Massachusetts Sen, Ted Eennedy
was one of the senators who passed by the
bier as Bartlett’s body lay in state in St.
Patrick’'s Episcopal Church in Washington,
D.C.

The plane bearing Bartlett’s body was to
leave the nation’s capital this afternoon. An-
other plane carrying senators and members
of Bartlett's staff was scheduled to land at
Fairbanks at 11 am. Saturday.

President Lyndon B. Johnson, who has
often attended funeral services for senators,
was in Texas today. The White House said
it had no word as to whether the President
might fiy to Fairbanks for the service. Many
times, the President’s travel plans are not an-
nounced in advance.

The Rev., William T. Warren of St. Mat-
thew’'s Episcopal Church, where the Fair-
banks services originally were scheduled, will
officiate. The service was moved to the cathe-
dral because it is larger.

‘The service will follow the office of burial
of the dead from the Episcopal Book of
Common Prayer, The service will be simple
and brief with no eulogies, A number of U.S.
senators will be honorary pallbearers, includ-
ing Warren G, Magnuson of Washington, Nor-
ris Cotton of New Hampshire, Phillip Hart
of Michigan, Henry Jackson of Washington
and Edmund S. Muskie of Maine, Democratic
candidate for vice president in the recent
election.

Gov. Walter J. Hickel and Secretary of
State Keith H, Miller will be among the dig-
nitaries attending the funeral. Political, bus-
iness and civic leaders from around the state
are planning to attend.

When Consolidated Airlines and Alaska
Airlines said Friday and Saturday flights to
Fairbanks are crowded, but no special flights
are planned.

The memorial service at All Saints here
will be conducted by Father Norman H. V.
Elliott of All Saints, Father Bob Jones of 5t.
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Christopher’s and Father Alexander Zabriskie
of St. Mary's.

The service will duplicate as nearly as pos-
sible the service to be held in Falrbanks,
where the senator’s body will be buried.

The senator’'s widow, Vide, today received
expressions of sympathy from the Alaska
Federation of Natives. Directors of the federa-
tion sent her a wire saying, “His commit-
ments for a better break in housing, educa-
tion and employment for Alaska’s native peo=
ple will be missed by us all.”

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the raoll.

Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum eall be rescinded.

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

TOMATO EMBARGO AGAINST
MEXICO

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, on
February 4 I drew the attention of this
body to a situation which I felt was
working an extreme economic hardship
on West Mexico and the southern area of
Arizona. At that time I spoke in some
detail about a tomato embargo ordered
by former Agriculture Secretary Orville
Freeman as one of his last acts before
leaving office. I pointed out that this
order banned from importation into
the United States medium-sized, vine-
ripened tomatoes from Mexico.

And at that time, also, Mr. President,
I expressed the-hope that the new ad-
ministration and its Secretary of Agri-
culture, Mr. Clifford M. Hardin, would
speedily issue the necessary order to
rescind the embargo and thereby restore
a measure of the friendly relations which
heretofore existed between our Govern-
ment and that of Mexico. I am today
very unhappy to report that the situa-
tion along the American-Mexican bor-
der, particularly Sonora and Nogales,
has not been corrected and that it daily
grows more troublesome and destructive
of sound, hemispheric relations.

Mr. President, there is no longer any
reason, economic or otherwise, for keep-
ing this embargo in force. According to
the “Daily Fresh Fruit and Vegetable
Reports” of the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture, the demand for tomatoes is
greater than the supply. As a result—
and I might say that my remarks on
February 4 indicated that this might
happen—the price of tomatoes to the
American housewife is moving higher
and the consumption of tomatoes is be-
ing depressed. Because of the embargo,
which you will recall was levied under a
little-used marketing act of 1937, the
large chainstores in the United States
which usually run “specials” on tomatoes
at this time of year have not done so
because of the short supply of the em-
bargoed product.

Mr. President, while this embargo is
costing the economy of the Nogales area
in excess of $105,000 a day, I am more
concerned with the damaging effect it
is having on our already-strained rela-
tions with our neighbors to the scuth.
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During the Lincoln birthday recess, I had
occasion to visit the southern part of
Arizona and to talk with some of the
Mexican people directly involved. They
originally blamed what they regarded as
a completely arbitrary and unfair ruling
by Washington on the outgoing Demo-
cratic administration. They put it down
to what I think it actually was—lame-
duck mischief-making by a retiring Sec-
retary of Agriculture, However, today the
Mexican officials are placing this blame
on the doorstep of President Nixon and
Secretary Hardin, The Mexicans, quite
understandably, regard the tomato em-
bargo as another action in a series of
U.S. actions which have eroded the good
neighbor policy between our govern-
ments along the border, In 1964, you will
remember, the U.S. Government arbi-
trarily ended the bracero work program,
much to the anger and distress of people
on both sides of the border, Prior to that
time thousands of Mexicans had been
permitted to cross the border and work in
this country under closely supervised
conditions, When that program was end-
ed, Mexico suffered substantial economic
losses. And the Mexicans, especially
nearly 100,000 of them living south of
the border near the Colorado River, are
denied adequate coverage at Algadones
to allow them to use their “green cards”
for full implementation of travel to and
from the United States, as can be done
in other crossing towns. What s involved
here is just an insufficient number of
United States personnel to handle the
problem. I am sure I do not have to ex-
plain to anyone acquainted with the
abrasive nature of these actions what it
means to United States-Mexican rela-
tions to have the costly and seemingly
unreasonable tomato embargo piled on
top of them.

Sometimes, Mr. President, I feel that
our overgrown bureaucracy loses com-
plete sight of the larger scope of our na-
tional interests. Here, for the sake of a
highly technical marketing agreement
involving only a fraction of an inch in
the diameter size of tomatoes, our Gov-
ernment is endangering relations with
a country whose trade represents a favor-
able balance of payments for the Unifed
States. You might not understand how
unusual this is, but one glance at the de-
pressing state of our international bal-
ance of payments over the past 8 years
will convince even the greatest skeptic
of how much we should prize relations
with a country whose trade balance is in
our favor.

I believe, Mr. President, that it woult
not hurt to include here some little-
known facts about Mexican trade with
the United States as published by the
American Chamber of Commerce of
Mexico. These facts show that Mexico
imports $1.09 billion worth of goods from
the United States every year. In the same
period, it sells to the United States $619.4
million worth of goods. These figures ex-
emplify the Mexican economic thesis
which says “we want fair trade—not for-
eign aid from the United States.” This
attitude also is dramatically unusual and
could well be used as an example for the
rest of the world, and especially for those
people living south of Mexico. But I as-
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sure you that we will not continue to have
a strong, friendly, economically sound
neighbor to our south if we continue
making trouble along the border.

In conclusion, I want to say that we
have nothing to gain and a great deal to
lose by imposing trade restrictions on a
friendly neighbor. Believe me, there are
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no winners in this country when the
United States has an unfavorable trade
balance with other nations. Business
loses and labor loses. So I plead for rea-
son and speed to prevail in a way that
will bring a conclusion to the unfair to-
mato embargo against Mexico.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
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sent to have printed in the Recorp at
this point several tables to illustrate the
situation of which I am speaking, which
were compiled by the U.S, Department of
Agriculture,

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

TOMATOES, FRESH MARKET—RAIL AND TRUCK SHIPMENTS FOR FLORIDA AND MEXICO, 1957-53, BY DAYS, PLUS FLORIDA AND MEXIC) CIN3IHED

Florida, rail and truck
1967

1968

Mexico, rail and truck
1967

3
K‘
3
5
4
14
10
12
16
16
17
11
19
16
15
7

[Carlo. equivalents]

|
Florida and Mexico, |
rail and truck combined |
1968 1967 I 1968

53
67

Florida. rail and truck

Mexico, rail and truck

Florida and Mexico,
rail and truck combined

Florida, rail and truck

Florida, rail and truck

Florida and Mexico,
rail and truck combined

1968

Mexico, rail and truck

197 BT

Florida and Mexico,

Mexico, rail and truck rail and truck combined

1969

Mote: Data subject to ravision.

TOMATOES, FRESH MARKET—RAIL AND TRUCK SHIPMENTS FOR FLORIDA A

1968

Total....._.

Florida, rail and truck Mexico, rail and truck

Florida and Mexico, rail
and truck combined

1968

1969

64
10
61
38
97
8l
51
48
58
37
29
91
61
51
54
69
36
36
50
71
66
60
80
43
22

o S R S

Florida, rail and truck Mexico, rail and truck

ND MEXICO, 1968-69, BY DAYS, PLUS FLORIDA AND MEXICO COMBINED

Florida and Mexico, rail
and truck combined

1969 1968

1968 1969 1958
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TOMATOES, FRESH MARKET—RAIL AND TRUCK SHIPMENTS FOR FLORIDA AND MEXICO, 1968-69, BY DAYS, PLUS FLORIDA AND MEXICO COMBINED—Continued

Florida, rail and truck Mexico, rail and truck

Florida and Mexico, rail

and truck combined

Mar. 31

1968

1969

1968

1969 1968

143

Total_ ...

Apr.
Ape 2 i
o1 P IS
Apr.
Apr. 5...
Rm.
r.
Agr.
Apr.
:nr.
r.
.ﬂlsr. 2
Apr.
Apr. 14

1968-69 (1st report)

2-layer (20 Ibs.)

MEXICAN TOMATO PRICES—VINE RIPES, F.0.B. NOGALES, ARIZ., 1968-69

1968

Florida, rail and truck Mexico, rail and truck
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Florida and Mexico, rail
and truck combined

1969 1968

3-layer (30 Ibs.)

5 x 6 and larger

6x6

6x7

4-layer
7x7 (401bs), 7x8

Cherry-type, 12 pts.

Standards Large

Dec. 11,1968 . o

Dec. 12, 1968

Jan. 6, 1969 .
Jan. 7, 1969__
Jan. 8, 1969_.
Jan. 9, 1969__
Jan. 10, 1969_
Jan. 13, 1969

Jan. 14, 196

Jan. 15, 196!

Jan. 16, 1969.
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1 Mostly.
2 Too few.
¥ Prices to be established later.

i+ Holiday.

Source: Daily reports of F. & V. Market News Branch, C. & M.S., USDA.

TOMATOES, FRESH MARKET—F.0.B. PRICES DADE COUNTY, FLA., 1968-69 SEASON

[Dollars per carton, f.0.b. shipping point

Greens, 40-1b. cartons, 85 percent or more U.S. No. 1

Greens, 40-1b. cartons, U.S. No. 2

Greens, 40-1b. cartons, 65 to B0 percent U.S. No. 1

6x6 and
Date, 1968-69

5x6

6x6 and
larger

RBee footnotes at end of table,
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TOMATOES, FRESH MARKET—F.0.B. PRICES DADE COUNTY, FLA., 1968-69 SEASON—Conltinued
[Dollars per carton, f.0.b. shipping point]

Greaens, 40-Ib. cartons, 85 parcent or maore U.S. No. 1 Greens, 40-1b. cartons, U.S. No. 2 Greens, 40-Ib. cartons, 65 to 80 percent U.S. No. 1

6x6 and 6x6 and 6x6 and
Date, 1968-69 larger larger 6x7 larger

Dec. 23, 1968. 3 A . s 5,50 3.00 3.50
Dec. 24, 1968. .. A , 25-3. i 5.35-5.50 3.00-3.35
Dec. 25, 19683__ ot = e
Dec. 26, 1968+¢__ _
4, E;!ZI—!'),MEJI

3.6 2.252.35

B SR .
6,00 93.35-3.50 22.25-2.35
3.50 2.30

Fe
Feb.

| Prices not established. u Offerings light; prices not established.

* Mastly. 2 Prices generally unsetiled.

* Holiday u Offerings increasing; prices mostly not established.

1 Most booked open; prices to be established later, HE x 7 and larger.

* Prices generally not established. © Prices generally unsettled and billed open bases—f.0.b, prices established Tuesday,

* Very few. ¥ Prices to be established later.

:\g'?ek_and lr_ai;:‘s: no pactl;ing, Insu:l!i_iihent =2 ¥ Best mostly.

. Fe:"n“ ight; prices o be established later. Source: Daily reports of Fruit and Vegetable Market News Branch, C. & M.S., US.D.A

 Insufficient quantity (slightly stronger tendency).
TOMATOES, FRESH MARKET—F.0.B. PRICES IN THE POMPANO, FLA., AREA, 1968-69 SEASON
[Dollars per carton, Lo.b. shipping point, at packinghouses,

Vine ripes, 20-1b., 2-layer cartons, 85 percent Vine ripes, 20-1b., 2-18‘:[ cartons, "‘lower"’
or more U.S. No. 1 in 10 lots

Dale, 1968-69 6x6 and larger 6x6 and larger 8-1b. carlon

Dec. 16, 1968 1.
Dec. 17, 1968 2.
Dec. 18, 1

oom
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:Em

b G e
8232
gs288

N
“""!‘\’S-‘-"Ef

Jan. 2, 1969__
Jan. 3, 1969

Jan. 6, 1969
Jan. 7, 1969. .
Jan. 8, 1969.__.
Jan. 9, 1969_____
Jan, 10, 1969___
Average
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See footnotes at end of table,
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TOMATOES, FRESH MARKET—F.0.B. PRICES IN THE POMPANO, FLA., AREA, 1968-69 SEASON—Confinued

[Dollars per carton, f.o.b. shipping point, at packingh

Date, 1968-69

Vine ripes, 20-Ib., 2- Iayercarbns 85 percent
or more US. No. 1

Vine ripes, 20-1b., 2-layer cartons, “lower™
W0 s

6x6 and larger 6x7 =7

6x6 and larger

6x7 x7

AP b LS R, N =
.31, 1969__.

A

PUENEN NN S e e e e
E8EE888888838

.
e L0 0 L B O g0

I Harvest curtailed due to low temperatures.

2 Offerings very light; too few to quote prices.
3 Mostly.

1 Few.

! Too few sales.

@ Holiday.

7 Few sales; mostly.

¥ Insufficient.

? Few sales.
10 Too few to quote.
it Not permitted.

Source: Daily reports of Fruit and Vegetable Market News Branch Consumer and Markelms

Service, Department of Agriculture; Vegetable Branch, Fruit an

and Marketing Service, Jan. 16, 1969.

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DAVID PACEKARD

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, last month
when the Senate was considering con-
firmation of the nomination of Mr, David
Packard to be Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Mel-
vin Laird, advised the Senate that he
would issue an order that matters affect-
ing the Hewlett-Packard Co., of which
Mr. David Packard was the largest stock-
holder and proposed to continue so to be,
would be diverted to some other official
for decision, so that, as Senators under-
stood it, Deputy Secretary Packard
could not participate in a decision affect-
ing the Hewlett-Packard Co., which com-
pany has vast multimillion-dollar con-
tracts to furnish electronic equipment to
the Defense Department.

On yesterday, according to press re-
ports, Secretary Laird announced the as-
signment of Deputy Secretary David
Packard to a key role in the decision
upon the deployment or nondeployment
of the anti-ballistic-missile proposal.

I know of no matter that will come be-
fore the Defense Department that will so
vitally affect the prosperity and value of
the stock of electronics companies, in-
cluding the Hewlett-Packard Co., as this
one. This leads me to wonder whether
Secretary Laird did, in fact, issue such
an order, and if so, what the contents of
the order were.

This is not to imply, Mr. President,
that the senior Senator from Tennessee
thinks that Secretary Packard will give
preference to his personal interests in
making such a decision. That is not the
question. It was not the question with
respect to the confirmation of his nomi-
nation. Indeed, on page S837, the REcorp
shows that in the debate I made the
following statement:

This is not to question the honesty and
integrity of Mr. Packard. That is not the
question. It is not to allege or even to sus-
pect wrongdoing. That is not the case.

In dealing with the question of confilet
of interest, in considering the nomination of
an appointee to a high Government posi-
tion, we are not dealing with wrongdoing.
We are dealing with public confidence. We are
dealing with appearances. We are dealing

with circumstances which, conceivably, could
constitute a conflict on the part of the offi-
cial between his personal interest and the
public interest on the one hand, or circum-
stances which, on the other, would give rise
to suspicion and loss of confidence on the
part of the people.

Mr. President, many people will won-
der, unfortunately, how objective a judg-
ment can be and will be, by one whose
career, whose success, whose involve-
ment, whose environment have been sur-
rounded by success in and association
with the very heart of the industrial-
military complex on a question involv-
ing deployment of anti-missile-missile
systems.

I repeat, this is a question of appear-
ances. It does not look good, and it will
not look good to millions of Americans.
It is not a question of wrongdoing, but
a dquestion of circumstances that can
give rise to doubt or suspicion, circum-
stance that could shake the confidence
of many people in the Defense Depart-
ment.

Public officials should abstain from
appearances of evil, as well as from evil
itself.

Incidentally, it was only last week that
Miss Willie Mae Rogers, formerly of
Jackson, Tenn., was asked, according to
published reports, to give up her liveli-
hood, a job with a magazine, in order to
remove her conflict of interest with re-
spect to a position of public trust for
which she had been selected.

NATO ALTERS POLICY AFTER CZECH
INVASION

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia last August was
a sobering demonstration that freedom
and communism are incompatible.

The citizens of the free world who be-
lieved that there was a new spirit of co-
operation between the Soviet Union and
the West had their illusion dispelled.
The era of détente was revealed in Czech-
oslovakia as little more than a glittering
delusion for a harsher reality, and in
Eastern Europe détente still meant de-
tention and the bars of the Iron Curtain
remained intact.

After the invasion of Czechoslovakia, I
called on the floor of the Senate for a re-
vitalizing of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization. In those remarks on Sep-
tember 5, 1968, I said in part:

Mr. President, the deliberate, indefensible
attack on Czechoslovakia has shown each of
the premises (of detente) to be wrong or
misinterpreted. The conclusion drawn from
them was a miscalculation. Russia has not
been forced to follow peaceful wajys.

It is these premises, nonetheless, that have
guided the detente mentality of our relations
with the Soviet Union in recent years. Al-
ways fearing to offend, we pursued foreign
relations and national security from a posi-
tion of self-effacing courtesy rather than a
position of strength and firmness.

It is under the protective umbrella of de-
tente that we have allowed NATO to deteri-
orate, that we have redeployed military forces
in Europe, and that we have considered sub-
stantial troop reductions.

It is under the protective umbrella of de-
tente that our nation has announced and
pursued a program and policy of building
bridges from West to East.

On August 20, 1968, it became fatefully
obvious that the umbrella was illusory. The
premises on which our detente policy was
based were swept way when Warsaw Pact
troops crossed the borders of Czechoslovakia.

As a member of the U.S. delegation
to the Atlantic Assembly meeting in
Brussels in November of last year, I felt
that a new spirit had been generated in
NATO. The Assembly adopted a number
of resolutions demonstrating a renewed
determination to maintain a strong mil-
itary deterrent in Europe and a willing-
ness to accept a more equitable sharing
of the costs of a strengthened NATO
force.

President Nixon's decision to visit
West Berlin and the capitals of our al-
lies in Europe this month, shows his
clear determination to rebuild our ne-
glected relations with our European
allies and to strengthen NATO. This
courage and conviction of our President
is another welcome sign that as the
United States enters, in the words of
President Nixon, the “era of negotia-
tion,” it will do so with a clear view of
reality and from a position of strength.

Mr. President, a feature article ap-
peared in the Omaha World-Herald on
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February 12, 1968, entitled, * “Tanks and
Terror’ Weakened West.” The World-
Herald military affairs editor, Mr. How-
ard Silber, wrote this excellent and de-
tailed study of the possible rebirth of
NATO. Mr. Silber is a responsible, com-
petent, and thorough journalist, and his
article deserves the attention of my col-
leagues in the Senate.

Mr. Silber comments, in pari:

Just as the Soviet takeover of Czechoslo-
vakia in 1948 helped make the Marshall Plan
a reality, the Soviet invasion of Czechoslo-
wvakia in 1868 shoved Article 13 of the North
Atlantic Treaty out of the minds of Western
diplomats.

Article 13 would open the way for any of
the original signatory countries to withdraw
from the alliance after 20 years—after April
4, 1969. Now none is expected to withdraw.

The situation today is comparable to the
post-World War II period which gave birth
to NATO.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this informative, well-reasoned
article by Mr. Silber be printed in the
Recorn following these remarks.

