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The militants do not lack for leadership. 
At most campuses, the revolutionaries are led 
by SDS--Students for a Democratic Society. 
What a travesty upon semantics is here! A 
"democratic" society is the last ambition of 
these totalitarian gangs. They cannot be dis
tinguished from the booted student Nazis of 
Adolf Hitler's day. 

The problem lies rather in the absence of 
leadership among the law-abiding students, 
professors, administrators, alumni, and pub
lic officials. What in the world is wrong with 
them? Are they gutless? Afraid? Apathetic? 
It is absurd to suppose that the 99 percent of 
the students who want a peaceful education 
are incapable of dealing with the one percent 
whose purpose is deliberate disruption. 

But it ought not to be the responsibility of 
the nonviolent students to protect their 
rights with fists and clubs. Such protection 
is the duty-the primary duty--0f the presi
dents, trustees, and the established agencies 
of law enforcement. 

When do they stop playing pat-a-cake? 
It ought not to be a matter of great difficulty 
to obtain TV tapes and motion picture film 
of the terrorist groups. Such evidence, one 
assumes, would establish actions and iden
tities beyond a reasonable doubt. 

If the violent demonstrators turn out to 
be students, the course ought to be clear: 
Expel them. If they are nonstudents, the 
course is equally clear: Arrest them; take 
them to court; prosecute to the limit of the 
law. This same clear-headed policy should 
be applied to those professors who aid and 
abet the violence: Fire them. Fire them out 
of hand, and turn a deaf ear to blubberings 
of " tenure" and "academic freedom." 

Timid voices may be heard to say that such 
an approach would "destroy a university." 
Nonsense! It is only in this fashion that a 
true academic community may be preserved. 
Let the motto be carved in stone: The es
sence of freedom is order. Discipline is the 
foundation of learning. Without order, with-

out discipline, the educative process falls to 
the level of children's games. 

A number of university administrators un
derstand these elementary truths. At Notre 
Dame, the Rev. Theodore M. Hesburgh has 
issued a notice that rings of his determina
tion to act decisively against violent dis
turbance. Any student or professor who seizes 
a building at Notre Dame will be given 15 
minutes "of meditation to cease and desist." 
Those who pursue their criminal course will 
then be suspended, expelled, or arrested. 
Thereafter, "the law will deal with them." 

This is the only approach to be taken now. 
There ls, of course, a companion effort that 
has to be exerted also--to anticipate trouble, 
to remedy valid grievances, to maintain clear 
channels for the effective handling of re
quests and complaints. It ls merely com
mon sense to pursue policies of fire preven
tion. But the greater need at the moment is 
simply for the restoration of order; and this 
cannot be accomplished by "negotiating" 
with young extortionists. 

HOU.SE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, February 26, 1969 
The House niet at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
He who is of God hears the words of 

God.-John 8: 47. 
O God, whose strength supports us in 

our labor and whose spirit sustains us 
in our work, give us a new and a fresh 
realization of Thy presence as we wait 
upon Thee in prayer. Grant unto us pa
tience when we demand too much too 
soon and decisions do not go our way; 
courage in the face of apparent def eat 
that we may still believe in the ultimate 
victory of the good for the good of all; 
and love when we falter in fear and fail 
in faithfulness that we may have the 
steady assurance that Thou art with us 
loving us unto the very end and 
strengthening us for every noble en
deavor. 

Deliver our Nation from the spirit of 
discord and disunity and lead us in the 
paths of peace and prosperity, for Thy 
name's sake. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

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

rington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the amend
ments of the House to a bill of the Sen
ate of the following title: 

S. 17. An act to amend the Communica
tions Satellite Act of 1962 with respect to 
the election of the board of the Communi
cations Satellite Corp. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law 
86-417, appointed Mr. HRUSKA as a mem
ber of the James Madison Memorial 
Commission in lieu of Mr. Carlson, re
tired. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law 
89-81, appointed Mr. MURPHY to the 
Joint Commission on the Coinage in lieu 
of Mr. Kuchel, retired. 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF U.S. 
DELEGATION OF CANADA-UNITED 
STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY 
GROUP 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of section 1, Public Law 86-42, 
the Chair appoints as members of the 
U.S. delegation of the Canada-United 
States Interparliamentary Group the fol
lowing Members on the part of the 
House: Mr. GALLAGHER, Chairman; Mr. 
MURPHY of Illinois, Mr. JOHNSON of Cali
fornia, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. KEE, Mr. 
SLACK, Mr. RANDALL, Mr. ANDREWS of 
North Dakota, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. THOM
SON of Wisconsin, Mr. BROOMFIELD, and 
Mr.LANGEN. 

CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE: DESTROYER 
OF DEMOCRACY 

<Mr. ASPINALL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.> 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, each 
passing day seems to bring us new re
minders that there are serious problems 
facing our Nation, the solutions to which 
cannot be put off much longer. We have 
not lacked for theories on cause and ef
fect and each proponent of a solution 
seems to have his dissenter. Too often 
that dissent, instead of adding to con
structive dialog, has magnified the prob
lem by generating civil disobedience. Why 
should the right of dissent-a heritage 
of our democratic system-become a part 
of the problem? There is strong evidence 
that some basic values of our democratic 
way of life have been obscured, if not 
subverted. One of the most thought-pro
voking discussions of dissent and civil 
disobedience that I have read in some 
time is the subject of an article written 
by Lewis H. Van Dusen, Jr., 1968 chan
cellor of the Philadelphia Bar Associa
tion and published in the February issue 
of the American Bar Association Jour
nal. 

I earnestly recommend this article to 
my colleagues, as follows: 

CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE: DESTROYER OF 
DEMOCRACY 

(By Lewis H. Van Dusen, Jr.) 
As Charles E. Wyzanski, Chief Judge of the 

United States District Court in Boston, wrote 
in the February, 1968, Atlantic: "Disobedi
ence is a long step from dissent. Civil diso
bedience involves a deliberate and punish
able breach of legal duty." Protesters might 
prefer a different definition. They would rath
er say that civil disobedience is the peaceable 
resistance of conscience. 

The philosophy of civil disobedience was 
not developed in our American democra.cy, 
but in the very first democracy of Athens. It 
was expressed by the poet Sophocles and the 
philosopher Socrates. In Sophocle's tragedy, 
Antigone chose to obey her conscience and 
violaite the state edict against providing bur
ial for her brother, who had been decreed a 
traitor. When the dictator Creon found out 
that Antigone had buried her fallen brother, 
he confronted her and reminded her that 
there was a mandatory death penalty for this 
deliberate disobedience of the state law. An
tigone nobly replied. "Nor did I think your 
orders were so strong that you, a mortal man, 
could overrun the gods' unwritten and un
failing laws." 

Conscience motivated Antigone. She was 
not testing the validity of the law in the 
hope that eventually she would be sustained. 
Appealing to the judgment of the commu
nity, she explained her action to the chorus. 
She was not secret and surreptitious-the in
terment of her brother was open and public. 
She was not violent; she did not trespass on 
another citizen's rights. And finally, she ac
cepted without resistance the death sen
tence-the penalty for violation. By voluntar
ily accepting the law's sanctions, she was not 
a revolutionary denying the authority of the 
state. Antigone's behavior exemplifies the 
classic case of civil disobedience. 

Socrates believed that reason could dic
tate a conscientious disobedience of state 
law, but he also believed that he had to ac
cept the legal sanctions of the state. In Pla
to's Orito, Socrates from his hanging basket 
accepted the death penalty for his teaching 
of religion to youths contrary to state laws. 

The sage of Walden, Henry David Thoreau, 
took this philosophy of nonviolence and de
veloped it into a strategy for solving society's 
injustices. First enunciating 1t in protest 
against the Mexican War, he then turned 
it to use against slavery. For refusing to 
pay taxes that would help pay the en:forcers 
of the fugitive slave law, he went to prison. 
In Thoreau's words, "If the alternative is to 
keep all just men in prison or to give up 
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slavery, the state will not hesitate which to 
choose." 

Sixty yea.rs later, Gandhi took Thoreau's 
civil disobedience as his strategy to wrest 
Indian independence from England. The fa
mous salt march against a British imperial 
tax is his best-known example of protest. 

But the conscientious law breaking of 
Socrates, Gandhi and Thoreau is to be dis
tinguished from the conscientious law test
ing of Martin Luther King, Jr., who was not 
a civil disobedient. The civil disobedient 
withhold taxes or violates state laws know
ing he ls legally wrong, but believing he is 
morally right. While he wrapped himself in 
the mantle of Gandhi and Thoreau, Dr. King 
led his followers in violation of state laws he 
believed were contrary to the Federal Con
stitution. But since Supreme OOurt decisions 
in the end generally upheld his many ac
tions, he should not be considered a true 
civil disobedient. 