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

“TAnks AND TERrROR” Waxenep West: NATO
AvTERrs PoLicy A¥TER CzeEcH INVASION
(By Howard Silber)

BrusseLs, Bercium.—The North Atlantic
Treaty Organization was in an unhappy state
last summer. The 15-nation alliance appeared
to be dissolving in a pool of indifference and
false security.

France had withdrawn its military forces
from the NATO high command as President
Charles de Gaulle continued to pursue his
go-it-alone policy and his determination to
weaken American influence in Europe.

The United States, traditionally the prin-
cipal supporter of NATO, was pumping more
of its resources into Southeast Asia, and was
faced with an unchecked outflow of gold.
So the Pentagon was withdrawing some 35
thousand troops from Europe.

Britain decided to pull about six thousand
troops from the continent as part of its econ-
omy campalgn.

There was bickering. France, which con-
tinues its political participation in the alli-
ance, never missed an opportunity to fling
barbs at the United States, Denmark and
Norway were increasingly critical of the mili-
tary dictatorship in Greece. Portugal, because
of its African policies, was all but ostracized.

BLISSFUL THEME

But, in spite of the surface disharmony,
the alliance was busily pursuing its new pol-
icy of combining detente with defense. The
blissful theme was co-existence with the So-
viet Union and its Warsaw Pact partners.

The sweetness-and-light attitude was man-
ifested last June when the NATO foreign
ministers, meeting at Reykjavik, Iceland, in-
vited the Warsaw Pact natlons to negotiate
mutual and balanced military force reduc-
tions in Europe.

Then, on the night of August 20, 1968,
United States and West German defense
radar operators suddenly found their “views"
of large areas behind the Iron Curtain
blocked.

Communist aircraft were dropping curtains
of chaff, the metallic ribbons which resem-
ble Christmas tree tinsel, to mask activities.

Czechoslovakia was being invaded.

By breakfast time on August 21 it was
elear to most NATO leaders that the Soviet
Union and others of the Warsaw Five were
not willing to accept detente.

Detente, an almost untransiatable French
word, is described by Harlan Cleveland,
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United States Ambassador to NATO, as the
process of building bridges.

“Only when the Western Europeans and
their transatlantic NATO partners began to
talk in earnest about bridge-building, did it
begin to dawn on the leaders of Russian com-
munism that detente was bound to be deeply
disruptive to the status gquo In Europe,”
Cleveland raid.

“The more the Eastern Europeans learn
about Western Europe, the more they want
some of that freedom, too. The more the East
Germans learn about the miracle of West
Germany, the more the Easterners want some
of that Western prosperity.

TANKS AND TERROR

“Since the Soviets didn't want change,”
Cleveland declared, “they declded that real
detente was too dangerous.

“And in August in Prague they made it
plain with tanks and terror that the efforts
of Dubcek’'s regime to build a 'soclalist hu-
manism' at home and freer relations abroad
went well beyond the narrow limits of Soviet
tolerance for change in Eastern Europe.”

To say that the invasion of Czechoslovakia
and the resulting presence of Soviet forces
across the border from Bavaria was the cata-
lyst which reversed the dissclution of NATO
might not be the whole truth.

But disintegration does appear to have
been halted. NATO is adding to its military
strength. NATO countries are taking a fresh
look at their alliance. With the possible ex-
ception of France, there is a renewed belief
in the need for a closeknit, powerful Allied
military force in Europe. More men and more
money are being invested,

No longer is there any real doubt here that
NATO, which will observe its twentieth an-
niversary April 4, will move into its twenty-
first year. There was serious doubt until last
August 20.

Unecertainty had spread to Washington,
where it was nourished by the arguments of
two influential members of Congress, Sena-
tor Mike Mansfield of Montana, the majority
leader, and Senator Stuart Symington of Mis-
sourl, who wanted to withdraw all American
troops from Europe, August 20 put an end
to the argument.

Just as the Soviet take-over of Czechoslo-
vakia in 1948 helped make the Marshall Plan
& reality, the Soviet invasion of Czechoslo-
vakia in 1968 shoved Article 13 of the North
Atlantic Treaty out of the minds of Western
diplomats.

Article 13 would open the way for any of
the original signatory countries to withdraw
from the alliance after 20 years—after April
4, 1969. Now none is expected to withdraw.

The situation today is comparable to the
post-World War II period which gave birth
to NATO.

When the United States and other coun-
tries of the West were doing everything pos-
sible to return to the ways of peace, the
Soviet Union of Josef Stalin remained on a
wartime footing.

STRONG REACTION

In late 1946, Allled forces in Europe had
been reduced to 880 thousand. But the Soviet
Union had more than four million men in
uniform. Two years later, the Kremlin had
control of 390 thousand square miles and
more than 80 milllon people outside Russia.
Albania, Bulgaria, Romania, Poland, Hun-
gary, East Germany and Czechoslovakia had
come under Soviet domination.

The reaction of the West was strong.

NATO was formed by 12 countries—the
United States, Canada, Belgium, France, The
Netherlands, Britaln, Denmark, Norway, Por-
tugal, Ttaly, Luxembourg and Iceland. The 12
agreed that “an armed attack against one or
more of them . . . shall be considered an
attack against them all.” Turkey and Greece
joined the alliance in 1952. West Germany
was admitted in 1955.
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The treaty was implemented in 1950 when
the NATO Council of Ministers announced
plans to create “under a centralized com-
mand, an integrated force capable of deter-
ring aggression and insuring the defense of
Western Europe.”

The command was established in April,
1951, with Supreme Headquarters-Allied
Powers Europe at Rocquencourt near Paris.

FIFTY-FOUR DIVISIONS

After de Gaulle announced his decision to
withdraw France from the NATO integrated
military command, SHAPE was moved to a
new 32-million-dollar facility in a French-
language rural district about 30 miles south-
west of Brussels. NATO's own separate ad-
ministrative headquarters is at the edge of
Brussels.

The various units committed to NATO re-
main under the control of their own govern-
ments. Only during periods of emergency
would the forces shift to the command of
United States Army Gen., Lyman L. Lem-
nitzer, Supreme Allled Commander.

NATO lists about 54 army divisions, 24 of
them in or near West Germany. There are
believed to be about 1256 Warsaw Pact divi-
slons arrayed against the West.

But not all divislons are alike. NATO di-
visions have about 50 per cent more men
than their Communist counterparts.

The quality of NATO units varies. Some of
the Greek and Turkish outfits are consider-
ably weaker than units of Norway's small but
excellent army and air force. By the same
token, NATO military men speak much more
respectfully of the Soviet military than of
the armies and air forces of other Warsaw
Pact countries.

The emphasis today is on better and conse-
quently stronger NATO forces.

Ambassador Cleveland warned that “if the
Soviets are ready, NATO had better be
readier.” He pointed out that “every NATO
ally has lately been below NATO standards

of manning, equipment and training.”

SUBSTANTIAL INCREASES

After August 20, every major NATO de-
fense participant agreed to attempt to meet
the standards requested by General Lem-
nitzer.

The NATO mobile force, one of the com-
mand's biggest sticks, is to be enlarged. The
NATO-committed tactical air forces, which
were largely prepared for the use of nuclear
weapons, are being converted more rapldly
for non-nuclear roles.

Reforger I and Crested Cap, the United
States Army and Air Force redeployment
exercises which were highlighted by war
games near the border between West Ger-
many and Czechosolvakia, were part of the
NATO muscle-flexing program.

Last year, the major participants in NATO
spent about 4.5 per cent of their gross na-
tional product on defense needs. The United
States committed about 10 per cent. Much
of that, of course, went to meet the burdens
of the Southeast Asia war, Last November
the European Allles pledged substantial in-
creases.

HAND STILL OFFERED

What about detente? Is the concept obso-
lete in the face of the Soviet occupation of
Czechoslovakia and NATO's resulting body-
building program?

Cleveland said he is still hopeful that
bridges can be built and used.

“The Soviet actlon in Czechoslovakia was
a deep wound to the agreed Western policy
of pursuing detente between East and West,"
he observed. “During the last 10 days of
August every NATO country hastened to
dampen contacts, postpone political visits
and generally defer the bullding of East-
West bridges.

“The Minnesota Band did not visit the
Soviet Union, and the Red Army Choir was
not heard in England. The Mayor of Moscow
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was shipped hurriedly out of The Hague.
Ministers in halfl a dozen Western countries
who had been preparing trips designed to
belster their personal contributions to peace
suddenly discovered urgent business at home.

“Diplomatic parties celebrating Polish
Army Day, the Bolshevik Revolution, and
the like, were boycotted by all but minor
Western officials.

“The Italian Fair in Moscow went on, but
when, in a show of business-as-usual, the
top Soviet leaders turned up as visitors, they
found that no Italian .official of comparable
rank had made the trip.”

Cleveland said that “on August 20, NATO's
hand was outstretched, holding a proposal
to talk seriously with the Eastern allies about
arms control in Europe,

“The desire for detente is so deep,” he
continued, “that this welcoming hand will
probably not be lenched into a fist. But the
staff work on ‘balanced and mutual force
reductions," the building of models, the de-
velopment of concrete proposals are bound
to be accorded a low priority within Western
governments and in NATO until the Soviets
give some sign that they are thinking about
them, too.”

LESSON IN FEAR

The Ambassador said “the most far-reach-
ing lesson of the brutal action in Czecho-
slovakia is that Soviet leaders are afraid of
detente, afraid of the contagion of com-
petition with the West—still, after 50 years
of communism, afraid of bringing out the
best, which means the freest, in their own

people.”
In short, said Cleveland, “it takes two to

tango and the Soviet Union is still a wall-
flower.”

Until Russia agrees to dance, NATO is
prepared to maintain a strong defense um-
brella over the 520 million people of the
West,

RE-REFERRAL AND CORRECTION
OF BILL

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 8. 121, a bill
relating to the recognition of Vincent J.
Burnelli for his contributions to the
growth of aeronautical science and tech-
nology in the United States, re-referred
from the Committee on Aeronautical and
felzéace Sciences to the Judiciary Commit-

‘This has been cleared with the chair-
man of the Committee on Aeronautical
and Space Sciences, and it meets with
his approval.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I also ask unanimous
consent that at the next printing of the
bill, the award to Mrs. Hazel Burnelli,
widow of Vincent J. Burnelli, a typo-
graphical error be corrected at line 9
to provide the sum of $100,000 in lieu of
$10,000 which appears in the bill as a
typographical error.

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

THE REORGANIZATION OF THE OEO

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Pres-
ident today has issued a statement mak-
ing known his intentions with regard
to the Office of Economic Opportunity
and the war on poverty.

Some in my State will recall that I
made it clear in my campaign last fall
that I would have to oppose rigorously
even a new President from my own
party if he set out on a course which 1
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thought damaging to the antipoverty
programs which are so critical in solving
the crisis of the cities.

Accordingly, I reviewed the President’s
statement today with some anxiety and
great care. Having analyzed the state-
ment, I can now say that I believe many
of the previous fears have proved to be
unfounded and that statesmanship and
foresight characterize the President’s
message. Indeed, the President’s state-
ment is far more important for its posi-
tive approach and tone than for the rela-
tively few erganizational changes it
makes,

With regard to these organizational
changes, or spinoffs of programs to other
agencies, the statement is far more im-
portant for what it leaves intact than for
what it takes away.

In other words, I think it may be
properly said that this statement is vital
not only for what it does, but also for
what it says. And it is also vital for
what it does not do.

The President’s statement today gives
much needed stability to the antipov-
erty program and puts these fears that
have been raised at rest. The heart of
the statement is, I believe, the commit-
ment of the new administration to retain
the central community action program
and fo seek an immediate extension of
the present authority for the OEO for an
additional year beyond its June 1969 ex-
piration date. If there is one thing that
the OEO and the community action pro-
gram have lacked it has been a sense of
some life expectancy and confidence in
their own future. This they now have.

The President proposes to send up
more detailed legislative recommenda-
tions to Congress in the late spring, to
take effect at the beginning of fiscal year
1971. But, by coupling that with a 1-
year extension of the present authority,
he gives Congress the epportunity to act
with deliberate speed without, at the
same time, interrupiing program opera-
tions.

In this statement, the President an-
nounces his intention to delegate the
Headstart and Job Corps programs as
of July 1, 1969, to the Depariments of
Health, Education, and Welfare and La-
bor, respectively. There will be people
who will seize upon this act as deleterious
to the war on poverty.

But this is no more than the original
plan called for in the war on poverty,
for it was then thought that mature pro-
grams would be spun off to established
agencies for continued operation and
that the innovation would eontinue to be
left in the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity. There is no truer adage in the
Federal Government than that which
states that program operations drive out
planning and innovation. So if we want
the OEO to innovate—and we certainly
do—then we have to take mature pro-
grams and put them in other agencies.

I would further remind critics of what
President Nixon is about to do that they
did not object when President Johnson
took the much more serious step of dele-
gating the antipoverty program's man-
power training efforts to the Department
of Labor some years ago, when it was
not nearly as ready for transfer as these
programs &re now.
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I raise two items of caution in regard

to the President’s message.

First, I am concerned with his instruc-
tion that “preparations be made for the
transfer” of the comprehensive Health
Center program to the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. The
Health Center program, incidentally,
has been a very special care of the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KeN-
NEDY). That program is mot yet well
enough established, in my judgment,
and invelves the need for extensive com-
munity organization support. I would
hope that the President, netwithstanding
his message, would reconsider and still
leave it in the OEO for a time.

Second, I would hope that the assign-
ment to the Vice President’s Office of
Intergovernmental Relations of the
working out of antipoverty roles for State
and local officials will not hamstring the
independence of the OEO. Under the
Green amendment, Congress made it
possible for State and local governments
to assume a much greater role in com-
munity action programs; and I do not
believe that any greater legislative au-
thority is necessary in this regard.

Finally, I point out that the Presi-
dent has wisely protected the role of
the community action agencies in con-
tinuing operation of Headstart. I am
very pleased to note that the community
action agencies which have any such
programs in hand like Headstart will
be permitted to-continue to operate them.

Mr. President, the real payoff in the
entire message, in my judgment, is the
degree of stability and recognition which
it gives to the OEO. For example, the
President wishes to give the OEO a seem-
ingly expanded important role in the
area of community-based economic de-
velopment,

He also promises, which I believe is
clearly extremely important, I should like
to read this into the Recorp:

From the experience of OEQO we have
learned the value of having in the Federal
Government an agency whose special concern
is the poaor.

He also indicates very clearly—and
this should be very reassuring to the pro-
gram—that to do the job which he ex-
pects to have done by the OEO takes
money. He recognizes that, and that is
critically important.

Mr. President, the President not only
provides an innovative role for the OEO
but also points out that it is a natural
home for economic development activi-
ties. I join with the President in that re-
gard, and also in his determinstion to
which I pledge my own very best efforts,
to tighten up on management and integ-
rity. As the President says, when money
is lost to the program beeause of defal-
cation or even inefficiency, that is the
worst blow to the poor, because they are
deprived -of that money hence, the crit-
ical importance of keeping a tight rein
in respect of management and other
techniques.

So I close, Mr. President, as I opened:
I believe that the fears of many that
President Nixon and the new adminis-
tration would dismantle the antipoverty
program have proved to be baseless. I
believed they would be, and I am glad
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to see that they have been proved to be
baseless.

The first step is a reasonable one. The
assurances given of the continuance of
the OEO, of its assured role in the anti-
poverty program, and that the war on
poverty will continue and will be fi-
nanced—these stand out as the most
critical aspects of the message and should
be very reassuring to the country.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOMINICK ON THE
PRESIDENT'S POVERTY MESSAGE

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement by the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DomiNicK) be
printed at this point in the REcorbp.

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

Mr. DominicK. The President’'s message on
poverty brings a measure of reassurance to
both the general public and the poor.

Change in this area is long overdue, and
certainly welcome.

While I have reservations about the fu-
ture of the Job Corps, I congratulate Presi-
dent Nixon for his declsiveness in moving
immediately in some areas of the poverty
program, but holding other recommendations
in abeyance pending further review,

His statement recognizes and breathes new
life into the original congressional intent
that the Office of Economic Opportunity was
designed for the purpose of innovation, to
develop new programs, test them, and once
underway, place them with a permanent
agency more equipped for their efficient
administration.

Under minority sponsorship, we were suc-
cessful in 1967 in adding an amendment to
the Economic Opportunity Act requiring the
General Accounting Office to make a full
investigation of the poverty program and
report to Congress. That report is due next
month, and I concur in the wise judgment
of the President that leglslative recommen-
dations should await the findings of that
office.

Let me turn briefly to a program I strongly
support—Headstart.

Senators will recall my particular interest
in this program, and authorship of the
amendment which passed the Senate last
year by a vote of two to one transferring it to
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Thirty Republican Senators and
thirty Democratic Senators expressed the will
of the Senate that Headstart be operated by
the Office of Education In that Department.
When House Democratic conferees, most of
whom were absent and represented by
proxies, refused to go along, the compromise
language requiring the Presidential study
was placed in the Vocational Education Act
amendments of 1968.

In delegating Headstart to HEW, the Presi-
dent has made clear his intent that com-
munity action agencies can continue to be
involved in the operation of this program at
the local level. This coincides with the intent
and express language of the Dominick
amendment.

I note that the President States:

“Pending a final decision by the Secretary
of HEW on where within the department
responsibility for Head Start would be lodged,
it will be located directly within the Office of
the Secretary.”

It is my understanding that guidelines for
the operation of Head Start during the one
yvear delegation period commencing July 1,
1969, will be developed by OEO and HEW,
and that legislative recommendations to ac-
complish a permanent transfer will be sent
to Congress later this spring.

I pledge my full cooperation to the Secre-
tary and to the President during the develop-
ment and formulation of a final decision as
to where Head Start is to be placed in HEW,
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This is a fine program, and I certainly want
to see the full range of its education, health,
and welfare services preserved while aiming
for greater coordination with our school
systems.

I am delighted to support the President’s
suggestions, and feel this is a significant step
in the direction of overcoming the problems
with which we have been faced in the past.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am
pleased thet the President’s message on
the Economic Opportunity Act grapples
directly with this pressing problem. The
President asked to extend the life of the
Office of Economic Opportunity, but
made it clear that he will ask for views
of a wide range of those legislating or
administering the poverty program or
affected by it, before he makes more
detailed recommendations. President
Nixon has, in my judgment, made the
wisest possible recommendations in this
message.

As one who voted for funding OEO in
1968, I am pleased to see that the office
is being retained and that it is being
evaluated. As one who voted to transfer
the Headstart program to the Office of
Education within HEW from OEO, I
can only applaud the President’s move
in that direction, and to acclaim his
stated reasons for the preliminary steps
toward trausfer to HEW.

The future of Headstart will be bright-
er for having all of the related resources
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare at its disposal, under the
monitoring eye of the Secretary, Bob
Finch, of HEW. I hope that the function-
ing and scope of the Headstart program
can be expanded and made more effec-
tive.

Headstart is of particular interest to
me. We have seen in Philadelphia, where
children younger than the normal Head-
start age are included in a program
called Get Set, how important the earli-
est possible involvement of children in
such a program can be, Therefore, I was
particularly heartened to note that the
President, in discussing early childhood
development said:

So crucial is the matter of early growth
that we must make a national commitment
to providing all American children an op-
portunity for healthful and stimulating de-
velopment during the first five years of life.

As he pledged himself to that commit-
ment, I am sure Congress will also.

I am personally very persuaded by the
logic that Headstart—and hopefully
such attendant programs as Get Set—
will benefit greatly by association with
other child development programs with-
in HEW and with the many research
programs through various institutes un-
der the command of HEW.

I accept the President’s invitation to
make suggestions on Headstart, Get Set,
and possibly other programs heretofore
administered under the OEO, and I may
have more to say on that subject in the
near future.

NEW TERRORIST ATTACK ON IS-
RAFLI AIRLINER FURTHER IM-
PERILS MIDDLE EAST PEACE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, yesterday's
attack by Arab terrorists upon a loaded,
fully fueled Israeli commercial airline at
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Zurich's Kloten Airport—the third such
attack in recent months—once again
inflames the passions of the Middle East
and threatens again to explode the pres-
ent Arab-Israeli “whisper war” into a
full-scale conflagration. Once again, the
act of a handful of terrorists could bring
the United States and the Soviet Union
a step closer to the military confronta-
tion both sides are seeking to avoid in
this tortured area.

The gravest mistake the world could
now make would be to regard this latest
attack on an El Al passenger plane as
just another isolated incident in the
chain of so-called incidents that have
violated the cease-fire agreement negoti-
ated in the Security Council to end the
1967 6-day war.

The world reacted in silence to the
Arab attack 2 months ago on the Israeli
airliner in Athens, only to find its voice in
declarations of outrage over the Israeli
retaliatory raid upon Beirut Interna-
tional Airport. This made a very bad im-
pression, because it was so onesided in
adopting the Security Counecil resolution.

There are two lessons to be learned,
in my judgment, from the first incident
in Athens. The first lesson is that the
Israeli Government regards an attack on
its commercial airline as an attack on its
major lifeline with the outside world.
Surrounded on three sides by enemies
and on the fourth side by the sea, Israel
must regard threats to the survival of
its airline as threats to its survival as a
nation.

The second lesson was the December
31 U.N. Security Council resolution, for
which the United States voted, which
condemned Israel for its attack on empty
aireraft in Beirut, but completely ignored
the Arab attack in Athens aimed at
destroying an Israeli commercial air-
liner and all its passengers. This U.N.
action obviously did nothing to dis-
courage these outrages, because here we
have another, again imperiling pas-
sengers and wounding six of them, one
very seriously.

What is to be done? I suggest the fol-
lowing. The U.N. Security Council must
take a hard and realistic look at the at-
tack in Zurich and must be prepared to
act rather than react with discrimina-
tory impotence, as it did before. U.N.
Secretary General U Thant has thus far
limited himself to a denunciation of the
terrorist action and an expression of hope
that it “will not be followed by an act of
retaliation.” He has said terrorist at-
tacks should be condemned by all gov-
ernments if civil aviation is to be saved
‘“from chaos and anarchy.” But he is still
to reveal what role, if any, he believes the
United Nations can play in bringing this
about.

Are we to wait again for the Israelis,
angered and frustrated by the silence and
inaction of this world body, perhaps to
strike out with another retaliatory blow?
Or are we ready to confront the Security
Council with the full measure of the
dilemma, of Arab terrorism, including the
direct responsibility of the Arab govern-
ments for the acts of these terrorist
bands?

If we are to have any hope of the
Israel Government displaying the re-
straint asked for by U Thant in the face
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of this latest attack, we must choose, in
my judgment, the course of action of
facing the Security Council of the United
Nations—and perhaps the General As-
sembly, if the Security Council will not
act—with the situation.

The Israelis must be encouraged to
bring their grievance before the Secu-
rity Council, a body which, incidentally,
they now think is a kangaroo court, with
six of its 15 seats occupied by nations
that do not afford diplomatic recognition
to Israel and with a Soviet veto looming
over any of its deliberations which might
censure any Arab state. If the Security
Council proves to be a forum that will
not work, then perhaps the General As-
sembly of the United Nations can do
better; and it must be prepared to con-
demn the Arab governments which give
encouragement, financial assistance, and
even military fraining to the terrorist
groups.

It must weigh the recent statements
of President Nasser and King Hussein
in open support of the terrorists against
their declarations of seeking a peaceful
settlement with Israel, Obviously, a “so-
lution of the Palestine problem,” as Pres-
ident Nasser calls it, by illegal terrorist
acts, cannot be compatible with sincere
peace efforts; and, the support by Presi-
dent Nasser and King Hussein for such
acts should be condemned by the United
Nations.

The Nixon administration should take
the lead both in the UN. and in the Four
Power talks on the Middle East to make
an end to terrorist activities an integral
part of any move toward a peace settle-
ment suggested to Israel and the Arab
States.

It is a tense moment in the Middle
East and it is growing more intense. Mr.
President, the point I make an effort to
show today is that we canneot seek to
bring about peace between the parties
when there are armed attacks by ter-
rorist bands of organized governments
which say they want a peaceful solution.
The two do not go together. Nobody is
being fooled, because the situation is
growing more intense every day.

I invite the attention of our Govern-
ment and the United Nations, of which
we are such an important member, to
this situation in the hope that perhaps
in the General Assembly, if not in the
Security Council, some more constructive
move can be made than has been made
up to now.

SENTINEL ANTI-BALLISTIC-MISSILE
SYSTEM

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, nearly
2 weeks ago Secretary of Defense Laird
announced that all construction work
on deploying the Sentinel ABM system
would be halted, pending completion of
a Pentagon review of our major weapons
system. This was heartening news to
those of us who opposed deployment of
the Sentinel, for it seemed to indicate a
genuine intent to conduct a dispassion-
ate, inclusive, and exhaustive review of
the premises underlying the decision to
deploy the Sentinel.

From all available indications, how-
ever, this review is not dispassionate; not
exhaustive; and not inclusive. In fact,
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the decision to resume construction on
Sentinel deployment seems to have al-
ready been made, if it was ever seriously
in question within the Pentagon. Today's
newspapers carry stories, based on a
press conference yesterday by Secretary
Laird and Deputy Secretary Packard,
that deployment of Sentinel is a virtual
certainty, although the form of the sys-
tem may be somewhat different than
that previously planned.

I would point out that as far as I am
concerned, it is not the form of Sentinel
which so concerns me, as much as it is
the substance of it. And a review which
urges changes in only the form, as an
attempt to mollify those of us concerned
with the substance, is really no review at
all.

Because of my concern that we in the
Congress have as much and as accurate
information as possible on the Sentinel
system, I have asked two very dis-
tinguished Americans to organize and
prepare a report for me and my col-
leagues on all aspects of the Sentinel
system. For far too many years, we have
not had readily available to the public
at large anything but the official admin-
istration reports on mnational defense
projects. It is high time, I think, that a
non-Pentagon report be made generally
available.

The two individuals who will organize
this report are Dr. Jerome B. Weisner of
the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, and Prof. Abram Chayes of Harvard
University. Dr. Weisner was formerly the
science adviser to Presidents EKennedy
and Johnson, and Professor Chayes the
legal adviser to the Department of State
from 1961 to 1964. I think they bring to
a study of this type a unique mixture of
scientific and foreign relations experi-
ence at the highest levels of our Govern-
ment. Dr, Wiesner and Professor Chayes
will be joined in their work by other dis-
tinguished experts in the technical and
policy fields, and they will have their re-
port prepared in 3 or 4 weeks.

I have previously here in the Senate
set out my objections to deployment of
the Sentinel system, as have many of
my colleagues.

I believe that were we to move ahead
with deployment of Sentinel, we would
have spent what now appears to be in
the neighborhood of $10 billion—to pro-
vide us not with security, but with false
security. I do not think that we should
commit, now, these sums to the Sentinel
system. We should instead continue our
research and development efforts, and
seek with greater intensity to begin dis-
armament talks. For the future of the
world lies more surely not in more arms
stockpiles, but in less; not in more hos-
tility and distrust, but in greater under-
standing; not in another round in the
arms race, but in cooperative efforts to
slow down.

I firmly believe that deploying Sentinel
would be a major national error. I shall
do what I can to see that it is not de-
ployed.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. EENNEDY. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. President, I
have followed with some interest, not
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on the floor, but through the press, the
efforts engaged in by the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts in this
whole field of antiballistic missiles.

It may come as some surprise to the
Senator to find out that I am not mar-
ried to either the thin or the thick sys-
tem, should one be suggested. I am try-
ing to listen to both sides, in order to
make up my mind.

From what I have been able to read
in the past week about the position of
the Air Force on the anti-balistic-missile
system—and I have not heard this offi-
cially from the Air Force or from any
friends connected with that organiza-
tion—it seems that their approach might
well be one of dropping the protection
of our cities and protecting our hardened
sites. If that is the suggestion of the Air
Force, would that change the Senator's
attitude toward an ABM system, whether
thin or thick?

Mr, EENNEDY. I think that the prin-
cipal objections stated and the reserva-
tions given in my letter of 2 weeks ago
to Secretary Laird, and here today, are
that the whole concept should be re-
viewed by the appropriate committees.
The distinguished Chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr, Stenn1s) indicated
just about 10 days ago that his commit-
tee would have full hearings. I believe
also that we should have some judg-
ments in regard to the implications in
the field of foreign policy. As the Sena-
tor from Mississippi (Mr., STENNIS)
pointed out, in the last hearing we had
on the Sentinel program, only Adminis-
tration witnesses were called. Certainly
it seems appropriate that other witnesses
should be called who can make helpful
and useful comments with regard to the
total deployment of this weapons system.
Certainly it should be an area on which
we should gather information.

At noon today, I had an informative
Iuncheon with Mr. George Rathgens, who
has recently written for the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace an
extensive analysis of the whole ABM sys-
tem. He is generally recognized as one
of our experts on this subject. He has
sincere reservations about deploying
Sentinel for the protection of hardened
sites. He says that such protection can
be provided more effectively with other
defensive weapons systems, and that we
really would be buying wvery little pro-
tection for the hardened sites. This would
be precisely the kind of thing I would
hope Senators could get information on,
fo find out whether the best and most ef-
fective way to provide for the protection
of these hardened sites is through Sen-
tinel or some other means.

There are reasonable questions about
it. I think all of us would like to have the
best judgments we can get, in order to
respond to those questions. The Armed
Services Committee, through its chair-
man, has indicated that they have many
questions to ask, and they want not only
administration witnesses, but also other
witnesses, so that the Senate itself will
benefit from their judgments. I think
that is really what my comments relate
to

’Mr‘ GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
think that the Senator from Massachu-
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setts has made worthwhile contributions
to this whole field. Undoubtedly, there
will be much debate and discussion on it.
I think that any additions we can get
from the fields of science, engineering,
and physics would be wise.

I recall, 4 or 5 years ago, when the
test ban treaty was up for discussion,
that we heard testimony before the Sub-
committee on Preparedness Investigat-
ing which caused, I believe, all but two
members of that subcommittee to vote
against the test ban freaty.

I might say that the information is still
there. Unfortunately, it is not available.

I also recall a specific question I asked
relative to the ABM system and the
test ban treaty. In fact, I remember the
rather facetious way I put it—and it is
even more facetious now—as I said to
this learned doctor, “Suppose 1 were
President of the United States—” He
kind of chuckled. I did, too. I continued,
“And I asked you to develop an ABM
system for me. Could you guarantee that
it would work without being tested?”

He replied, “No, I could not.”

Thus, I think all of these things bear.
In other words, can we develop an ABM
system that will work with knowledge
gained only by underground testing?
These things are all matters that Sena-
tors should know about because Senators
have suggested, many times, even a thin
system that, frankly, I can not buy be-
cause its protection is directed only to
one area of our great sphere.

If we get into the full field of protection
against all sources of atomic or nuclear
weapons, it will be a devilishly costly
thing. I would hope that we could hear
from all sides on this subject. As I have
already said, I am not particularly mar-
ried even to the need for one, at the
present time; but I know that we have
some very grave problems to consider in
developing one.

I think that the Air Force, the Army,
and others in the military and scientific
flelds connected with the Government
who will contribute to this, are already
concerned about it. T hope that we can
spend a good, long, deliberative period
here before we do one thing or the other.

Mr. KENNEDY. I want to comment
on the remarks just made by the Senator
from Arizona because I know considera-
tions of national security have been
something in which he has been deeply
interested and concerned.

I think that all of us feel that this
country is wealthy enough to support
whatever efforts are necessary for our
security. There have been, over the course
of developing this program, some serious
questions raised as to how much security
such a system would provide.

It was because of that, I think, that
the distinguished Senator from Eentucky
(Mr. CooprEr) and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. HarT), who
have been the strong leaders in this
field—and many others—were very much
appreciative of the indication by Secre-
tary Laird that there would be a total
review,

It is because it appears to me, at this
time, that such a total review does not
appear to be in the cards, that I rose on
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the floor of the Senate today to make my
comments.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, one bit of
information which I should like to sug-
gest, because I think it bears exactly on
what both Senators have been saying, in
the hearings yesterday, before the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations on the non-
proliferation treaty, the issue arose
whether article 6 of that treaty imposed
an obligation on us to try to negotiate
first in good faith with the Soviet Union
for disarmament, which everyone ad-
mitted, including the Secretary of State
included the ABM system. Before we
went ahead with it in any way, it is a
pertinent and a real question, and not
just tautological.

But what the Senator is saying, and
the Senator from Arizona as well, puts
me in mind of the following: That what
we need very quickly—and both Senators
agree—is some appraisal by the Defense
Department, and before our committees,
as to the timing of this which the secu-
rity of our country requires.

In other words, even for the opponents
and the proponents, if we all know that
30, 60, 90, or 120 days are not going to
make a basic material difference, I think
we would be much more reassured in
fighting for and sustaining the respective
positions, whatever they may be.

The idea that, “Well, nobody knows;
we do not know; maybe it is too late
now; maybe we have to decide tomor-
row,” is a very nagging consideration.
So, as a part of this record—and I agree
that what both Senators have said is
splendid—at the very least we ought to
know, from very authoritative sources,
what maneuverable time we have to dis-
cuss the matter, or does anybody claim
we are immediately being prejudiced so
we cannot talk about it?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield, so
I may answer, in part, the Senator from
New York?

Mr. EENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I feel sure that
when the Armed Services Committee dis-
cusses the nonproliferation treaty many
of these questions can be answered. Now,
whether they can be answered to the
point of where we can satisfy the publie,
or even the Senate, is a different question,
because much of it is very classified in-
formation. But with reference to the
nonproliferation treaty and the time
table, I think the timetable is pretty
much up to us.

I think the Soviets have accomplished
what they have wanted to accomplish in
the field of weapons, for example. They
are ahead of us. Whether we are going
to get into a race or not is a matter that
is up to the Defense Department. We
have heard fairly accurate reports, al-
though I would want to field one myself
before I would assume it, that they have
accomplished an ABM system around
their hardened sites, which I would say
puts them in a position of being able to
bargain.

As far as the timetable is concerned,
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they are not going to be hurt in their
bargaining from a position of strength,
while we would be bargaining from a
position of weakness. So I think the time-
table can work to our advantage, because
if we take time, if we do not rush into
this thing, if we take time to hear from
the scientists and the military partic-
ularly, I think we can stretch it out.
I think the longer we stretch the sug-
gestion or consideration of the nonpro-
liferation treaty, the better the under-
standing will be between the Soviets and
ourselves as to what we intend to do
and what they intend to do.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yvield further, with respect
to the pertinent comments that the Sen-
ators have made, would it not be of ad-
vantage to us to perhaps have the “leap-
frogging”? Often it is not a disadvan-
tage if we start a little later and get the
benefit of all the mistakes made by the
others before us,

Mr. GOLDWATER. I would say, get-
ting into the field of weaponry, that
would be a statement that could be sub-
stantiated. However, I do not like to see
the United States back of any potential
enemy. However, we get into a field that
has no relation to this, although I feel
I have to mention it. In the field of aero-
nautics we are now definitely behind the
Soviets. That is not a matter that we
are going to discuss in the treaty as of
now. It is a fact. It is a question of
whether we are willing to drag on an-
other 8 years without equipment to
match them in the air, if we have to do
it, over Red China, or the Formosa
Straits, or Vietnam. I think this gets
into a matter of urgency, whereas I do
not think the fact that we are behind
the Soviets in weaponry or the ABM
makes for any particular need of speedy
consideration of a treaty that will have
a great bearing on whether we want to
catch up with them, and then whether
we decide to.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I would
like at this time to call attention to the
outstanding research and reporting
work on the ABM issue done by a news-
paper in my home State of Massachu-
setts.

Mr. Everett S. Allen, assistant to the
editor of the New Bedford Standard-
Times, has written a 12-part series which
examines the ABM issue in great de-
tail. Mr. Allen came to Washington to
gather material for this series, and he
has presented the entire controversy in
depth.

I would like to commend Mr. Allen and
the New Bedford Standard-Times for
bringing this kind of responsible and
pertinent reporting to their readers. I
would like as well to call the series to the
attention of my colleagues, and I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

THE CASE AGAINST ABM—I: EvEN MILITARY IS
SHARPLY DIVIDED

(Note.—Deployment of the multibillion-
dollar anti-ballistic-missile system called
Sentinel, the first battery of which was sched-
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uled to be located in Greater Boston, has
provoked a nationwide storm of criticism and
controversy. As a sequel to its initial in-depth
survey of ABM conducted more than two
years ago, The Standard-Times presents 12
articles, of which this is the first, document-
ing the case for halting Sentinel deploy-
ment.)
(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—"I don't know why a nation
that is approaching a trillion dollars in the
gross national product can’t afford a gadget
to protect its civilization,” Rep. L. Mendel
Rivers, D-S8.C., chalrman of the House
Armed Services Committee, commented in
August 1966, in defending deployment of an
antiballistic missile system.

Rivers’ comment was made to The Stand-
ard-Times, which published at that time
one of the nation’s first in-depth studies of
the controversial ABM system and concluded
the weapon was too costly, too unreliable and
that we should not go ahead with it.

On Feb. 7 of this year, Rivers said he
wholeheartedly agreed with the decision of
the day before by Defense Secretary Melvin
F. Laird to halt work on the Sentinel ABM
system, pending high-level review of it.

Said Rivers, “I want to be sure that (it) is
the best system and that there isn't a system
less costly.”

This about-face by the House Armed
Services Committee chairman is a direct reac-
tion to the growing tide of broadly based ob-
jection to ABM deployment.

That objection was evident on Jan. 29 in
Reading, when Greater Boston residents
booed Brig. Gen. Robert P. Young of the
Army Engineers Corps because he protested,
“When you refer to the antibaHistic missile
system as the Army's program, you must re-
member it is the nation's program.”

The booing symbolized the fact that the
ABM is the most controversial weapons sys-
tem in the history of the United States, that
its scheduled “thin line"” deployment—osten-
sibly to protect the nation against Commu-
nist Chinese intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile attacks—has aroused unprecedented op-
position among both experts and the general
public.

MILITARY DIVIDED

Even the military is sharply divided on
whether the system would work or add any-
thing to our national security.

ABM promises to be one of the major is-
sues facing the Nixon administration and the
Congress.

This Standard-Times series, based on in-
terviews with scientists, legislators, records
of congressional proceedings and research of
Washington files, is designed to define the
ABM question and to document the exten-
sive evidence proving that deployment of
the system now is a wasteful boondoggle.

The divergent views this subject embraces
are made clear in the following comments:

Sen. Russell, D-Ga., urging approval of
$387.4 million in procurement and deploy-
ment funds for ABM: “If the world ever has
to start over with a new Adam and Eve after
a nuclear holocaust, then I want them to be
Americans, not Russians.”

Dr. Jerome Wiesner, former science adviser
to President EKennedy on weapons systems:
“The ABM system planned by the Pentagon is
both needless and useless, I don’t think we
know how to build an ABM system that
would really be any good."”

THIN-LINE SYSTEM

The system now under reconsideration is a
$6 to $9-billlon “thin-line” defense against
a8 Chinese Communist attack, although
Russell and many others have pointed out
that this setup, called Sentinel, might well
be the cornerstone for a full ABM system
against Russia that could cost #50 billion,
or much more.

Thus far, no one, not even limited ABM
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proponents, have suggested that the “state
of the art” would permit us to build an
antimissile system that would be effective
against Russia.

The Sentinel system as now planned
provides for deployment throughout the
United States of from 15 to 20 batteries, The
missiles are expected to cost from §1 million
to $2 million apiece; each of the related
radar units would cost an estimated $100
million, and operating costs for the system
have been estimated by the Army at $500
million a year.

Opponents suggest this figure is low, and
would more likely reach $1 billion a year.

It was expected that the first battery would
be operational in the early 1970s and the
entire system within five or six years. The
three sites thus far selected include Boston,
Chicago and Seattle, and mounting public
opposition—for a wide variety of reasons—
has erupted in each.

TWO TYFPES OF MISSILES

What is the Sentinel system?

It is composed of two types of missiles and
two types of radars, the latter feeding im-
pulses to a computerized central “nervous
system."”

One radar is a Perimeter Acquisition Radar
(PAR), a long-range detection and track-
ing instrument capable of scanning the
horizon. The other radar is a Missile Site
Radar (MSR), designed to track incoming
targets at shorter ranges than the PAR and
to track U.S. missiles to their encounter with
an attacking missile,

The larger of the two missiles is Spartan,
a three-staged rocket with a range of several
hundred miles. It carries a nuclear warhead
and is designed to intercept incoming mis-
miles above the earth's atmosphere.

The smaller missile is Sprint. It also is
nuclear-tipped; has two stages and, like
Spartan, is fired from an underground silo.
It has high speed and limited range and is
designed to intercept attacking missiles that
have pierced the long-range Spartan de-
fenses.