The civil disobedience of Antigone is like 
that of the pacifist who withholds paying 
the percentage of his taxes that goes to the 
Defense Department, or the Quaker who 
travels against State Department regulations 
to Hanoi to distribute medical supplies, or 
the Vietnam war protestor who tea.rs up his 
draft ca.rd. This civil disobedient has been 
nonviolent in his defiance of the law; he 
has been unfurtive in his violation; he has 
been submissive to the penalties of the law. 
He has neither evaded the law nor interfered 
with another's rights. He has been neither 
a rioter nor a revolutionary. The thrust of 
his cause has not been the might of coercion 
but the martyrdom of conscience. 

WAS THE BOSTON TEA PARTY CIVIL 
DISOBEDIENCE? 

Those who justify violence and radical 
action as being in the tradition of our Rev
olution show a misunderstanding of the 
philosophy of democracy. 

James Farmer, former head of the Congress 
of Racial Equality, in defense of the mass 
action confrontation method, has told of a 
famous organized demonstration that took 
place in opposition to political and economic 
discrimination. The protesters beat back and 
sca ttered the law enforcers and then pro
ceeded to loot and destroy private property. 
Mr. Farmer then said he was talking about 
the Boston Tea Party and implied that vio
lence as a method for redress of grievances 
was an American tradition and a legacy of 
our revolutionary heritage. While it is true 
that there is no more sacred document than 
our Declaration of Independence, Jefferson's 
"inherent right of rebellion" was predicated 
on the tyrannical denial of democratic 
means. If there is no popular assembly to 
provide an adjustment of ills, and if there 
is no court system to dispose of injustices, 
then there is, indeed, a right to rebel. 

The seventeenth century's John Locke, the 
philosophical father of the Declaration of 
Independence, wrote in his Second Treatise 
on Civi l Gov er nment: "Wherever law ends, 
tyranny begins . . . and the people are ab
solved from any further obedience. Govern
ments are dissolved from within when the 
legisla tive [chamber] is altered. When the 
government (becomes] . .. arbitrary dispos
ers of lives, liberties and fortunes of the 
p eople, such revolutions h appen ... ". 

But there are some sophisticated propo
nents of the revolutionary redress of griev
ances who say that the test of the need for 
r adical action is not the unavailability of 
democratic institutions but the ineffectuality 
of those institutions t o remove blatant social 
inequalit ies. If social injustice exists, they 
say, concerted disobedience is required 
against the constituted government, whether 
it be totalitarian or democratic in structure. 

Of course, only the most bigoted chau vin 
ist would claim t hat America is without some 
glaring faults. But there has never been a 
utopian society on earth and there never will 
be unless human nature is remade. Since 

inequities will mar even the best-framed 
democracies, the injustice rationale would 
allow a free right of civil resistance to be 
available always as a short-cut alternative to 
the democratic way of petition, debate and 
assembly. The lesson of history is that civil 
insurgency spawns far more injustices than 
it removes. The Jeffersons, Washingtons and 
Adams resisted tyranny with the aim of pro
moting the procedures of democracy. They 
would never have resisted a democratic gov
ernment with the risk of promoting the 
techniques of tyranny. 

LEGITIMATE PRESSURES AND ILLEGITIMATE 

RESULTS 

There are many civil rights leaders who 
show impatience with the process of de
mocracy. They rely on the sit-in, boycott or 
mass picketing to gain speedier solutions to 
the problems that face every citizen. But 
we must realize that the legitimate pressures 
that won concessions in the past can easily 
escalate into the illegitimate power plays 
that might extort demands in the future. 
The Victories of these civil rights leaders 
must not shake our confidence in the demo
cratic procedures, as the pressures of dem
onstration are desirable only if they take 
place within the limits allowed by law. Civil 
rights gains should continue to be won by 
the persuasion of Congress and other legisla
tive bodies and by the decision of courts. Any 
illegal entreaty for the rights of some can 
be an injury to the rights of others, for 
mass demonstrations often trigger violence. 

Those who advocate taking the law into 
their own hands should reflect that when 
they are disobeying what they consider to 
be an immoral law, they are deciding on a 
possibly immoral course. Their answer is that 
the process for democratic relief is too slow, 
that only mass confrontation can bring im
mediate action, and that any injuries are 
the inevitable cost of the pursuit of justice. 
Their answer is, simply put, that the end 
justifies the means. It is this justification 
of any form of demonstration as a form of 
dissent that threatens to destroy a society 
built on the rule of law. 