In theory, the system would begin to func-
tion when incoming missiles were spotted by
PAR more than 1,000 miles away. PAR would
track them for a minute or two, establish
their trajectory, and feed the data to a com-
puter.

A Spartan missile would be launched to
intercept the attacking missiles hundreds of
miles distant in outer space. It would fly at
about 5,000 miles an hour and, at its nearest
point to the enemy missile, explode its hydro-
gen warhead with the impact of millions of
tons of TNT.

BACKUP MISSILE

Any enemy weapons penetrating this nu-
clear defense would encounter the short-
range Sprint, which is capable of climbing
thousands of feet in a few seconds, and of
making interceptions between 5,000 and 100,-
000 feet, at ranges between 15 and 25 miles.

Sprint’s operation is all within the earth's
atmosphere, where it is easier for radar to
identify decoys and other devices designed to
confuse the defender. Its warhead is smaller
than that of Spartan; its explosion probably
would be about 20 miles in the air.

Spartan is 55 feet long and 50 times as
powerful as the 27-foot interceptor Sprint.
As Dr. Ralph E. Lapp, a leading U.S. nuclear
scientist, has commented, “(Sprint’s) pri-
mary purpose is to protect the Sentinel's
radar sites, without which the whole system
would be useless. In a ‘thicl’ system, how-
ever, thousands of Sprints would be required
to deal with warheads that have evaded the
Spartan defenses.”

ABM sites, as demonstrated by that in
Greater Boston, the first in the nation, re-
quire 180 to 250 acres. In the case of Boston,
the PAR would be located in a state-owned
forest in North Andover. The remainder of
the installation, including the MSR, Sprint
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and Spartan missile “farms” and auxiliary
equipment, would be located at Camp Curtis
Guild, which is in Reading, Wakefield and
Lynnfield. The commonwealth also owns the
Curtis Guild property.

At the Jan. 29 meeting in Reading High
School of largely anti-ABM residents, former
presidential aide Richard N. Goodwin de-
clared, in referring to the argument that
ABMs could be used to destroy enemy mis-
siles fired by accident, “We are reaching a
major point in the nuclear era. For the first
time in the atomic age (if ABM is deployed),
there will be no reasonable time to reach a
presidential or cabinet decision about using
nuclear weapons."”

THE Case AcAIiNST ABM—II: REACTION

DeLaAY PuzzLES BRrass

(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHiNncTON.—The leisurely crystallization
of Greater Boston opposition to ABM (called
by one Reading protester the “bomb in the
backyard”) has mystified some government
and Army officials who point out that at least
some area residents have known for months
what was intended.

In the beginning, only the Camp Curtis
Guilld proposal attracted much opposition.
There was concern about the unpleasant ap-
pearance of a military facllity in the choice
suburban area, the threat of lowered property
values, higher Insurance rates, and radar
interference with" television reception.

Yet as recently as the middle of January,
Sens. Edward W. Brooke, R-Mass., and Ed-
ward M. Eennedy, D-Mass., reported no large
volume of protesting mail.

This is not the case now; grass-roots op-
position is rising rapidly, and one anti-ABM
senator predicted that ‘‘the initial flow makes
me suspect it is golng to get very, very heavy."

ASKS FOR HALT

The rise in protest moved Kennedy on Feb,
1 to ask the administration for a halt in ABM
site preparation until Congress can reap-
praise the system.

The same protest prompted the adminis-
tration to reply a week later by announcing
suspension of work on the $6-$9 billion
Sentinel system.

In part, the delay in opposition may have
had little to do with the real issues or—
public safety and need for effectiveness of
the weapon—but may have stemmed from
general lack of information and a belief that
an ABM site “in the backyard” would be good
for the local economy.

A Sentinel Systems Command official to
whom I talked cited the case of the civilian
at an antimissile briefing who said, “I
thought we'd had antimissile missiles de-
ployed for years."

As for the economy, and the community
relationship generally, this is what a local
ABM site amounts to, as demonstrated by the
Reading-Wakefleld situation:

The Army proposes spending $100 million
on each site. Here in Massachusetts, approx-
imately 1,300 workers would be expected to
take two years to complete the project. If the
ABM battery is completed, it will be manned
by approximately 600 people, including 300
civilians. Barracks would be constructed
on the base for an estimated 200 unmarried
soldiers.

Electricity and water would be purchased
from the town of Wakefield. The payroll for
each proposed ABM site has been estimated
at from $2 million to $3.5 million annually.
Some off-base housing would be required.
The Army has sald there would be less
than “one child per class at the elementary
level” added to local school systems.

NO TALL STRUCTURES

In terms of esthetics, the Army has em-
phasized there would be no tall structures
(the MSR building is 30 feet high and 120
feet on a side, trapezoldal); the missiles
would be underground, and has promised
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to plant trees in response to protesters who
do not want to look at a missile base.

But the opposition rises, in large measure
concerned with what is acknowledged by
both pro and anti-ABM camps as the ‘‘re-
mote” chance of an ABM accidental explo-
slon. Even though there has been no such
accident in all of the 24 years since Hiro-
shima, Chicago ABM opponents called the
poesibility a “serious safety threat.”

What they are immediately concerned
about is the proximity of the ABM sites thus
far selected to major population areas, David
R. Inglis, senior physiclst at Argonne Na-
tional Laboratory, concluded, “There is no
serlous reason for the Spartans to be close
to cities, since their effectiveness must be
nearly uniform over the central part of the
600 to 1,000-mile wide region they attempt
to defend.

“Designers have worked hard to make the
control devices as effective as possible, and
they must be good, for the record is very
good. However, the Spartan warhead, de-
scribed as ‘in the megaton range,’ indicates
a weapon approximately a hundred times as
powerful as the bomb that destroyed Hiro-
shima and took 230,000 lives from a half-
mile in the alr. Its local fallout from an
accidental surface blast would be highly
lethal.”

At the Reading public meeting on Jan.
29, George Rathjens, MIT faculty member
and former deputy director of the Defense
Department’s Advanced Research Projects
Agency (ARPA) under President Kennedy,
sald the Army feels it must have ABM sites
near large cities “for any significant protec-
tion against Russia.”

Officially, nelther the Army nor the gov-
ernment ever has conceded that the present
“thin" defense is intended as anything but
a shield against the Chinese Communist nu-
clear threat.

ACCIDENT IMPROBABLE

Dr. Rathjens acknowledged that an ac-
cidental explosion at an ABM site is “‘ex-
tremely Improbable,” but added that if the
warhead of a Spartan missile, with an ex-
plosive power of 1 million tons of TNT, went
off accidentally, it would cause nearly total
destruction for a radius of five miles.

Fear of such a possibility, remote though
it may be, has prompted the Northern Illi-
nofs Citizens Against the ABM to file a law-
suit seeking to force the Army to drop its
Glenview site near Chicago.

Reacting to this type of pressure, the Army
recently conceded that it would be feasible
to install ABMs a hundred miles from Chi-
cago and still defend the city against an un-
sophisticated Chinese missile threat. But
the Army inslsted that as Peking improves
its missile capability, defenses much closer
to the clty would be required.

The public safety fear, even though the
Army, on the basis of its own record, prob-
ably can answer this criticism better than
others, seems to be the trigger that has fired
the strengthening antl-ABM movement.

If opposition to antimissile deployment
ever could have been dismissed as a crusade
embraced only by the advocates of “make
peace, not war,” that is no longer accurate.

There is a broad base of protest, ranging
from the sclentist who says ABM won't
work, including the admiral or general who
thinks weapon dollars are better spent on
offense, to the taxpayer who says, in effect,
“I don't think a military base in my com-
munity will be an asset, and I don't want
to spend every day wondering whether my
community will be the first to break the
Army’s excellent record of no accidental nu-
clear explosions.”

THE CASE AcANST ABM——III: SHELTER S¥S-
TEM, A QUESTION MARK
(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—“The presence of an antl-
ballistic missile (site) near a city may re-
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quire clvil defense shelters in order to pro-
tect the city, not merely from incoming
bombs, but from atomic bombs used by its
own ABM.

“The question of the need for civil defense
to accompany ABM is in dispute and has not
been frankly discussed by the Department
of Defense at any great length."

This 1s the conclusion of an analysis by
the ABM committee of the Seattle Assn. of
the TFederation of American Scientists,
headed by Philip A. Ekstrom, predoctoral re-
search associate in physics, at the University
of Washington.

Advocates of an ABM-oriented shelter sys-
tem estimate its cost at 850 billion.

The reference to “atomic bombs used by
its own ABM" means the short-range back-
up missile, Sprint, designed to explode in the
earth’'s atmosphere, at an altitude of 20 miles
or less,

DIVIDED ON CIVIL DEFENSE

The diametric difference of opinion among
experts as to the importance of civil defense
with relation to ABM is a major contributing
factor to the rising public uneasiness that
may force the government to permanently
halt deployment of the system.

For example, Lt. Gen. Alfred D. Starbird,
the Army's manager for the Sentinel system,
said, “If it ever became necessary to launch,
the missile would leave the silo and fly to an
exceedingly high altitude. It would be dis-
armed; it would continue to be disarmed,
throughout much of its flight. It would have
to stay disarmed; it could not be armed until
it was at an altitude where it cannot harm
persons or structures or facilities on the
ground ...

“I have lived with the deslgn and the
safety features in weapon systems for a
great many years. It is my personal opinion
that there cannot be, it is not possible to
have, a harmful nuclear explosion with this
system, and with the elements as contem-
plated for deployment."

A related question was Included in an
Army fact sheet made available last Novem-
ber:

Q. Does the presence of a Sentinel site
near a city increase the possibility that the
city will be a target?

A, The major cities, of course, are already
prime targets due to their larger population
and industrial Importance, Whether the
presence of Sentinel will further increase the
priority of any one in the eyes of an enemy
power is a matter that is difficult to assess.
However, the presence of Sentinel will signifi-
cantly Increase the protection of the popu-
lace and the area from missile attack.

SAY REASONS GOOD

However, the Seattle committee concluded
that the government's “reticence about in-
cluding among (ABM site) criterla the fact
that the radars and Sprint missiles are to be
placed next to cities is understandable be-
cause there are good reasons for keeping the
sites away from clties.”

This view is buttressed by two arguments:

1. The Chinese may attempt to knock out
the ABM radar sites in a first-wave of inter-
continental ballistic missiles (ICBM) so that
following waves would not be blunted by the
Iong-range Spartan missiles, and so might
attack the sites heavily, This suggests that
the radar sites could become in Dr. Ralph
Lapp’s phrase, “megaton magnets,” drawing
a disproportionately large number of atom
bombs to the site and, if the sites are next
to cities, to the adjoining cities.

Obviously, if the Sprint missile system
should fall, this large number of bombs
would explode near the sites and their ad-
Jjoining cities.

2. Even if the system does not fall and
Sprints are detonated in the atmosphere
above the radar sites, the committee found
that “the resulting heat, light and blast may
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cause very great damage In nearby cities, as
Lapp and others have pointed out.”

Further, the use of increasingly good de-
coys by the enemy—acknowledged as in-
evitable by both pro and anti-ABM forces—
presumably would mean that these explo-
slons would occur at lower altitudes, nearer
people.

MUST INCLUDE SHELTERS

The Seattle group found that If any ABM
system, even an “austere’” anti-Chinese sys-
tem, is to be effective in saving American
lives, then it should also Include “an ade-
quate shelter system™ for our civillan popu-
lation.

To build an ABM system without provid-
ing blast and fall-out protection for the
population, the West Coast sclentists con-
cluded, “would remove any aspect of cred-
ibility in the argument that ABM is pri-
marily intended to defend the population.”

This is an important point because the
argument has been made in defense of ABM
deployment, by Gen. Earle Wheeler, chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, former Defense
Becretary McNamara, and former President
Johnson.

The Defense Department budget for fiscal
year 1969 did, in fact, include $77 million for
the civil defense program, of which approxi-
mately $31 million was for shelter develop-
ment and acquisition.

However, the Seattle group compared this
figure with estimates of costs for “reallstic
protection” against nuclear attack made by
Holmes and Narver, Inc., for the Oak Ridge
National Laboratory in 1965.

This study analyzed the tunnel grid blast
shelter concept developed by the Project
Harbor Civil Defense Study Group, which
was directed by Prof. Eugene Wigner of
Princeton University. It provides for one
month’s occupancy by urban populations,
against fallout and to withstand blast over-
pressures up to 100 pounds per square inch,
This degree of blast protection, incidentally,
is substantially less than that now given to
Minuteman missiles in hardened silos.

The cost for such shelters was estimated to
be $515 per person, at 1968 prices. The esti-
mate does not include the cost of land or
maintenance and stocking of food and medi-
cal supplies. At the estimated price, the cost
to afford this degree of protection to our
urban population of about 75 million people
would be more than $38 billion.

MORE FOR TOWNS

To provide such protection for our popu-
lation in small towns and rural areas would
cost much more. According to this reason-
ing, protection of our clvilian population,
which is the prineipal stated reason for de-
ploying a Chinese-oriented ABM, should cost
about 10 times the estimated cost of the
ABM hardware (at least $5 billion).

The Seattle group concluded, “Instead, we
find that the present Defense Department
budget calls for a total civilian defense out-
lay in fiscal 1969 of only 6 percent of the
ABM allocation.

“At this point, one is forced to ask whether
the proponents of the ABM system are indeed
concerned with saving American lives.”

Congressional concern over the type and
number of shelters that cught to supplement
an - ABM system, even a “thin"™ one, is
mounting.

Sen. EKennedy, D-Mass.,, Democratic whip
and in the forefront of legislators who urged
reappraisal of ABM, has concluded the anti-
ballistic missile defense is “not valid"” with-
out a shelter system, the initial cost of which
has been estimated at at least $15 billion.
THE CaseE AcainsTt ABM—IV: WHo BSaAYs

ABM's Won'tT WorE, AND WHY?

(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—Leading American scien-
tists, including all of the sclence advisers
of the last three presidents, oppose ABM de-
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ployment because (a) they are convinced
we do not yet know how to bulld an effective
antimissile system, and (b) such a defense
as we are able to bulld can be easily and
cheaply overcome.

Former Defense Secretary McNamara, who
for years resisted pressures to deploy ABM,
who was thoroughly familiar with military
and technical factors involved, commented,
in urging more research and development,
rather than deployment. "Let me make it
very clear that the cost in itself is not the
problem; the penetrability of the proposed
shield is the problem."

The weaknesses of the Sentinel ABM sys-
tem that the Army now had been authorized
to deploy have been stressed repeatedly by
members of the scientific community, in-
cluding Richard L. Garwin, director of ap-
plied research at the Thomas J. Watson re-
search center of the International Business
Machines Corp., and Hans A. Bethe, Nobel
prize winner and physics professor at Cor-
nell University, in the March 1968 issue of
Scilentific American.

They are summarized as follows:

1. Spartan interceptors would cost $1 mil-
lion to $2 million. It is reasonable to assume
that warheads could be delivered by an at-
tacker for less than it would cost the de-
fender to intercept them.

2. The attacker could concentrate his
strike on a few targets so that most of the
interceptors would have nothing to shoot at.

EXHAUSTED BY DECOYS

3. Several hundred to several thousand
relatively cheap decoys launched by a few
large vehicles would readily exhaust a Sen-
tinel-like system. The attack with real war-
heads then could follow.

4. Since the Communist Chinese ICBEM
system still is in the early research and de-
velopment state, it ean and would be de-
signed to deal with the Sentinel system,
whose interceptors and sensors are nearly in
production and are rather well publicized,
and would not all be in place until 1975.

5. A variety of penetration aids are avail-
able to an attacker. These are inexpensive
and include balloon decoys shaped like re-
entry vehicles that are made of plastic and
covered with foll or wire mesh, and fine
metal wires of ‘“chafl,” scattered in large
quantities to confuse the defensive radar.

6. A "blackout” of defensive radar could be
caused by the large number of free electrons
released by a nuclear explosion. This is be-
cause the electrons in an ionized cloud of
gas have the property of bending and ab-
sorbing electromagnetic waves. This effect
can reach such proportions that the defen-
sive radar is prevented from seeing any ob-
Ject behind the ionized cloud.

Such a blackout can be caused both by the
defensive nuclear explosions themselves or by
deliberate explosions set off at high altitudes
by the attacker. The offense might reason-
ably sacrifice a few early missiles to cause
blackout at strategic radar locations.

HAVE MANY OPTIONS

Nuclear scientist Ralph E. Lapp has con-
cluded that, “The Chinese have a variety of
options they might exercise to outwit a de-
fense shield. A ‘thin’ ballistic shield is apt to
leak badly if attacked by missiles that deploy
decoys and other devises to confuse the
defense.

“The Chinese might follow our example by
fitting a multiplicity of individual nuclear
explosives In each ICBM nose cone. (This
is called MIRV (multiple independently
targeted re-entry vehicles.) It will enable a
single ICBM to carry as many as 10 warheads,
each of which can be precisely directed at a
particular target.

“The use of large numbers of warheads al-
lows us an attacker to saturate a defense
system; he simply fires more warheads into
certain ballistic corridors than the ‘thin’
system’s antimissile missiles can handle
and thereby simply overwhelms the defense.
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“A erude and cheap Chinese copy of MIRV,
employing a cluster of warheads and a cloud
of decoys on a single target could be the
downfall of a Sentinel System."

It also is mnoteworthy that, since the
Chinese would have to shoot their missiles
9,000 miles (2,000 miles farther than would
the Soviets) in order to reach America, they
might choose not to build an arsenal of land-
based ICBMs.

If they fired missiles from either surface or
submarine vessels at much shorter range,
Sentinel would constitute no defense, since
it is not built to repel such an attack.

COULD SMUGGLE BOMB

The ABM Committee of the Seattle Assn.
of Scientists of the Federation of American
Scientists has pointed out that China also
could:

1. Circumvent the ABM system with “an
end run." The most dramatic of these is the
smuggled bomb. Said the committee, “We
have for at least 10 years had in our arsenal
a nuclear warhead six inches in diameter,
for use in an artillery shell. Even much
larger warheads could be smuggled into the
country in innumerable ways and delivered
by hand to their targets.

2. Detonate a “dirty” bomb upwind from
its target. Such a blast could be delivered by
missile to a point far from its real target.
Winds would deliver the resulting radio-
activity to the desired target. Alternately, a
“dirty” underwater burst just off our West
Coast would “literally rain destruction on
coastal cities.”

Concluded the University of Washington
scientists’ committee, “A missile defense
against China, effective even until 1980 (De-
fen=ze Department estimate) would require
far more than the proposed Sentinel deploy-
ment and would leave us completely un-
defended against many unconventional, but
highly eflective, styles of attack.”

ALREADY OBSOLETE

Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner, provost of MIT and
President Kennedy’s science adviser, believes
the Sentinel System is technically obsolete
already.

Dr. Wiesner sald, “I have come to the con-
clusion that any system that depends on
projectiles rather than, say, on nuclear rays
or electromagnetic beams or laser beams is
fighting a losing fight . . .

“I don’t think the defender nation is ever
to know what to expect. I am convinced that
the variety of techniques available to a na-
tion planning an offensive system 1s great
enough to keep an antiballistic missile sys-
tem of the kind we are talking about totally
off balance.

“Just the thought that we might develop
an ABM system and, therefore, that the Rus-
slans might do the same caused us to de-
velop a whole set of offensive countermeas-
ures that make our Air Force and Navy
confident that we do not have to worry
about a Ruesian antimissile system.” (These
include missiles carrying several warheads
(MIRVs) and the possibility of using the
blackout attack against Soviet defense
radar.)

“One of the interesting things about the
ABM arguments is that the purpose seems
very slippery. We were told that the Sentinel
was to protect us against irrational behavior
of the Chinese. Many people would con-
tend that our already existing deterrent
system will do this adequately.

“Further, a careful analysis of the Sentinel
system cannot be shown to provide protec-
tion against Chinese nuclear weapons for
very long unless you make some unhbelievably
naive assumptions about the Chinese—that
they do not have access to our newspapers,
or to our journals, or that they are not
thinking people.

TIME TO RESPOND

“Many people do not realize that you can-
not snap your fingers and wish into existence
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the kind of an ABM system being argued
about. They do not realize that If we build
an ABM system and the Russians regard it
as something they do not like, they have lots
of time to respond; or that if they build
an ABM system, we have time to respond.”

Dr. Wiesner has called the Sentinel sys-
tem “senseless and totally unnecessary.” He
noted that he had opposed it from the be-
ginning because “If it were effective at all,
it would be only for a very short time, and
I believe that it would be only a matter of
time before the pressures would develop to
expand Sentinel into a very costly and clear-
ly inadequate anti-Soviet system. The Senate
debate of last June shows that those pres-
sures have already begun.”

Finally, even Dr. Edward Teller, who favors
Sentinel deployment, has acknowledged pub-
licly that, although we have tested the ABM's
components separately, including the nu-
clear device underground, we do not know
how they would perform “all in one package”
and cannot find out, short of war or acci-
dent, because of the nuclear test-ban treaty.
THE CASE AGAINST ABM—V: ABM DEBATE IN

THE SENATE
(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—Underlying last year's Sen-
ate battle, unsuccessful yet vallant, to block
ABM deployment, was the suggestion that
factors other than national security moti-
vated some members to press for construction
of the Sentinel sites.

Sen. Margaret Chase Smith, R-Maine,
senior GOP member of the Armed Services
Committee, said, “There are strong possi-
bilities, if not probabilities, that by the time
this so-called ‘thin' defense against Red
China is completed, it will have become ob-
solete because of the rapid rate of develop-
ment and change in the state of the art.

“This program has strong characteristics of
being only a sop to those who have insisted
on a full-scale ABM system."”

CAN AFFORD TO WAIT

Her statement was extraordinary because
Sen. Smith usually is found on the side of
the military, yet strength is added to her
conjecture because of the largely unanswered
arguments against deployment raised by her
colleagues.

They may be summarized as follows:

Sen. Hart, D-Mich.: We can afford to wait
because according to Assistant Secretary of
Defense Warnke, there has been “at least a
one-year slip in the Chinese ICBM program
beyond what we expected when we made the
deployment decision.”

Sentinel is not ready for deployment. Im-
portant components have not been ade-
quately tested. Deployment will tend to di-
vert resources from needed additional re-
search and development; a delay may, there-
fore, result in a more effective system. By
postponing the deployment, the ABM pro-
gram will benefit, if it ultimately develops
that deployment is in the national interest.

(In testimony before the Senate Armed
Services Committee on Feb. 16, 1968, Army
Chief of Staffl General Harold K. Johnson
described the state of development of Sen-
tinel components in terms that hardly sug-
gest the system is ready for deployment.

(Of the first major elements, Spartan and
Sprint missiles, perimeter acquisition radar,
missile site radar and data processing equip-
ment, only the Sprint had been tested as a
unit as of the time of the Senate debate.)

PERCY NOTES TEST

In the course of floor debate last April 18,
it was brought out by Sen. Percy, R-Ill., that
11 of 14 test firings of the Sentinel system
had been successful. Yet to be effective in
actual operation, every element of an ABM
system must work perfectly every time.)

Sentinel would hamper prospects for U.8.-
Boviet arms control agreement since its de-
ployment clearly would cause the U.SS.R.
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to react to some degree against it by develop-
ing countermeasures. At the very least, it
will make more remote the possibilities of
serious negotiations with the Soviets—which
they have requested—over strategic arma-
ments.

A worse possibility Is that a US. ABM
deployment willl trigger a race of dangerous
new armament programs, Which will decrease
U.S. security rather than enhance it, at enor-
mous added cost to both sides.

Important dollar savings could be realized
by postponing deployment. The cost of the
system as presently planned is likely to soar
beyond the officlal figure of 5.5 billion. In
addition, In the added time gained, alterna-
tive and less costly ways of providing security
may be developed, whether in the arms con-
trol area or by such means as providing pro-
tection for Minuteman ICBMs with increased
site hardening. Thus, a decision to spend
#1 billion now could mean wasting $5.5 bil-
lion and probably much more.

(Last January, former President Eisen-
hower strongly protested the Sentinel deploy-
ment decision, asserting that it was only a
first step toward a much costller Soviet-
orlented system which would not do the job
for which it was intended.)

CITES CONTRADICTION

Sen. Symington, D-Mo.,, former Air Force
secretary, and member of the Armed Services
Committee: “The original argument was that
we did not need any (ABM) system, because
our offensive capacity was being developed
to the point where we could smash any
AEETessOr.

“Then, for some reason never made clear
to me, there was proposed a $30 billion de-
fense against the Soviet Union and a $5 bil-
lion defense against a possible future threat
Irom Red China; and the Chinese defense
was chosen. For reasons I still do not under-
stand, we declded agalnst a defense against
the Soviet Union, but did want a defense
against a possible threat from China. So we
saved $25 billion, just like that.

“Each year the demand for research and
development in the Department of Defense
increases to the point where it now amounts
to $8 billion a year. This money has been
put up faithfully on the fioor of the Senate,
year after year. I now challenge the results,
What has come out of these vast sums?

“True, we have had missile program after
missile program. Then they put them on the
shelf, either because they are obsolete, or
because they do mnot think they will be
needed, or because they do not work, We have
been getting a lot of gadgets and tricks and
theories. But where Is the modern hardware?
You cannot fight with blueprints.”

QUESTIONS JUSTIFICATION

Sen. McGovern, D-S.D.: “We find the secre-
tary of defense and the administration say-
ing that If we could get some kind of agree-
ment with the Soviet Union whereby they
would not deploy their ABM system, then
we would not deploy ours. What then hap-
pens to the argument that we need one
against China? If we do need a defensive
missile system against China, and if that is
the ‘marginal’ (former Secretary of Defense
McNamara's word) reason for the Sentinel,
why would we make a deal with the Soviets
not to build it?”

Sen. Symington: “Even If we were able to
prevent 98 percent of Soviet nuclear missiles
from reaching target in an all-out attack—
an impossibility, just as it would be impos-
sible for another country to prevent a sub-
stantial portion of our missiles from reach-
ing target—2 percent of Soviet missiles hit-
ting their targets could still destroy our cities.

“For years we have been asked to spend
billlons on maintaining an ‘assured destruc-
tion' capability on the theory and with the
premise against this gigantic cost that the
best defense is a good offense.
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“And now, after spending these tens of
billions on the basis of that premise, we are
told this is still not enough; therefore, we
must now spend additional billions on this
theoretical and admittedly strictly limited
defense, the effectiveness of which even the
Sentinel's strongest advocates admit is in
doubt.”

WON'T SIT STILL

Sen. Hart: “The only way I can imagine
Sentinel or any other ABM deployment sav-
ing lives would be if the Soviet Union—or
China, for that matter—do nothing to com-
pensate for the deployment, in order to re-
store the capability to damage the United
States, which had existed before the deploy-
ment was undertaken.

“But they could hardly be expected to do
nothing; thus, there would be no reason to
believe an appreciable number of lives would
be saved. In fact, there is good reason to
believe that even more lives might well be
lost than had the ABM deployment not taken
place.

“We must face the very real possibility, if
we go ahead with Sentinel, of the Soviets
responding with a more than compensating
improvement in their offensive systems, es-
pecially considering the complexity of the
Sentinel system, the fact that it can never
be adequately tested short of an actual nu-
clear exchange, and that it probably will fall
far short of performing as well as it is de-
signed to do. The net effect, then, would be
an increase, rather than a diminution in
damage to the United States in the event
war should ever occur.”

EXAMPLE OF FUTILITY

Sen. Clark, D-Pa.: "I give you one example
of the futility of the defense in trying to
catch up with the offense. In 1959, the U.S.
Army proposed the deployment of the Nike-
Zeus system, the father of the present highly
touted Nike X system (from which the Sen-
tinel system was developed). The total cost
of deploying this system was then estimated
at $13 to $14 billion.

“Thils proposal was turned down by Pres-
ident Eisenhower, who said that, ‘It is the
consensus of my technical and military ad-
visers that the system should be carefully
tested before production is begun and facil-
itles are constructed for lts deployment.’

““We should also heed the words of Defense
Secretary McNamara when he referred to
the Nike X system in January, 1068. He said,
‘Had we produced and deployed the Nike-
Zeus system proposed by the Army in 1950,
most of it would have had to be torn out
and replaced, almost before it became opera-
tional, by the new missiles and radars of
the Nike X system.

“'By the same token, other technological
developments in offensive forces over the
next seven years may make obsolete or dras-
tically degrade the Nike X system as pres-
ently envisioned.'”

THE CASE AGAINST ABM—VI: Less DEBATE
IN THE HOUSE

(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—Sen. Kennedy, D-Mass,,
has called the Senate “remiss" for not ob-
taining full information on the Sentinel sys-
tem before approving deployment funds, but
the manner in which ABM was ramrodded
through the House makes the upper
chamber's deliberations leisurely by compari-
son.

Rep. Leggett, D-Calif., protest, “I find
it no real credit to our House system to have
the other body debate the ABM construction
deployment for a week, passing the item by
a close vote of 52 to 34, after our House
considered the item and passed over the
whole issue without an objection being
made.”

Rep. Bingham, D-N.Y., added, “I am
voting against it (ABM deployment) first,
because there has been a disgracefully in-
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sufficient time for the House to debate a bill
of such magnitude and importance and sec-
ond, because the bill, as described and de-
fended by the chairman (Rep. Rivers, 8.C.)
and some members of the Armed Services
Committee indicates no recognition of the
need to reassess our priorities so as to defer
essential or questionable expenditures.”
TWO-HOUR DEBATE

Rep. Scheuer, D-N.Y., complained that,
“The members have heen allowed a mere two
hours to debate a bill which will authorize
more than a §21 billion expenditure in mili-
tary procurement and research. We have
been virtually denied any opportunity of
examining its provisions in depth. We now
propose to dispense with more than 10 per
cent of the federal budget in 120 minutes; a
rate of $1756 million a minute. The report of
this bill, which runs to 91 pages, was made
available only three days ago.”

Rep. Kelth, R-Mass., noted during the
July 11 House debate that, “I regret that we
have not had an opportunity for a full debate
on the ABM question at an earller date. It
would have been far better to have raised
these issues back in April when the House
authorized construction on the missile sites.
That vote was the first step in the commit-
ment to begin work on the Sentinel and the
full range of political, technical and eco-
nomic issues should have been placed before
us at that time."”

Eelth asked, “Is it worth our money to
build a system which may be useless against
all but a small attack, such as the Chinese
might be able to mount, using relatively
primitive missiles?"

Rep. Bates, R-Mass,, senior GOP member
of the Armed Services Committee, replied,
“The answer to that is In the affirmative.”
Bates commented, “It might well be that we
might lose money in this effort (the deploy-
ment), but I would rather lose some money
than lose our country and we can, If we
prove to be wrong on this issue.”

Paradoxically, those House members who
argued against ABM deployment did so on
the grounds that to deploy would “prove to
be wrong on this issue.”

The case against deployment, as presented
by Leggett and others, made these points:

There is clear evidence that the system is
not technically feasible at this time and, in
all probablility, will not be feasible in the
future.

MODERN OUTLAY

The original proposal for the Sentinel ABM
system envisaged a “moderate” $3.5 billlon
outlay. This “moderate” $3.56 billion estimate
by last summer had risen to a “modest” $5.5
billion. Leggett predicted that by 1975, the
target date for full deployment, “the system
will have cost $15 billion.”

(It is noteworthy that January 1969 esti-
mates of cost have risen to $5.9 billion and
Sen. Symington, D-Mo., opponent of deploy-
ment, has sald he believes It will be closer
to $9.4 billion.)

House opposition stressed that:

The system will be no good against a frac-
tlonal orbit ballistic system, or a southern
orbital ballistic system, or a multiple in-
dependent re-entry vehicle system, or a group
of multiple independent rockets, or against
a submarine close-range missile. It is “fully
expected” that by 1975, the Communist
Chinese will have a diesel submarine ballistic
missile capability against which ABM would
be ineffective.

Yearly upkeep of the ABM system will cost
“at least $1 billion.” (This iIs double the
Army estimate.) “Mind you,"” sald Leggett,
“this is the very basic cost and the basic
estimated cost can be easily exceeded in
geometric proportions before the first missile
site is positioned. These costs do not include
extras or operation and maintenance of hun-
dreds of sites around the country and pay for
thousands of military personnel.”
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WOULD BE USELESS

The California legislator added, “If 20 sim-
ple Chinese missiles are launched against a
target defended by 50 Spartan ABM's, there
is an 81 per cent probability of successful
defense. If penetration aids . . . or low-fiying
missiles (fractional orbital missiles) are em-
ployed, the Sentinel system will be useless.”

(The June 28, 1868, issue of Congressional
Quarterly guoted an unidentified Pentagon
official as stating, “for the present time, we
can make greater strides (in the direction
of an effective ABM) by spending small sums
of money to advance technology until we
have a really useful capabllity, rather than
spending a lot to produce hardware that we
know won't work.")

Rep. Eyros, D-Maine, argued that, “A
small fraction of the U.S. misslles surviving a
first strike, if directed against China, would
destroy half of China’s urban population and
more than half of its Industrial capacity,
most of 1ts key governmental, techniecal, and
managerial personnel and a large proportion
of its skilled workers would be wiped out.

SUICIDAL ACT

“For the Chinese to attack or to threaten
to attack American cities in the face of our
strategic superiority would be a suicidal act.”

Kyros also noted that, “Former Secretary
McNamara, in his speech announcing the de-
cislon to go ahead with a *thin’ anti-Chinese
ABM system, sald, ‘The so-called heavy ABM
shield, at the present state of technology,
would in no eflect, be an adequate shield at
all against a Soviet attack.'”™

Leggett protested that, *debate on this
system in my committee lasted about 45
seconds (when the House took up its version
of the military construction bill, the ABM
was not debated. The construction bill car-
ried money for sites.), but Rep. Rivers, chair-
man of the House Armed Service Committee
replled, in arguing for deployment, “This is
& beginning. We are late now. We can move
into the more sophisticated areas after we
make this first step.

“We do not contend that this system can
do everything. It will do what we anticipate
we will need in the mid-"70s with respect
to Red China."

And that note, although it answered none
of the gquestions that had been raised by
dissenters, carried the day, and the House ap-
proved funds for starting ABM deployment.

THE Case Acamnst ABM-—VIIL:
THE ArRMY’'S VIEW
(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHiNGTON.—Major criticisms of the
ABM, some of them ralsed specifically by The
Standard-Times, have been responded to by
the Army’'s Sentinel System Command and
by Dr. John 8. Foster, director of the Pen-
tagon’s defense research and engineering.

Q. Sentinel inability against decoys:

A, Army: Development and production of
effective chaffl or decoys to operate against
our ABM system, which will be deployed in
the 19T0s, will require significant effort by
the Chinese Communists. The effectiveness
of ChiCom penetration alds will depend upon
rather specific knowledge of the Sentinel sys-
tem. Even if this knowledge were acquired
by the ChiComs, the SBentinel components
have a significant robustness that will make
the successful use of penetration aids diffi-
cult. Examples include the large kill radius
of our Spartan missiles, radar diversity, and
defense in depth.

Q. Complications of nuclear blast disrupt-
ing any radar system:

A, Army: The uncertainties associated with
the effects of high altitude nuclear bursts in
creating radar blackout would present an
attacker great difficulty in confidently plan-
ning an attack depending on this effect. In
designing Sentinel, we have taken into con-
servative account the blackout problem and
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uncertainties thereto to include geometric
diversity of radars and selection of radar
frequencies.

CLAIM UNFOUNDED

Q. Civilian fallout shelters for protection
from our own defensive missiles:

A. Army: The inference that a major fall-
out shelter program was, and is, required
because of the detonation of defensive nu-
clear warheads over our citles is without
basis. In fact, the intercept altitudes and de-
fensive yields of the Sentinel antiballistic
missile defense system would not cause a sig-
nificant direct threat to our population by
either fallout, thermal or blast overpressure
effects,

A clvil defense shelter program continues
to be a complement to active defense which
would further reduce casualties due to enemy
nuclear weapons.

Q. Defense against submarine-launched
missiles:

A. Army: The Chinese Peoples Republic
threat against which the Sentinel system is
designed to counter does not dictate that it
would counter submarine-launched missiles.

However, inherent capabilities of Sentinel
make successful engagement of some such
missiles highly probable. Further study on
this subject is being conducted by the De-
partment of Defense.

Q. Cost versus effectiveness:

A. Army: The guestion of Sentinel effec-
tiveness must be examined in light of the
stated objective of the system. Although we
cannot predict with certainty exactly what
targets in the United States the Chinese
might attack, we can be assured that 10, 20
or 30 thermonuclear warheads detonating
over our country could produce many
fatallties.

The Sentinel system will produce a high
assurance of no fatalities in the event of a
Chinese attack for at least a decade after the
system attains an initial capabllity. It is not
at all clear that ChinCom offense costs will
be less than U.S. defense costs. In any event,
the key issue is not whether the United States
can afford to defend, but rather can we af-
ford not to defend.

NOT TO TEST VALUE

Q. Why no scheduled Sentinel tests until
1970?

A. Army: These are to “exercise the
responses” of the Sentinel ABM system, not
an examination or trial to prove value. The
Sentinel system represents 12 years of intense
research and development effort. A substan-
tial portion of the nation’s best scientific and
technological abilities have been devoted to
its development.

Previous tests have demonstrated that the
deployed system can with confidence defend
the United States from relatively simple
missile attacks commensurate with our esti-
mate of Communist China's capability in this
field for the next 10 to 15 years.

(Aviation Week and Space Technology of
July 8, 1968, said that in early 1970, it is
planned to fire as many as 80 separate Min-
uteman missiles over a two-year period
down-range from Vandenburg Air Force
Base Into the Ewajalein Atoll in the Pacific.

(It is reported that, “the initial shots in
the series are expected to be directed largely
at determining whether Sentinel radar can
discriminate targets from decoys, and to
assess the so-called threat cloud created by
warheads and penetration aids.”)

Q. Effectiveness of Sentinel?

A. Foster: We never sald that we had a 100
per cent confidence In intercepting all, either
in the early stages or in the late stages.
Rather, that we have high confidence of
being able to intercept. There is scientific
disagreement and I'm certalnly aware of that.
I myself have argued on both sldes of this
issue before making a recommendation to the
secretary of defense.
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DECOYS CONSIDERED

Q. Many well known scientists have said
that the Sentinel system can't meet the ob-
Jectives that have been stated for it and that
it will be swamped by an enemy attack and
by the use of decoys, chaff and the like. Has
all of this been adequately considered:

A. Foster: 1 can assure you that all of this
has been fully and adequately considered.
Before the secretary of defense decided on
the deployment, he had avallable to him the
best intelligence evaluations that could be
secured. We called in the best brains to con-
sult with us, both those who recommended
the deployment and those that did not.

Only after considering all facts that were
presented did the secretary of defense decide
that deployment must go forward and as
quickly as possible. I shall point out, too,
that there was no disagreement among the
senior individuals concerned after all the
facts and advice had been made available.

Q. Why deploy against the Chinese Peo-
ples Republic when a deployment is not be-
ing made against the Soviet Union?

A, Foster: We are convinced that the Sen-
tinel deployment can meet effectively the
CPR emerging threat, for a period of many
years, and at acceptable cost. One can argue
that the CPR would be afraid to attack us
anyway, but this would not be a prudent
course considering that even their emerg-
ing small capability could kill many milllons
of our people.

Since our strategic planning must always
be conservative, and must take into consid-
eration even the possible irrational behavior
of potential adversaries, I belleve the only
prudent step is to proceed with Sentinel.

The thin scope of the Sentinel system
should not upset the balance of strength be-
tween the United States and the U.S.S.R. On
the other hand, it appears that a much larger
effort would be required to counter full po-
tentlal eapabllity of the U.S.S.R. by an anti-
missile system.

Even If that effort were made by the United
States, 1t would be possible for the U.S.S.R.
to add to its own force to counter us. For
this reason, we continue to count on the de-
terrent of our existing and improving stra-
tegic offensive forces to meet this threat.

DIFFERENT OPINIONS

At the end of an interview with a Pentagon
zelentist who requested no attribution, I
asked: “Why do you think that, for the first
time in our history, all four sclence advisers
of the last three presidents are opposed to
what you are dolng—deployment of ABM?
Advising presidents on the worth of weapons
systems was, after all, their speclialty?”

He replied, “It is simply a difference of
opinion.”

Assuredly it is, but what ccncerns anti-
ABM forces is that the difference is one of
diametric opposition, that it involves billions
of dollars and what Dr. Jerome Wiesner, one
of those presidential advisers, has called our
ability to maintain “a rational world.”