Our Bill of Rights guarantees wide oppor
tunities to use mass meetings, public parades 
and organized demonstrations to stimulate 
sentiment, to dramatize issues and to cause 
change. The Washington freedom march of 
1963 was such a call for action. But the 
rights of free expression cannot be mere 
force cloaked in the garb of free speech. As 
the courts have decreed in labor cases, free 
assembly does not mean mass picketing or 
sit-down strikes. These rights are subject to 
limitations of time and place so as to se
cure the rights of others. When militant stu
dents storm a college president's office to 
achieve demands, when certain groups plan 
rush-hour car stalling to protest discrimina
tion in employment, these are not dissent, 
but a denial of rights to others. Neither is it 
the lawful use of mass protest, but rather 
the unlawful use of mob power. 

Justice Black, one of the foremost advo
cates and defenders of the right of protest 
and dissent, has said: 

"Experience demonstrates that it is not a 
far step from what to many seems to be the 
earnest, honest, patriotic, kind-spirited mul
titude of today, to the fanatical, threatening, 
lawless mob of tomorrow. And the crowds 
that press in the streets for noble goals today 
can be supplanted tomorrow by street mobs 
pressuring the courts for precisely opposite 
ends." 1 

Society must censure those demonstrators 
who would trespass on the public peace, as 
it must condemn those rioters whose pillage 
would destroy the public peace. But more 
ambivalent is society's posture toward the 
civil disobedient. Unlike the rioter, the true 

1 Dissent ing in Cox v. Louisiana, 379 U.S. 
536, 575, 584 (1965). 

civil disobedient commits no violence. Un
like the mob demonstrator, he commits no 
trespass on others' rights. The civil dliso
bedient, while deliberately violating a law, 
shows an oblique respect for the law by 
voluntarily submitting to its sanctions. He 
neither resists arrest nor evades punishment. 
Thus, he breaches the law but not the peace. 

But civil disobedience, whatever the ethi
cal rationalization, ls still an assault on our 
democratic society, an affront to our legal or
der and an attack on our constitutional gov
ernment. To indulge civil disobedience ls to 
invite anarchy, and the permissive arbitrari
ness of anarchy ls hardly less tolerable than 
the repressive arbitrariness of tyranny. Too 
often the license of liberty is followed by the 
loss of liberty, because into the desert of 
anarchy comes the man on horseback, a Mus
solini or a Hitler. 

VIOLATIONS OF LAW SUBVERT DEMOCRACY 

Law Violations, even for ends recognized as 
laudable, are not only assaults on the rule 
of law, but subversions of the democratic 
process. The disobedient act of conscience 
does not ennoble democracy; it erodes it. 

First, it courts violence, and even the most 
careful and limited use of nonviolent acts of 
disobedience may help sow the dragon-teeth 
of civil riot. Civil disobedience is the progeni
tor of disorder, and disorder ls the sire of 
violence. 

Second, the concept of civil disobedience 
does not invite principles Of general applica
bility. If the children of light are morally 
privileged to resist particular laws on grounds 
of conscience, so are the children of darkness. 
Former Deputy Attorney General Burke 
Marshall said: "If the decision to break tlhe 
law really turned on individual conscience, 
it is hard to see in law how [the civil rights 
leader] is better off than former Governor 
Ross Barnett Of Mississippi who also believed 
deeply in his cause and was willing to go to 
jail." 2 

Third, even the most noble act of civil 
disobedience assaults the rule of law. Al
though limited as to method, motive and 
objective, it has the effect of inducing others 
to engage in different forms of law breaking 
characterized by methods unsanctioned and 
condemned by classic theories of law viola
tion. Unfortunately, the most patent lesson 
of civil disobedience is not so much non
violence of action as defiance of authority. 

Finally, the greatest danger in condoning 
civil disobedience as a permissible strategy 
for hastening change is that it undermines 
our democratic processes. To adopt the tech
niques of civil disobedience ls to assume that 
representative government does not work. To 
resist the decisions of courts and the laws of 
elected assemblies ls to say that democracy 
has failed. 

There ls no man who is above the law, and 
there ls no man who has a right to break the 
law. Civil disobedience ls not above the law, 
but against the law. When the civil dis
obedient disobeys one law, he invariably sub
verts all law. When the civil disobedient says 
that he ls above the law, he is saying that 
democracy is beneath him. His disobedience 
shows a distrust for the democratic system. 
He is merely saying that since democracy 
does not work, why should he help make it 
work. Thoreau expressed well the civil dis
obedient's disdain for democracy: 

"As for adopting the ways which the state 
has provided for remedying the evil, I know 
not of such ways. They take too much time 
and a man's life will be gone. I have other 
affairs to attend to. I came into this world 
not chiefly to make this a good place to live 
in, but to live in it, be it good or bad.3 

2 The Protest Movement and the Law, 51 
VA. L. REV. 785 (1965). 

a Thoreau, Essay on Civil Disobedience, in 
PEOPLE, PRINCIPLES AND POLITICS (Meltzer ed. 
1963). 
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Thoreau's position is not only morally ir

responsible but politically reprehensible. 
When citizens in a democracy are called on 
to make a profession of faith, the civil dis
obedients offer only a confession of failure. 
Tragically, when civil disobedients for lack of 
faith abstain from democratic involvement, 
they help attain their own gloomy prediction. 
They help create the social and political basis 
for their own despair. By foreseeing failure , 
they help forge it. If citizens rely on anti
democratic means of protest, they will help 
bring about the undemocratic result of an 
authoritarian or anarchic state. 

How far demonstrations properly can be 
employed to produce political and social 
change is a pressing question, particularly 
in view of the provocations accompanying the 
National Democratic Convention in Chicago 
last August and the reaction of the police 
to them. A line must be drawn by the ju
diciary between the demands of those who 
seek absolute order, which can lead only to 
a dictatorship, and those who seek absolute 
freedom, which can lead only to anarchy. 
The line, wherever it is drawn by our courts, 
should be respected on the college campus, 
on the streets and elsewhere. 

Undue provocation will inevitably result 
in overreaction, human emotions being what 
they are. Violence will follow. This cycle un
dermines the very democracy it is designed 
to preserve. The lesson of the past is that 
democracies will fall if violence, including 
the intentional provocations that will lead to 
violence, replaces democratic procedures, as 
in Athens, Rome and the Weimar Republic. 
This lesson must be constantly explained by 
the legal profession. 

We should heed the words of William 
James: 

"Democracy is still upon its trial. The 
civic genius of our people is its only bulwark 
and . . . neither battleships nor public li
braries nor great newspapers nor booming 
stocks: neither mechanical invention nor po
litical adroitness, nor churches nor universi
ties nor civil service examinations can save 
us from degeneration if the inner mystery 
be lost. 

"That mystery, at once the secret and the 
glory of our English-speaking race, consists 
of nothing but two habits .... [O]ne of them 
is habit of trained and disciplined good tem
per towards the opposite party when it fairly 
wins its innings. The other is that of fierce 
and merciless resentment toward every man 
or set of men who break the public peace .~ 

Gll.,BERT ELECTORAL REFORM 
LEGISLATION 

<Mr. GILBERT asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra
neous matter.) 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I have in
troduced House Joint Resolution 474 to 
amend the Constitution to provide for the 
direct popular election of the President 
and Vice President. It is my belief that 
the electoral college no longer has a place 
in our system. My amendment proposes 
a runoff election if no candidate gets as 
much as 50 percent plus one of the votes 
cast. As I recently pointed out in testi
mony before the Judiciary Committee, I 
have severe reservations about the 40-
percent provision recommended by Presi
dent Nixon. I believe it could set a dis
turbing precedent which could easily pass 
into more commonplace political practice. 
We are a country that has always been 
governed by majority rule and I believe 
very deeply that we should stay that way. 
I call to the attention of the House my 

•JAMES, PRAGMATISM 127-128 (1907). 

testimony, which follows, and I ask my 
colleagues in the House to support my 
proposal: 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JACOB H. GIL

BERT, OF NEW YORK, BEFORE THE HOUSE 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE, FEBRUARY 21, 1969 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity 

to bring to bear my views on this very im
portant constitutional issue. I know that no 
question is more vital to the stability of our 
society than the integrity of our Presidentia l 
elections. 

I want it clearly understood that I endorse 
the principle of the popular election of the 
President. I think the electoral college no 
longer has a place in our system. It is inher
ently undemocratic and, more important, 
structurally flawed. It stands as an ever pres
ent threat to the smooth functioning of our 
governmental processes. 

I do, however, feel compelled to take issue 
with some of the details of the O'Hara-Bayh 
amendment, which seeks to achieve the popu
lar election of the p ,resident. Because I concur 
with the objective of this amendment, I 
would like to raise certain questions about 
its methods. 