Further, it s inescapable that those who
oppose ABM deployment principally have no
professional, political or economiec affilia-
tions that would influence their opinions,
THE CAseE AcamNst ABM—VIII: TaE Miul-

TARY-INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX
(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—To a degree that will re-
main forever unknown, the decision to de-
ploy the Sentinel system was influenced by
factors of politics and economics, rather than
national security.

In reporting last June 27 that, according
to civillan and military sources within the
Pentagon, at least $10.8 billlon worth of de-
fense projects could be cut from the current
budget without affecting national defense,
the respected Congressional Quarterly sin-
gled out the ABM for criticism.
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Sald CQ, “Probably one of the most clear-
cut items of (budget) ‘fat' in the view of
most of our sources, was the ABM system.
(They) doubt it will have any chance of
working agalnst a realistic attack. . . Thus
far, the United States has been unable to at-
tain acceptable reliability with far simpler
missile systems designed for anti-aircraft
use. In simulated combat tests, these missiles
have shown both a low level of readiness
and a poor ‘kill’ ratio.”

Congress should have had this informa-
tlon available, yet a majority of its members
approved Sentinel system deployment. Why?
In part, for reasons of dollars and jobs.

WARNED OF INFLUENCE

In 1861, President Eisenhower warned
against "unwarranted influence” with the
federal government, and especially the De-
fense Department, by what he called the
“military-industrial complex.”

Secretary of Defense McNamara's Sept. 18,
1967, decision to depley a thin antiballistic
missile system has, in the words of CQ, “been
widely deplcted as one of the greatest victo-
ries ever for the ‘military-industrial com-
plex.""”

McNamara for years opposed ABM deploy-
ment on grounds the system was too expen-
slve and unreliable. However, the more than
$2.4 billion spent on research and develop-
ment over the last decade built a powerful
constituency for the program.

It has been estimated that more than
15,000 companies stand to profit from the
decision to deploy the ABM system, in-
cluding several in Massachusetts.

Last year, when Western Electric Co. re-
celved Army contracts totaling $475.6 million
for continued research and production of
the Sentinel system, it announced it expected
to subcontract more than 60 per cent of
the contracts to more than 3,000 companies.

Major subcontractors for the Sentinel
project include General Electric Co., Ray-

theon Corp., McDonnell Douglas Corp., and
Martin Marletta Corp., all of whom have
contracts totaling $30 to $50 million.

EMPLOY 1 MILLION

Frederick W. Collins, writing in the New
Republic, suggested that 28 of the major
contractors for the ABM project employ
about one million people in 172 congressional
districts in 42 states.

One brokerage firm reportedly told its
clients during the sumer of 1867 that the
expected decision to go ahead with the ABM
would be the “day they will shake the money
tree for electronic companies.”

During the third quarter of 1967, 756 mutual
funds sold $90 million in other stock hold-
ings and invested the proceeds in electronics.

Defense spending in fiscal 1969, apart from
costs of the Vietnam war, is expected to be
in excess of #50 billion. The fiscal 1967 De-
fense Department payroll spread among the
50 states totaled $9.3 billion for military per-
sonnel, and $8 billion for civilian personnel.

The nation has 891 major private defense
plants and defense-oriented government in-
stallations, including those owned and op-
erated by or for the armed services, the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion and the Atomic Energy Commission. Of
these, Massachusetts, for example, has 45,
located In every congressional district but
one.

FORESEE NEW JOBS

The Wall Street Journal on Dee. 31, 1968,
noted that: “Construction unions eye new
jobs promised by the Pentagon’s Sentinel
anti-missile system. Military brass tell
union chiefs each of the 15 to 20 anti-
missile sites will require employment of 900
to 1,376 construction workers for an average
of 22 months.”

On Jan. 23 of this year, the Morrison-
EKnudsen Co., Inc. of New York was awarded
a $2.2 million Army contract for construction
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work at the site of the nation’s first Sentinel
ABM in North Andover.

Sen, Thruston B. Morton, R-Ky., sald Pres-
ident Eisenhower's warning agalnst undue
influence by the “military-industrial com-
plex” is “of more significance today than ever
before . . . With today’s big defense payrolls,
it's only natural that defense contractors
want to develop a better gun, ship or some
other defense mechanism . . . The answer
is for the electorate to be aware of this ten-
dency and keep it from getting out of hand.”

Writing on the “Growing Threat of our
Military-Industrial Complex” in Harvard
Business Review, May-June 1968, Jack Ray-
mond warned against the “disparate impulses
that go into the military-industrial complex,
ranging from a crass desire for profits to
honest fear for the safety of the country
(that) may coalesce in such a powerful ad-
vocacy of more and better weapons and in
such potent opposition to arms control that
the entire country will be drawn to support
this opposition.”

ANTI-GOP MISSILE

As for the political aspects of the decision
to deploy, Sen. Margaret Chase Smith, R-
Maine, ranking GOP member of the Armed
Services Committee, said she had heard the
ABM system referred to as an “anti-Republi-
can missile defense system.”

She added that, “I do not like to think
that the Executive Branch would waste the
$5-$6 billion that the installation of this
system will cost merely to avold a response
on the merits to charges that the United
States is without a ballistic missile defense.”

In his 1969 book "The Weapon Culture,”
nuclear physicist Ralph E. Lapp wrote that
following the disclosure late in 1966 that the
Soviet Union was deploying an ABM system,
“prominent Republicans—presidential hope-
fuls among them—strongly advocated imme-
diate action on U.S8. ballistic missile defense.

(In an Associated Press interview in Sep-
tember 1867, Richard M. Nixon called on the
United States to “go ahead at all costs” to
build an ABM system. When the Senate first
authorized Sentinel deployment last year
Nixon, then a presidential candidate, called
it “a major step toward candor and clarity.”)

“With this issue now given a political
slant,” continued Lapp, “the White House
became vulnerable to a 1968 campaign attack
that the incumbent administration had
failed to provide adequately for the nation's
security. Such Republican ‘missile attack’
involved political warheads whose punch was
measured in megavotes, not megatons.”

And Dr, Jerome B, Weisner, former science
adviser to President EKennedy, said, “We
ought to regard the Sentinel as a bad joke
perpetrated on us by Mr. McNamara and Mr.
Johnson in an election year. It seems to me
that thelr very rationalization—that it was
to defend us against China, but we would
stop bullding it if the Russians agreed not
to build one—demonstrates that.”

THE CAsSE AcaiNsT ABM—IX: RECORD OF THE
WearoN BUYERS

(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—Some of the opposition of
ABM deployment stems from a civilian skep-
ticism that has been building for several
years concerning the military's weapons ac-
quisition processes, its estimates of costs,
and 1its evaluations of what and how much
are needed.

Closely allied is the performance of what
are known as “high risk" electronics sys-
tems, for the Army claims that Sentinel and
its radars and computers, a major electronic
complexity, are capable of performing the
delicately synchronized tasks demanded of
an effective antimissile system.

Recently, a report entitled “Improving the
Acquisition Process for High Risk Electronics
Systems" was made public in Washington.

It was prepared last year to satisfy a course
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requirement while the author, Richard A.
Stubbing, 38, was attending Princeton Uni-
versity. Stubbing is an examiner in the
Budget Bureau, where he has been since
1962.

He is a graduate of Notre Dame and the
Harvard Business School and at the bureau,
has been the examiner for Air Force ballistic
missiles, Navy aircraft, tactical alrcraft and
strategic offensive forces.

Stubbing studied a sample of 13 major
Air Force-Navy aircraft and missile programs
with sophisticated electronic systems
initiated since 19556 at a total cost of $40
billion.

ONLY FOUR RELIABLE

He concluded that of the 13, only four,
costing $5 billion, could be relied upon to
perform at more than 75 per cent of their
specifications.

Five others, costing $13 billion, were rated
as “poor” performers, with an electronic re-
liability of less than 75 per cent.

Two more systems, costing $10 billion, were
phased out for “low reliability” after three
years, and the last two were cancelled, after
an expenditure of $2 billion.

Stubbing noted, *“(Thus) less than 40
per cent of the effort produced systems with
acceptable electronic performance—an un-
inspiring record that loses further luster
when cost overruns and schedule delays are
also evaluated.”

He also concluded that:

1. Contractors “in almost every instance”
advance for new weapon systems high-risk
proposals involving new or modified com-
puters and radars, rather than integrating
“off-the-shelf” equipment.

He attributes this to a desire to make the
proposal attractive and to gain the added
sales volume from designing and develop-
ing new electronies equipment.

PERFORMANCE BAD

2. The performance of the multibillion-
dollar weapons systems started in the 1950s
was bad; those of the 1960s are worse. Stub-
bing concluded, “The results already in in-
dicate a retrogression in electronics perform-
ance, along with a telescoping of develop-
ment schedules and continued large cost
overruns.”

3. The record of electronic systems in 12
important military programs begun in the
1950's indicates that only five perform up to
standard or better.

4. The aerospace industry, “with a high
wage structure and a reputation for ineffi-
ciency Iin production techniques,” still
achieves a 12 per cent greater return on
equity than the average of all U.S. industrial
firms.

5. The recent trend in airborne military
electronic programs has been toward high-
ly complex, crash programs with “estab-
lished technical parameters almost impos-
gible of attainment."”

6. Competitive development of high-risk
electronics systems, now lacking, offers the
best prospect of imposing maximum incen-
tives on management and improving the
quality and cost of the final product.

COMMENTS ON STUDY

Senator Symington, D-Mo., who noted that
“we have a long series of failures in missiles
which have cost the American people some-
where between $7 and £10 billion dollars,”
was moved to comment on Stubbing's study.

Symington said, “*As a result of this study,
I would hope there would be more under-
standing of why some of us suggested dur-
ing the last session that this government
continue with research and development on
the new ABM system, but not place orders
for its production.

“The proposed ABM system is far more
complicated than any of the systems re-
ferred to in this study.

“Over the years, I have been protesting
the ‘gadgetry’ aspect of our current defense




February 19, 1969

procurement as against the obtaining of
workable hardware.

On Nov. 6, 1967, National Observer com-
mented, “Military men are rarely as tech-
nically proficient as thelr industrial eoun-

terparts. In short, they don’'t always know
what they're buying.

“If they resist, the companies will go
over their heads—a retired general on an
industrial payroll will ask a high-ranking
military colleague to see ‘what the fuss is
all about'—and the company often ends up
having its way. In addition, defense contrac-
tors are always on the lookout to hire retiring
officers,

“The point to remember is that retired
high-ranking officers have many friends still
in the service. Some, they were influential
in appointing. Naturally, the retired officers
will be listened to.”

REMEMBER PRIOR GAPS

Finally, in listening to proponents of the
“ABM gap" theory, a fairly large audience
remembers the myths of the “bomber gap™
from 1955 to 1957, and the “missile gap” from
1957 to 1961.

Both of these alleged “gaps” in American
foreign policy proved to be nonexistent,
despite the fact that many of the highest
strategists in our defense community be-
lieved and propagated the greatly erroneous
statistics on which the “gap” theory de-
pended.

The fact was that, during the period of
the alleged missile and bomber gaps, the
Russians produced only four per cent of the
missiles and only 20 per cent of the bombers
that American Intelligence had claimed they
could produce.

The American reaction to these greatly
mistaken assessments by “experts” has pro-
duced a multibillion-dollar arsenal of nu-
clear weapons capable of annihilating the
Soviet Union as a viable civilization within
a day and perhaps within an hour.

Coupled with evidence that the Russians
have slowed or halted their limited ABM
deployment, our “gap” experience has made
Americans less eager to bulld new weapons
every time somebody presses the panic
button.

THE CasE Acamnst ABM-X: THE RUSSIAN
VIiEW
(By Everett S. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—One sound reason for not
building an American anti-missile system
now is that the Russians, traditionally more
interested in defensive than offensive weap-
ons, have spent millions trying to establish
an ABM setup and may have wasted much
of it because of formidable technical difficul-
ties.

One of their own experts has conceded
that the problems of ABM presently out-
number the solutions, a factor that has in-
fluenced the Soviets in deciding to slow down,
if not actually halt, thelr deployment efforts.

Some clues to the problems with ABM that
the Russlans have encountered may be found
in a treatise on antlmissile weapons—osten-
sibly, an evaluation of Western systems, yet
revealing in its objective analysis of ABM
generally—by Sovlet sclentist N. F. Shibayev.
This study was translated into English last
year, and a copy of it is in the Library of
Congress.

NOTES PROBLEMS

Shibayev makes these points to emphasize
the difficulty of creating an efective anti-
missile defense:

Missile warheads can be screened to pre-
vent radiation, thereby diminishing their
vulnerability.

Thelr trajectories, when they enter dense
atmospheric layers, may be turbulent or
smooth, or may change the direction of
flight.

Warheads may produce active and passive
Jamming of defense radar stations,
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Apart from the high average speed of flight
of the balllstic missile, and the consequent
lack of time for counteracting it, it is of
small dimensions and presents a smooth,
streamlined surface which hinders its detec-
tion by radar.

It is necessary to destroy all the attack-
ing missiles, and not merely part of them.

Nose sections of the ballistic missiles are
“very solid, a fact which hampers their de-
struction or demolition.”

EASILY JAMMED

Radar stations of the antimissile defense
are very sensitive and are easily jammed,
either by jammers installed in the missile,
in a container ejected from the missile, or
independently launched Jamming sources.

The task of interception would be much
more simple if the radar that identified the
target were also capable of gulding the in-
terception of the target, but “the two tasks
are, in principle, distinet.”

The “brain" of the whole system is a
high-speed digital computer that provides
for the interception of single and group tar-
gets and which can carry out 200,000 arith-
metical operations per second.

Target identification—that is, identifying
warheads on a background of numerous false
targets—"is considered to be the weak spot
of the entire U.S. antimissile system."

Concluded Shibayev, *“All these factors,
and others, lessen considerably the effective-
ness of the antimissile operation, and the
problem of antimissile defense Is just be-
ginning."

MOVED BY UNCERTAINTY

An uncertainty as to what the BSoviet
Union has done in the ABM field as recently
as last June gained congressional supporters
for the U.S. move to deploy Sentinel—to
“ecatch up,”—but even this motivation has
been diminished by additional intelligence
on what the Russians really appear to be
doing.

In June, arguing for American deploy-
ment of the ABM, Sen. Jackson, D-Wash., de-
clared, “We seem to be assuming that Mos-
cow has not deployed an ABM system. They
deployed their first system in 1962 around
Leningrad. We have not even deployed one
as yet. And the lead time is at least five
years for the first battery to be ready.”

Yet Sen. Hart, D-Mich., and others, have
offered an effective refutation to the sim-
plistic thesls that the Russians have an
ABM system and we do not.

Said Mr. Hart, “It is clear that the So-
viets have not deployed and are not de-
ploying any ABM system which can protect
their country against missile attack.

“It is now clear that the Soviet Unlon's
ABM deployment consists of only a small
and essentlally ineffective deployment
around the city of Moscow, using the so-
called Galosh missile.

HAVE AEM CAPABILITIES

“Two other systems have been described
as having ABM capabilities; one, deployed at
the clty of Leningrad in the early 1960s, was
apparently abandoned when the UB.SE.
considered it ineffective against the missile
threats then in being; the other defensive
deployment, called the Tallinn system, after
the city of Tallinn where one of the sites
was first identified, was for a time con-
sidered to have a possible ABM capability.

“By February 1968, however, it was ap-
parent that the Tallinn system does not now
have, nor did it ever have, an antiballistic
missile capability."”

Sen. Jackson has conceded that, “the ma-
jority view in the intelligence community—
it s not the unanimous view—Iis that the
Russian system 1s designed primarily as a
defense against air-breathing missiles and
aeronautical devices (including alreraft) as
opposed to a missile defense.”

In a letter to former Sen. Monroney, D-
Okla., urging a delay in U.S. ABM deploy-
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ment, Roswell Gllpatric, former deputy secre-
tary of defense, commented, “It seems gen-
erally accepted within our intelligence and
sclentific community that the ABM system
which the Soviets have deployed around
Moscow has encountered many technical dif-
ficultles and is probably of limited effective-
ness.

“Since the Soviets have always excelled in
defensive systems, it is reasonable to be-
lieve that the ABM problems with which
they have been aflicted will, in due course,
face our sclentists.

“If so, more research and development
effort should be expended by the United
States before any go-ahead on deployment
is given . . ™

Editor John W. R. Taylor wrote in the
196669 edition of “Jane's All the World's
Afreraft™: “The Tallinn defense system being
set up across the northwest approaches to
the Soviet Union is intended to deal with
alreraft, rather than missiles™

THE CasE AcarnsT ABM—XI: WaAT DIin
McNamarA MEAN BY "MARGINAL"?
(By Everett 8. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—When former Defense Sec-
retary McNamara reversed a several-year-old
stand in 1967 and called for deployment of
a “thin"” ABM system to defend us against
Communist Chinese missiles, he described
his decision to do so as “marginal.”

The interpretations of what McNamara
meant by “marginal,” as offered by pro and
anti-deployment forces, are as far apart as
the forces themselves.

A pro-deployment Pentagon official, who
declined to be ldentified, and who sald he
participated in the conversations that pre-
ceded McNamara's decision, commented, “I
am certain that in his use of the word, Mr.
McNamara did not refer to doubts about the
Sentinel system's efTectiveness In protecting
us against the Chinese threat, but rather, to
the fact that there was a marginal question
as to whether the Chinese leadership would
be sufficiently irrational as to attack us.”

CONTRARY EVIDENCE

However, there is contrary evidence that
McNamara did have continuing doubts about
the ABM's effectiveness and that probably
he was at least including this doubt in his
use of the word “marginal” if, in fact, he
was not referring to the effectiveness ex-
clusively.

In an introduction to a report on the mis-
gile shield controversy made public this
month by the Center for the Study of Demo-
cratic Institutions, a nonprofit educational
group, former Vice President Humphrey com-
mented: "I have always been skeptical In my
own mind about the security wvalue of de-
ploying an ABM system . . . I share the reser-
vations stated by Secretary McNamara when
he announced the ABM deployment in 1967."

Sen., Young, D-Ohio, recalled, “McNamara
brought down on his head the wrath of the
leaders of the military-industrial complex
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff who were calling
for & heavy ABM shield, so-called, when he
stated that such a continuing expenditure
would provide no adequate protection what-
ever against a Soviet nuclear attack.

“He stated that adding more billions to
the billions already wasted in ringing our
cities with ABMs furnished only a strong
inducement for the Soviet to vastly increase
their own offensive forces. Then we would
respond and an arms race would rush hope-
lessly on, to no sensible purpose for either
side.

“That was the wise conclusion of our then
secretary of defense.

MADE CONCESSION

“When I listened to Secretary McNamara
concede agreement to a thin system as a de-
fense against a possible missile attack from
China in 1978, or thereafter, I knew in my
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own mind he had made this concession and
romise against his better judgment.

“I attended a conference attended by a
number of my associates in the Senate and
there was ample basis for my conclusion.”

Dr. George W. Rathjens was, until June
1968 director of the Systems Evaluation Di-
vision of the Institute for Defense Analyses;
he now is an MIT professor of political sci-
ence.

In his study, “The Future of the Strategic
Arms Race,” published under sponsorship of
the Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace this month, Dr. Rathjens notes that:

“In announcing the BSentinel decision
former Secretary of Defense McNamara made
it clear that he regarded the decision as mar-
ginal ...

“Subsequently, other Johnson administra-
tion spokesmen claimed the system could
deny damage to the United States from a
Chinese nuclear attack. However, to have
high confidence in the system one must allay
doubts of three kinds:

“1. The question of whether such a com-
plicated system will work at all when called
upon to du so . . . while component tests
will be possible, 1t will never be feasible to
test the full system against a satisfactory
simulation of an operational environment.

“This fact, with the history of initial fail-
ures of far less complicated systems, leads
many experts to believe that the probability
of a catastrophic failure of Sentinel, or any
other ABM system is high.

COULD DEFEAT SYSTEM

“2. The possibility that the Chinese may
develop penetration aids that could defeat
the system. This possibility is discussed at
some length by Richard Garwin and Hans
Bethe (summarlzed earlier in this series).
I am not aware of any convincing rebuttal
of their thesis.

“Gen. A. W. Betts, chief of research and
development for the Army, in replying to the
Garwin-Bethe argument, disputes the con-
tention that development of effective pene-
tration aids would be as easy as claimed.
To make his point, he cites American diffi-
culties in developing high-confidence pene-
tration aids. There are, however, two con-
siderations that make this experience largely
irrelevant:

“Our program aims at the development
of penetration aids effective not only against
exoatmospheric defenses, but also against
terminal interception. If one has to cope only
with the former, which is all that is required
in the case of Sentinel, the problem is much
less complex.

“Second although the Chinese would prob-
ably prefer to have a high-confidence system
as a deterrent against the United States, one
with a moderate probabllity of penetrating
the Sentinel defenses might be almost as
useful to them.”

DEMANDING TASK

“3. Damage denial is a much more de-
manding task than simply reducing damage
by small amounts , ., Let it be assumed
that a given target is defended by 50 inter-
ceptors; that the Chinese have 25 ICBEMs
with a reliability of 80 per cent, and that
each interceptor has an 80 per cent chance
of destroying an ICBM. According to this
scenario, there is no more than about a 50
per cent probability that Sentinel would suc-
ceed in preventing all 25 ICBMs from hitting
their target.

“The range of the Spartan interceptor,
which is used with the Sentinel system, im-
plies that not 50 interceptors, but about 500,
would have to be deployed throughout the
United States if every important target were
to be within the effective defensive range of
50 Spartan missiles (since the offense can
choose any target on which to concentrate
his attack and the defender must defend
all targets.)

“Thus, even with a 20-to-1 superiority in
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the number of interceptors over the number
of Chinese missiles, the picture is far from
comforting.

“When one considers that a single one-
megaton warhead detonated over one of the
larger U.8. cities would produce about 1 mil-
lion fatalities, it is clear that those who claim
damage-denial or near damage-denial capa-
bility for Sentinel are assuming an extra-
ordinary high level of effectiveness.”

Twenty-three prominent Americans are
listed In the preface to Dr. Rathjens' study
and the author comments, “the following
persons, who have read the paper and par-
ticipated in all or part of the discussions,
were generally agreed that it presents fairly
the facts . . .*

One of the 23 was Robert 8, McNamara,
former secretary of defense,

THE CASE AGAINST ABM—XII: WHAT ARE THE
ProspECTS FOR ABM?
(By Everett 8. Allen)

WasHINGTON.—If the Nixon administra-
tion does not press for continuing ABM de-
ployment, construction of the Sentinel sys-
tem may stop permanently, principally be-
cause selection of the first three battery sites
has made it an issue at the Main Street level.

Congressional opponents of deployment
now find their case buttressed by sacks of
opposition mail from the voters, whose
anxiety over a “bomb in the backyard” al-
ready has prompted important federal action,
favorable to antideployment forces.

In a letter to Republican Sen. Cooper of
Eentucky, Sen. Stennis, D-Miss., new chalr-
man of the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee, has agreed to the former's request to al-
low “outside” witnesses to testify on the
ABM in open hearings before the committee.

These witnesses will include some of the
top-level educators and scientists, including
the four former sclence advisers to U.S.
Presidents, who have been outspoken in their
opposition to ABM.

AWAITS NIXON'S MOVE

Second, Chairman Rivers, D-8.C., chairman
of the House Armed Services Committee, in
a letter to Defense Secretary Lalrd, has said,
in effect that, because of the rising con-
troversy, his committee will take no action
to approve Sentinel sites until the Nixon
administration positively expresses an inter-
est in the project.

Laird’s reaction to the rising opposition
has been to order a halt in ABM work pend-
ing an upper-echelon review of the program.

This was precisely what was called for on
Jan. 31 in a letter to Laird from Sen. Ken-
nedy, D-Mass., Democratic whip, who wants
a congressional debate on continuation of
deployment,

Another factor impelling members of Con-
gress to join the anti-ABM ranks stems from
the conversation that Sens. Gore, D-Tenn.,
and Pell, D-R.I., had with Soviet Premier
Kosygin last November in Moscow,

In their report to the Senate, they said,
“It seems clear to us that the Soviets are
interested In beginning talks on limiting
offensive and defensive missiles , . .”

MODERATE VOICE

Sen. Brooke, R-Mass.,, mentioned this as
one of the reasons for his opposition to
ABM. As a new member of the Armed
Services Committee, Brooke is expected
to add a more moderate tone to the
group that traditionally favors erring on the
slde of greater military spending.

Brooke's anti-ABM thinking, shared by
many of his colleagues, is based on the belief
that we cannot construct an effective system;
it is far better to try to get Russia to come
to some agreement to limit nuclear weapons,
and finally, that an $80 billion defense
budget is too high, considering the nation’s
many domestic needs.

“Aren’t we really talking about a $40-850-
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billion program, rather than simply the ex-
penditure of $6.5 billion, the figure that has
been used?"” he was asked by The Standard-
Times.

“Experience shows that's the kind of thing
that happens,” he replied. He added that he
had found former Defense Secretary McNa-
mara's decision to deploy "'quite a surprise
and a disappointment,” and sald that his
votes against ABM had been cast “only after
research in depth and consultation with MIT
scientists."

FUNDAMENTAL ISSUE

Sen. Eennedy, also among the leaders of
the anti-ABM group, called the deployment
issue a “matter of fundamental importance,”
citing the enormous cost factor and the fact
that “there is always a question of where we
are with regard to security” even if we do
build such a system.

He noted that a total system cost of #65
billion had been suggested, and concluded:

“With 865 billion, we could educate every
child, unpollute every river, and rebuild every
city.”

Democratic Senate Leader Mansfield also
echoed a growing congressional view when he
sald, “Usually the Defense Department just
has to ask for what it wants, and we give it
to them. Last year, for the first time, we
questioned the department on various sub-
jects . . . and that time was long overdue.”

As of Jan. 31, a Sentinel Systems Command
official was willing to guess privately that 48
members of the Senate were opposed to ABM
deployment. If this is accurate, it represents
a sharp rise in the anti-ABM ranks.

Last year, Senate deployment opponents
picked up 10 votes between the first vote
April 18—a move to refuse procurement
funds—and the Aug. 1 vote on whether to
deny construction appropriations, On the
April 18 vote, 24 senators went on record
against the ABM. On Aug. 1, 34 senators did
so—one-third of the membership.

No House rolleall votes on the issue were
taken during this period, but on non-record
votes, House members upheld ABM funds by
a 3-to-1 margin. Rivers’ letter to Laird sug-
gests an important erosion of this House
margin.

MORE CONSERVATIVE

On Jan. 31, leaders of the Senate anti-
ABM effort were slightly more conservative
than the Army in estimating their strength.
A senator's aide suggested they had 13 Re-
publicans and 26 Democrats, with at least
four more—Eagleton, D-Mo.; Cook, R-Ky.;
Packwood, R-Ore., and Harris, D-Okla., “lean-
ing our way.”

This represents a considerable gain in view
of the fact that last year the total of 34 ABM
opponents dropped to 25 in the wake of the
Russian invasion of Czechoslovakia.

What will the administration do?

Defense Secretary Laird is not opposed to
ABM systems in principle. As spokesman for
GOP members of the House Defense Appro-
priations Committee in 1966, he declared
critically that a “flaw in the present Amer-
ican strategy is the lack of aggressiveness
in the development of an ABM defense sys-
tem."”

On Jan. 30, Laird said the United States,
by moving ahead with the Sentinel system,
would strentghen its bargaining position in
possible talks with the Soviet Union on lim-
iting missiles.

FELT M'NAMARA ERRED

Yet sources close to Laird indicate he felt
McNamara made a mistake in deploying a
“thin,"” possibly obsolete system as opposed
to a more advanced “thick” ABM system such
as more research and develop might make
possible. Thus, the defense secretary might
be willing to suspend Sentinel deployment.

Further, although President Nixon came
out strongly for deployment of the Sentinel
before his election, he is said not to be ir-
revocably committed to the ABM concept.
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In part, this may reflect the fact that
former President Eisenhower is not convineced
of ABM's worth, and opposed its deployment.

There appears & very reasonable chance
that the administration will choose not to
continue deployment of the ABM system at
this time, and the overwhelming weight of
evidence indicates this is the course the
nation should follow.

Mr. KENNEDY,. Mr. President, I would
also like to ask unanimous consent that
an article which appeared in fthe Na-
tional Observer on Monday, February 10,
also be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

THE COMPLEXITIES OF THE SENTINEL PROGRAM :
ARGUING THE PROS AND CONS OF THE Mis-
SILE DEFENSE SYSTEM

The ins and outs of emplacement of anti~
ballistic-missile (ABM) systems are not sim-
ple—as the followlng arguments illustrate.

They were made In a symposium sponsored
by the Center for the Study of Democratic
Institutions at Santa Barbara, Calif. The
symposium members discussed the “thin"
Bentinel system for defense against China
and also the possible “thick” system for de-
fense against Russia as well as the general
philosophies surrounding the whole subject
of ABMs,

A panel of four men presented papers at
the symposium—two in favor of ABMs and
two against. Speaking in favor were Dr,
Donald G. Brennan, former president of the
Hudson Institute, a private study group that
often researches guestions of public policy,
and Leon Johnson, a retired Air Force gen-
eral who also was director, Net Evaluation
Subcommittee, National Security Council,
1961-65. Speaking against the ABM were Dr,
Jerome B. Wiesner, a former science adviser
to President Kennedy and provost of Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology, and Sen.
George S. McGovern of South Dakota.

Among the participants in a following dis-
cussion were Adolph A. Berle, Jr., former
assistant Secretary of State; Charles M. Herz-
feld, technical director for the Defense Space
Group, I. T. & T.; and I. I. Rabi, Nobel Lau-
reate and professor of physics at Columbia
University. These are excerpts from the pa-
pers and remarks which are to be published
this month by the Center and Hill & Wang
in a book, “Anti-Ballistic Missile—Yes or
No?"”

AGAINST: JEROME B, WIESNER

Dr. Earl Compton’s sister, when living in
India, watched a handyman driving a nail in
a wall of her house, tearing up a lot of plaster
in the process. In desperation, she finally
grabbed the hammer and nail and said: “My
God, man, let me do that. Why don't you
use some common sense?’ He drew himself
up in all his dignity and said: “Madam,
common sense is a gift of God. I've only got
a technical education.”

What I have found hardest to learn in
20 years of dealing with military technology
and international security problems is how
to add a measure of common sense to them,

Many other people have this problem, too.
The whole issue of ABM, I believe, ends up
as a conflict of judgment rather than one
of analysis. Making the analysis is very im-
portant because it provides the raw material
for judgment; it gives some feeling for what
is possible and what isn't. But very often it
turns out that analyzing a complex situa-
tion offends plain common sense or defies
understanding. In studying a complex prob-
lem like ABM, certain assumptions have to
be made, and if the assumptions are bad,
the analysis will simply conceal them.

This happens frequently, and is happening
now in the debates about the antiballistic
missile. We do not have adequate knowledge
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about many aspects of an antiballistic-mis-
sile duel because we lack vital data about
the attacking missiles and about ABM per-
formance. So we just pick some numbers
that seem rational and we use them to
make whatever point serves our purpose. . . .
One man’s assumptions give one set of con-
clusions; another man’s assumptions give a
different set. . . .

Of course, it gets ever worse than that.
When we design a system like the Sentinel
and then analyze it, we assume almost ideal-
ized conditions. We assume it is going to
work as specified, or we quite arbitrarily use
some reliability estimate llke .95. But we
can't know whether that is even close to
correct because we have never built or oper-
ated anything llke the Sentinel before. . . .
Here it i1s, the most elaborate, sophisticated,
dynamic combination of rocketry, radars,
computers, electronics, and other technol-
ogy-ever proposed, and we are expecting that
it will work and work well and not just well
but perfectly the first time it is tried in a
large-scale test. All kinds of mock tests can
be invented for it, but the first genuine one
will be when it is used in earnest. . . .

To judge an ABM defense system we must
know its purpose. Is it supposed to provide
an area defense, or defense of missile sites,
or defense of a fleet, or defense of a few
cities? It has to have some specific purpose,
but one of the interesting things about the
argument for the ABM is that its purpose
seems very hard to grasp.

We were told at one point that the Sen-
tinel system was intended to protect us
against any irrational behavior on the part
of the Chinese, though many people would
contend that our existing deterrent system
will do this adequately now. A careful anal-
ysis of the Sentinel system, however, does not
show that Sentinel would provide protec-
tion agailnst Chinese nuclear weapons for
very long unless we make some unbelievably
naive assumptions about the Chinese.

We should lock at the more general ques-
tlon of large antiballistic-missile systems and
concentrate on what the military and the

congressional enthusiasts for ABM would
like to build, if they could get us to agree.
What they have in mind is a much more
sophisticated and elaborate antiballistic-
missile system that would have the capabil-
ity of intercepting missiles fired at the
United States. The question is: does it make
all that much difference to our security if an
ABM system can shoot down some fraction
of the ballistic missiles aimed at our cities?
What, in fact, is the general, over-all effect
on our security of creating an ABM system?
How does it change our deterrent posture?
How much protection, if any, will it give the
country at large, or the military installa-
tions? What is its effect on our efforts to
achieve a more rational world? What does it
do to a variety of other military obectives we
might have?

Before we approach such questions, there
is one important generalization I would like
to stress, one that should always be kept in
mind while examining strategic-weapons
systems but that people almost always for-
get to take into account. It is that these
developments take a long time from concep-
tion to effective operational deployment. . ..
This whole cycle takes about 10 years.

Some weapons systems are obsolete in the
conception, and I think this is probably true
for the antiballistic-missile system before
us. I have, in fact, come to the conclusion
that any system that depends on projec-
tiles—rather than, say, nuclear rays or elec~
tromagnetic b2ams or laser beams—is futile.

An antiballistic-missile system attempts
to intercept and destroy ballistic missiles
coming in very fast, very high, from long
distances. It requires that the defenders fire
their own intercepting missiles from the
ground after they have detected the incom-
ing missiles with the long-range radar. De=
tection normally occurs when the attacking
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missiles are several hundred miles away If
their trajectorles are normal. They can be
detected farther away if forward radars are
employed, After detection one makes a rough
projection or prediction of the trajectory of
the incoming missile and launches an anti-
missile, usually a rocket carrying a nuclear
warhead, In the direction of the Incoming
device. The missile-tracking radar on the
ground must follow the Iincoming war-
head and it tells the anti-missile rocket
where to go. When the defensive rocket gets
close enough to the incoming missile its nu-
clear warhead is exploded and, in principle,
destroys the attacking object. This has been
demonstrated both by analysis and In field
tests to be possible. No one gquestions that if
you set up this kind of system it will work
in an ideal situation. . . .

The defender sits and guesses about the
attackers' tactics. If he guesses that one
thing is going to happen, he invents a tech-
nology to deal with it. If he guesses that
something else is going to happen, he invents
another technology. But there is always the
possibility that something quite unexpected
will happen. I do not think the defender is
ever golng to know really what to expect;
the variety of techniques available to a na-
tion planning an offensive system is great
enough to keep an antiballistic-missile sys-
tem of the kind we are talking about totally
off balance.

As a matter of fact, just the thought that
we might develop an antlballistic-missile
system, and therefore that the Russians
might do the same thing, caused us to de-
velop a whole new set of offensive counter-
measures that make our Air Force and Navy
confident that we do not have to worry about
a Russian antimissile system. We have some
new missiles that, instead of a single war-
head, carry several and with high accuracy.
We have available, and so do they, the pos-
sibility of using the black-out attack. One
can develop very different kinds of offensive
rockets that come In at low altitudes and do
various elaborate maneuvers. We can shield
against X rays. The choices are endless,

So, as I sald in the beginning, anyone who
makes calculations about what his defense
system can do must make and proceed from
a series of assumptions that do not seem to
be warranted. But, of course, this does not
stop people from making them.

In his 1967 “defense posture” speech, for
example, former Defense Secretary McNamara
cited some figures still widely quoted. He said
a nuclear exchange with Russia in 1967
would cause 120,000,000 American deaths. He
then postulated two antimissile defense sys-
tems for the United States—one, Posture A,
would cost $10 billion, and the other, Posture
B, would cost $20 billion. His calculations in-
dicated that the $10-billion system would re-
duce American fatalities to 40,000,000 deaths,
while the $20-billion system would reduce
American fatalities to 30,000,000, These are
numbers I find hard to grasp, but they ob-
viously are meant to indicate a very substan-
tial improvement in the fatality ratio if we
were to bulld a defense system.

However, more guestions were left un-
answered than were answered in the calcula-
tions. First, Mr. McNamara, I believe, as-
sumed the system would work as planned.
But, let me repeat, I have serious reservations
about the effectiveness of such an ABM sys-
tem even if a potential enemy were not
devising things to undo its effectiveness. I do
not think its performance would be any-
where near the advertised predictions be-
cause of its very complexity. Second, Mr. Mc-
Namara said he had made his calculations on
the basis of the 1967 Soviet offensive missile
deployment. But that was not a SBoviet de-
ployment the Russians told us about; it was
only McNamara's guess, or somebody’'s guess,
about the Soviet deployment. So our defense
planners must have had to make certain as-
sumptions not only about our own system’s
weakness and accuracy but also about how
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fast the Russian missiles wounld come in, how
well they would be protected, and whether
they would bear one warhead or two or more.
Maybe Mr, McNamara knew all these things.
But I suspect there were a lot of assumptions
in his ealculations, that might not hold up.
Even if they had held up in 1567 when they
were made, I doubt that they would be of
much use today . . .

Unfortunately, many people do not read
the fine print. They do not realize that you
cannot snap your fingers and wish into
existence [the] kind of antiballistic-missile
system being argued about. They do not
realize that if we build an antiballistic-mis-
sile system and the Russians regard it as
something they do not like, they have plenty
of time to respond and to figure out how to
get their missiles past it, or that if they
build an ABM system, we can respond in the
same way.

In essence, then, my judgment is that we
are just as Hkely to wind up a captive in the
arms race if we start going the way of ABM
defense as if we continue to bulld more and
more offensive missiles.

There are people who say that it is better
to spend your money on ABM defenses than
on more destructive power, If one could do
this—that is, freeze the offensive power on
both sides and build only defenslve systems—
this might make ABM a good thing. If Con-
gress, the military, and the manufacturers
were happy to builld only defenses and did
not press us to add to the offensive forces,
maybe ABM would be a good buy.

But I do not belleve that this is a tenable
situation, and this is the reason for one basic
disagreement on the ABM. I think we would
reach a point in the growth of the AEM
defensive system where people would argue
that improved defenses mean that the of-
fenses no longer can guarantee deterrence
and that we must therefore increase our
offensive capability even more.

This is not a matter that anybody can
settle with numbers and calculations. It is
a judgment. But judgments of this kind are
at the heart of the decision to build or not
to build an ABM system, mot the statistics,
the caleulations about *cost-effectiveness,”
or how many people will be killed. These
factors are important in the decision, of
course. What is most important, however, is
the total dynamics and the likely interaction
of the policymakers on both sides, I come
back to where I began and ask: Can we play
this game, which certainly will not buy us
real defense, and at the same time achieve
a rational world? My answer is no.

FOR: DONALD BRENNAN

On the whole I accept Jerome Wiesner's
technical characterizations., I accept, more
or less, his characterizations of Sentinel as it
was originally envisaged. The views I present
here are in supoprt of a defense that would
make a substantial difference against a Soviet
missile attack, a system of a character and
capacity missing in the original conception
of Bentinel.

Here is what I deem to be the critical
factor: Most of the studies of performance
of heavier deployment now possible of ABM
defenses against major Soviet attacks—as-
suming that the Soviets do not make a major
increase in their offensive forces in response
to our improved defemse—have shown that
fatalities in the United States might be re-
duced from a figure in the range of 80 to a
100 to 120,000,000 down in perhaps 20 or 30 or
40,000,000. Using the pericd of the mid 1970s
as a statistical base, this might change the
fatality level from half the population to
something on the order of 10 per cent. Ob-
viously the remaining prospect of losing 10
percent of our citizens is hardly likely to
make one dance. But these caleculations eould
make & great difference in the kind of United
Btates that would exist after an act of nu-
clear war.
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By the same process that might save as
much as 90 percent of the populace, we would
very likely be saving an even higher per-
centage of the country’s productive capacity,
communications, and transportation system.
This makes a very great difference in the
ability of the scciety to recover from such
ablow....

I concede that the ABM systems are large,
complicated, and untested in any final sense.
There is some chance they may fail if sub-
jected to the ultimate test of war, in ways
that we did not foresee. This fs a technical
problem, as Dr. Wiesner says, and any sci-
entist must agree it exists. But there is an-
other side to thls technica® Interaction that
he did not mention and I would emphasize;
that is, the offensive forces that may be fired
against this defensive system also are large,
complicated, untested systems—untested
against the environment in which they are
supposed to work. . .,

And if we are talking about the possibility
of buying nsational survival insurance, the
fact that there is a degree of risk that the
insurance wouldn't pay off under some cir-
cumstances does not necessarily negate its
value.

This brings us to the technical gquestion of
how difficult it is for the offense to nullify
an ABM defense., The wor-cutcome estimates
made by Secretary McNamara should obtain,
at least If the Soviets do not work very hard
at nullifying our defense. If they work very
hard at counteracting our ABM system, then
they conceivably could cancel the insurance
value we expected to purchase with the new
defenses., However, it turns out that, as far
as we can see, it is difficult for them to shift
the balance by further offensive development,
This is a point I wish to stress.

One of the considerations that killed Nike-
Zeus (and I was among those opposed to de-
ploying 1t) was that the system looked easy
to nullify. It had mechanically slewed radars;
it did not have much tracking ecapability.
The conclusion was that it would be fairly
easy to design attack systems that would
penetrate it. However, the best kinds of de-
fenses that developed in the last several
years do not suffer these deficiencies. While
I agree with Dr. Wiesner that economic
factors do not dominate here, one wants to
have some sense of the costs.

If the Soviets could nullify one of these
€10 billion or $20 billion ABM defense sys-
tems by spending only an additional 1 per
cent as much on their offensive force, then
I, among many others, would agree that
ABM is a very bad buy. It seems, however,
not likely to be any such minor economie
matter. . . .

I would offer a more technical argument
on behalf of the future prospect of defenses.
Although, as Dr. Wiesner sald, there are many
ways one can think of to penetrate a de-
fense, there also are more and more poten-
tial ways of bullding up a defense. I belleve
that, essentially, all the possible means of
penetration are known and openly dis-
cussed—warheads that maneuver, that can
come in at low angles, or high angles, or in
special trajectories; more warheads can be
put in, more chaff, more decoys, more
jammeers.

However, there is 2 much larger array of
technical possibilities in Improving the de-
fense, Dr. Wiesner alluded to some of them
in passing, like lasers and X rays, and other
mechanisms that have been studied for spe-
cific application to defense systems. No one
of a fairly large catalog of diverse develop-
ments may work at the moment, but there is
at least some likelihood of contributing to
a major breakthrough on the defensive side.

Agreeing that these technical estimates
cannot be exact, I believe they are neverthe-
less very important in establishing ranges
for decision-making. For example, if I were
convinced that improved ABM defenses could
be neutralized for a minor fraction of their
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cost, or that they would only make a 10
per cent difference in the fatalities in case
of nuclear attack, I would lose interest in
technical estimates of this kind. As it is, they
seem to me to make a case that cannot be
ignored.

What Dr. Wiesner refers to as questions of
judgment, as opposed to analysis, do In-
trude when it comes to the ultimate con-
sideration of the requirements of deterrence.
If the Soviets begin bullding up a heavy de-
fense, our military strategists would be ap-
prehensive about the ability of our offense to
penetrate it; and this, therefore, would soon
upset any understanding about stabilization
of offensive forces and would launch a new
arms race.

I do not myself believe, as I am sure Dr.
Wiesner does not belleve, that the United
States requires as a Tundamental part of its
national security some fixed destruction ca-
pability—the capacity to destroy, say '74,000,-
000 Russlans, or 78 per cent of Soviet in-
dustrial capacity, to cite two figures Mr. Mc-
Namara has used in his discussion of re-
quirements for what he calls an assured
destruction capacity” for our deterrent force.

As a matter of fact, I do not believe that
the United States has any fixed requirement
for any large number of Soviet hostages. It
seems to me that our basic military require-
ment is simply to make sure that we are not
in an unfavorable position vis-a-vis the So-
viets at any given or predictable time. If we
are confident we are in a fair military posl-
tion vis-a-vis the Soviets, there Is no funda-
mental law of nature that requires that we
should be able to destroy 74,000,000 Russians.
I think that we could begin to work back
toward a state in which defenses begin to
look more and more effective—and, as far
as I am concerned, I am perfectly willing that
defenses should look effective on both
sides . . .,

The policy of the offensive deterrent theory
has been increasingly persuasive over the
past years. The technical prospects for de-
fense in the later 1950s were rightly judged to
be poor. As a result many of us assimilated
the doctrine that, since the United States and
the Soviet Union could not effectively defend
against each other, each had to deter the
other with large nuclear capability. As long
as there was no really good alternative to a
standofl of this kind, the way was open for
the emergence of a distorted form of this
doctrine of deterrent: ie., since we must
deter, we cannot defend. That, I suggest, is
& non sequitur. I believe the United States
is coming to a judgment of what Soviet
capabilities actually are; and I see nothing in
this to preclude deployment of AEM
defenses. , . .

I find it very difficulf to follow the reason-
ing that holds that the likelihood of war will
go up if missile defenses are deployed. I am
among those who argue the other way: We
contend that if ABM defenses are deployed,
they will at the very least considerably com-
plicate the planning of an attack, and so a
rather substantial addition barrier to the ini-
tiation of war arises.

The argument is most usually couched in
traditional terms of an offenses-defense arms
race. ABM becomes a ploy In an unending
spiral of defense followed by offense, followed
by defense, followed by offense, followed by
defense, and so on. I can only say the same
thing here I said In relation to the arguments
on the fundamental requirements of deter-
rence: It ain’t necessarily so.

The question is basically one of attitude.
If the American body politic defines as a
fundamental objective for the Department of
Defense that it must have an offensive force
capable of killilng 74,000,000 Russians, and
if the Soviets then start bullding a missile
defense that looks as is it wounld reduce our
capability to destroy Russians below that
threshold, then, of course, there will be an
offensive force response on our side. . . .

But as I have said, it is not a fundamental
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law of nature that we must be able to main-
tain a fixed kill ratio of Russians. A much
more sensible United States posture, it seems
to me, which is in accordance with the
dictate of keeping in a good military posi-
tion vis-a-vis the Soviets, is to deploy ABM
defenses instead. From many points of view,
as Dr. Wiesner perceived, we should have
much more interest in deploying defenses
than in deploying offenslve forces. I think
the policy process in the United States will
acquire that perspective sooner or later.

I cannot discern any fundamental neces-
sity for the United States to respond to
Sovlet defense build-up with increased of-
fensive force increments on our side. As far
as one can see, Soviet attitudes are them-
selves already favorable to a defensive pos-
ture. In recent years they have been sub-
stantially and sharply increasing their of-
fensive forces, but it is still probable that
they have more of a doctrinal emphasis on
defense as a way of military life than the
United States has had in quite a few years.

I do not want to treat lightly the pros-
»pect of an offense-defense arms race, but I
believe there is a better way of dealing with
it than by abstaining from defense systems,
which, as Premier Kosygin rightly put it, will
not kill pecple. The ABM Is not intended to
kill anything but lethal offensive missiles;
it is intended to preserve human lives. Inso-
far as both we and the Russians cultivate
that judgment, we can temper the prospects
for an arms race, and in the process buy
plenty of insurance for both the super-
powers.

FOR: LEON JOHNSON

The strategy of assured destruction, or
deterrence through a balance of terror, means
that we must have the capability to destroy
the Soviet Union as a viable nation even after
suffering a surprise first strike.

This is a radically new military concept.
Only since the early 1850s have we belleved
that we must maintain a force In being
capable of destroying a potential enemy.
Prior to that time the planners held that we
needed only sufficient force in being to de-
fend the country while greater. forces were
created in order to carry the war to the
enemy.

Under those circumstances we never in-
sisted that our forces had to be sufficient to
devastate an entire country. The ultimate
objective was only to muster sufficient
strength to defeat the enemy’s forces and
destroy his war-making potential. The war
would end when the enemy sued for peace,
surrendered, and accepted defeat. We as-
sumed that victory would come well short
of total destruction; and it has been our
practice to lend moral and physical assist-
ance to our enemies in rebuilding and re-
suming their places in the family of nations.
We pride ourselves on being builders, not
destroyers.

When the most knowledgeable authorities
charged with the defense of our country can
say that our strategic offensive and defensive
forces have the capability to blunt any ene-
my attack, to keep the damage to our coun-
try to an accepiable level, and to permit us to
continue as a viable nation, then we can
change back from a strategy of assured de-
struction to the earlier concept of measured
damage. It would no longer be essential to
destroy an enemy as a viable nation. It would
be necessary to inflict only sufficient damage
to ensure that he recognized that the em-
ployment of armed force agalnst us was not
rewarding, and that there are better ways
to settle international disputes....

Should the Soviets deploy an ABM sys-
tem around Moscow and their major citles
in the early 1970s, such a condition could be
exceedingly destabilizing. Certainly we would
not test those defenses, Bhould the Boviets
believe, even mistakenly, that their defenses
could blunt an attack of ours, it would be
almost as bad for us as if it were true. Should
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they believe they could blunt an attack, with
acceptable losses, and so announce to the
world, the world would be prone to believe
them. It could be expected that many U.S.
citizens would also believe them, and the
uproar could be much worse than the cry of
“missile gap” we experienced in 1960. If we
had in the meantime lost the six years of
time necessary to build and install a defen-
sive system of our own, there would be no
way to redress the balance. We would be
subject to that Soviet nuclear blackmail we
avoided for the past 20 years. . ..

It is time to recall that a strategy based on
self-interest includes, ipso facto, the defense
of population regardless of the other side’s
statements, intentions, or reactions, Fail-
ure to realize this will in the long run be
tremendously constraining, destabilizing,
and costly to our foreign policy and could
cause the death of our great country. . ..

AGAINST: GEORGE 5. M'GOVERN

The antiballistic missile is a most remark-
able device, to say the least, It is remarkable
for its technology and for its capacity to
devour large sums of money. But most re-
markable of all is its political effect—an
effect so potent that our country is about to
embark on the deployment of this defensive
missile system before it has been carefully
evaluated, and at a time in our national
life when we ought to be most interested in
reducing both the costs and the hazards of
the arms race.

I believe that an ABM deployment by the
United States would actually decrease our
security and our capacity to conduct an
intelligent and rational foreign policy. It
would do this not only because it would be
easily penetrated by the Soviet Union at less
vost, if they chose to do so, but also because
1t would lead to a further escalation of the
arms race and a worsening of Sovlet-Ameri-
can relations,

Beyond these considerations, the allocation
of billions of dollars of publie funds in ABM
at this time would actually threaten our in-
ternal national security in a pecullarly pain-
ful manner, depriving us of funds urgently
needed to cope with the explosive social and
economiec needs of our own soclety and of the
world in ferment around it.

We could, as a precaution, do what I as-
sume we would do, if we had the good judg-
ment to back away from the actual deploy-
ment of this missile system—that is, con-
tinue with research and development, even to
the prototype stage, on defensive missile sys-
tems. Then, if new breakthroughs should oc-
cur on the technical front, or if new informa-
tion comes to us about what our potential
enemies are up to, we would be in a position,
if necessary, to consider deployment of the
system. . . .

Politically, the abillty to get support for
highly dubious multi-billion-dollar projects
such as the ABM rests on two factors: first,
exploitation of the national feeling of in-
security that comes any time we debate a
proposal with a defense label attached to
it; and second, the perfectly legal and very
substantial rewards the military sector can
bestow upon communities and states whose
congressmen are co-operative. . . .

So, let us face it, the antiballistic-missile
system is little more than a gigantic make=
work welfare project sponsored by the mili-
tary-industrial complex. I charge that this
kind of artificial and unimaginative public
spending is degrading rather than strength-
ening our socliety, and that it is doing so to
an extent that more than offsets any tem-
porary military advantage we may gain from
 §H

A DISCUSSION

Mr. BertE. I do not think the antiballls-
tic-missile system should be deployed. The
research on it should be done and the infor-
mation acquired but then we should stop
there. I can find no technician who is pre-
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pared to say that an antiballistic-missile
defense could be airtight. One argument for
deploying an ABM system is that It could
reduce the number of our fatalities to 10,-
000,000 or 15,000,000, but we have no way of
determining whether we could sustain
10,000,000 or 15,000,000 deaths without hav-
ing our whole social, governmental, and
political system smashed and our country
so disorganized that it would be brought to
the point of defeat. . . .

Dr. BrEnwanN. The technieally Iinformed
people tell us that if we spent from $10 to
%20 billions for ABM it would reduce fatal-
Ity levels from perhaps 50 per cent of the
population to 10 or 15 per cent, and it prob-
ably would save an even greater percentage
of our industrial resources. This would be
true in the kind of war that could happen
in the middle or late 1970s, pitting ABM
against advanced technology skillfully em-
ployed against the United States. It is a
combination of these two reductions that
would make the difference between having a
country that could reconstitute itself within
some relatively short number of years (say,
5 or 10) after the war, and having a country
whose recovery in any time period would be
highly problematical. . . .

Mr. McGoverN. What is the evidence that
the Soviets are going beyond (a) very lim-
ited defensive system deployed around Mos-
cow, and their apparent alrcraft defenses
around Leningrad? Do we have credible evi-
dence that they are moving ahead on a
nationwide defensive missile system?

Dr. BReNnwaN. I think the evidence is both
ambiguous and undiscussable.

Dr. Wiesner. But mostly negative.

Mr. HerzreELD, Their system around Moscow
is comparable to a thin defense,

Dr. WiesNer. No, it is only a small plece of
a thin system.

Mr. HerzreELD. It's not all that small.

Dr. Wiesner. It is.

Mr. BerreE. While, as I have said, I am
against ABM deployment because I do not
think it will be effective, I do not agree with
some critics of ABM who say that economi-
cally the country cannot afford it. That is
nonsense. The maximum estimate is that
ABM would cost $50 billion. The United
Btates can afford that, and more. This
year, the gross national product will be
about #$860 billlon and the best esti-
mate for the 1969 GNP is $910 billion.
We can assume that before ABM would be
fully deployed three or four years from now,
the GNP would be about a trilllon dollars.
To detach 850 billion for ABM could be done.
It could be done even while we're spending
great amounts of money for the social and
economic reconstruction of the country. It is
true that this would require a political mood
of urgency the country does not now have,
But, economically, ABM is a manageable
proposition. . . .

Mr. Ras1. There is no question that we can
afford both guns and butter, no question to
be put in cold economic statistics. But I am
not so sure that economiec satistics are a suf-
ficlent measurement of what a country can
afford. . ., .

A country is more than its economic ca-
pacity or its material possessions, It has a
personal, spiritual, psychological side—it is
a culture.

Those of us who are teachers and close to
young people know the degree to which they
have been alienated by all this expenditure
on military things.

When they see the Government putting out
tremendous sums of money for military pur-
poses, and then observe the Government's
reluctance to invest in the solution of do-
mestic human problems, they see a reorlenta-
tion of our national policy which they be-
lieve is turning us into a garrison state. . . .

I have to say that I find all these statistical
arguments, all this war-gaming, rather ob-
scene, It has nothing to do with the mean-
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ing of security on a much more profound
level. While we are trying to assure the safety
of the country, we may be undermining it....

When Mr. Eisenhower was president of Co-
lumbia University, he said something that
struck me. He had never been interested in
defending property, or even lives, he said, as
much as he had in defending a way of life.
When you look at the proposition inherent in
a nuclear exchange, you realize that even
minimal losses—such as taking out New
York, Chicago, and Los Angeles, and letting
everything else stand—would spell the end
of the American dream as we know it. . ..

When Russia invaded Czechoslovakia last
summer there was no violent resistance by
the Czechs. You might ask whether this was
wise or not. In one view, the Czech people
were “chicken” for not standing up even
though the odds were hopeless. But is the
survival of a people and their culture not
more important than a “heroic” gesture? . . .

Mr. HerzrFeLD. I am quite aware that even
to contemplate the kind of caleulations one
must make In matters of military security
causes real and valid revulsion in many
people, and not just among the young. I must
point out, however, that this revulsion is
the kind that any nonmedical person feels
when he accidentally walks into an operating
room while an operation is going on. His
reaction is valid, but it does not help him
understand the problem of medicine very
much.

ORDER FOR FRINTING EULOGIES
OF SENATOR BARTLETT AS A SEN-
ATE DOCUMENT

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that eulogies of Sen-
ator BARTLETT be printed as a Senate
document for later distribution.

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

AUTHORIZATION DURING AD-
JOURNMENTS FOR SECRETARY
OF THE SENATE TO RECEIVE MES-
SAGES

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous eonsent that, during the ad-
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journments of the Senate between today
and next Tuesday, the Secretary of the
Senate be authorized to receive messages
from the President of the United States
and the House of Representatives.

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, did
I understand the Senator to say from ad-
journment now until next Tuesday?

Mr. KENNEDY. I am about to make
that request.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
FRIDAY NEXT AT 10 A.M.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, upon the com-
pletion of its business today, the Senate
adjourn until 10 a.m. on Friday.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
FRIDAY TO TUESDAY, FEBRUARY
25, 1969

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that immediately
upon the eonclusion of the reading of
the Farewell Address on Friday, the Sen-
ate adjourn until noon, Tuesday, Febru-
ary 25, 1969.

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

ADJOURNMENT TO FRIDAY AT
10 A.M.

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, if there
be no further business to come before the
Senate, I move, in accordance with the
previous order, that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 10 a.m. on Friday.

The motion was agreed to; and (af 2
o’clock and 36 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took an adjournment until Friday, Feb-
ruary 21, 1969 at 10 a.m.

February 19, 1969

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate February 19, 1969:
IN THE AIR FORCE

Grant Hansen, of California, to be an

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

G. Warren Nutter, of Virginia, to be an

Assistant Secretary of Defense.
In THE AIR FORCE

John L. McLucas, of Massachusetts, fo be
Under Secretary of the Air Force.

Curtis W. Tarr, of California, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force.

IN THE ARMY

Thaddeus R. Beal, of Massachusetts, to be
Under Secretary of the Army.

Eugene M. Becker, of Illinols, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Army.

Willlam K. Brehm, of Michigan, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Army.

IN THE Navy

James D, Hittle, of Virginia, to be an
Aszsistant Secretary of the Navy.

DeparTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE

John G. Veneman, of California, to be
Under Sccretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

James E, Allen, Jr., of New York, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare.

CoOMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

James E. Allen, Jr., of New York, to be
Commissioner of Education.

DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA COUNCIL

Gllbert Hahn, Jr., of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Chairman of the District of Colum-
bia Council for the term expiring February I,
1972,

Sterling Tucker, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be Vice Chairman of the District of
Columbia Council for the term expiring
February 1, 1972,

Jerry A, Moore, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be a member of the District of Colum-
bia Council for the term expiring February
1, 1972,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday, February 19, 1969

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Reverend Ignatius L. Urbonas,
pastor of St. Casimir Church, Gary, Ind.,
offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, who created all men
free and equal, bless this country whose
flag is a symbol of freedom to all nations.

God bless our President, our Govern-
ment, and the Members of this Congress
for their efforts in preserving this land
free, and bless them for their endeavors
for the freedom of other nations.

God bless all nations that seek freedom
among which is Lithuania. In the sorrow
of her enslavement she commemorates
today the 51st anniversary of her dec-
laration of independence.

Almighty God, we beseech You to aid
all those who are oppressed and deprived
of their freedom, to become free again
and live in peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 91-74)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States; which was
read and referred to the Committee on
Education and Labor and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United Stales:

The blight of poverty requires priority
attention. It engages our hearts and
challenges our intelligence. It cannot
and will not be treated lightly or in-
differently, or without the most searching
examination of how best to marshal the
resources available to the Federal Gov-
ernment for combatting it.

At my direction, the Urban Affairs
Couneil has been conducting an infen-
sive study of the mnation’s anti-poverty
programs, of the way the anti-poverty
effort is organized and administered,
and of ways in which it might be made
more effective.

That study is continuing. However, 1
can now announce a number of steps I
intend to take, as well as spelling out
some of the considerations that will guide
my future recommendations.

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
is now scheduled to expire on June 30,
1970. The present authorization for ap-
propriations for the Office of Economic
Opportunity runs only until June 30,
1969. I will ask Congress that this au-
thorization for appropriations be ex-
tended for another year. Prior to the end
of the Fiscal Year, I will send Congress
a comprehensive proposal for the future
of the poverty program, including rec-
ommendations for revising and extend-
ing the Act itself beyond its scheduled
1970 expiration.

How the work begun by OEO e¢an best
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