Mr. Chairman, I have severe reservations 
about the provision that would elect a Presi
dent with forty per cent of the popular vote. 
I recognize and respect President Nixon's 
endorsement of this principle, but I do not 
agree with it. I regard it as inherently un
wise to build into our Constitution a pro
vision for the election of our highest public 
official with less than a majority of votes. 
I think it is an unhealthy departure from 
the traditional American principle that the 
majority rules. I believe it will set a disturb
ing precedent, which-given its association 
with the highest office in the land-could 
easily pass into more commonplace politi
cal practice. We are a country that has al
ways been governed by majority rule, and 
I believe very deeply that we should stay 
that way. 

I have other reservations about the forty 
per cent provision. I think it will encourage 
the growth of splinter parties and stand 
constantly as a sword over the head of the 
two-party system. I suspect it will give undue 
power to small groups. I think it will enable, 
far more easily than with a. majority re
quirement, the election of a President who 
appeals to some transitory passion. A dema
gogue will more easily get forty than fifty 
per cent of the vote. The forty per cent prin
ciple means that sixty per cent of the voters 
Inight support the stability that the two 
traditional parties have always given our 
society-while a minority is temporarily di
verted by some folly. I have great faith in 
the long-term wisdom of the American peo
ple but I have, even in my own lifetime, 
seen instances when a substantial Ininority 
has had its head turned by the siren songs 
of irresponsible would-be leaders. I think 
the amendment, as it currently is written, 
will serve the ambitions of a demagogue, 
while putting the solid majority of Ameri
cans at a severe disadvantage. 

Let me go a step further and say that the 
institution of a Ininority President will do a 
disservice to good government. In these days 
of enormous social problems, we need a 
strong man in the White House, one who is 
uncontestably the master of his administra
tion. We know how difficult it can be for the 
President to exercise control over entrenched 
interests inside the government-the vast 
Federal bureaucracy, the military, the intel
ligence agencies, the regulatory corru:nissions. 
These :fiefdoms inevitably are strengthened 
by the feeling that the President represents 
less than the majority of voters. Any sign of 
weakness in the Presidential office, it seems 
to me, diininishes the responsiveness of these 
entrenched forces to necessary change. We 
contribute nothing but potential disorder to 
the processes of government, in my view, if 
we build into the Constitution the institu
tion of a minority President. 

What I propose is the resort to a run-off 
election, which the amendment already con
templates if no candidate obtains a plurality 
of 40 per cent. My amendment would provide 
for a run-off if no candidate gets as much as 
50 per cent plus one of the votes cast. I 
recognize that this could entail added ex
pense, both for candidates and the election 
districts, but I think the expenses could be 
kept to a minimum. If the run-off election 
were held one, or perhaps, two weeks at most 
from the original election day, there would 
be little additional campaigning. And since 
this would be a head-to-head contest, with 
only two names on the ballot, I would think 
that administrative expenses would be mini
mal. Other countries and several of our states 
find the run-off system quite feasible. I do 
not think the technical handicaps are seri
ous. I prefer this system because it is far 
more democratic than acquiescence to a 
minority president. I believe that the integ
rity of our system demands that our Presi
dent be the choice of a majority of Ameri
cans. 

Mr. Chairman, I prefer the O'Hara-Bayh 
amendment to no reform at all. But I would 
like to caution my colleagues against institu
tionalizing a constitutionally sanctioned 
minority President-and I would like them 
to consider seriously the device of the run
off election to preserve the confidence of the 
people and keep our system strong. 

ROONEY CALLS FOR INVESTIGA
TIONS OF MAGAZINE SALES 

<Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Speaker, at this moment all across this 
Nation hundreds of Americans are be
ing fast talked into an unbelievable array 
of unwanted purchases, staggering fi
nancial obligations, and inestimable 
heartache and mental suffering. These 
hundreds of Americans are being victim
ized at this moment by unscrupulous in
dividuals who wear the guise of legitimate 
business representatives. Within 24 hours, 
these victims will increase in number to 
thousands. Before the end of 1969, a 
million or more Americans may be duped 
of sums of money totaling billions of 
dollars. Many will gain a great deal of 
experience but at a staggering cost. 
Others will lose not only precious dollars 
but even more precious good credit rat
ings. Others, caught in a quicksand of 
intolerable debt, will lose perhaps all that 
they have scrimped and saved in a life
time. 

Each of us in Congress is aware of the 
growing number of schemes and frauds 
being devised to victimize the American 
~onsumer. As the legislative body for this 
Nation, we have taken many concrete 
steps to protect the American consumer 
against the unscrupulous merchant in 
what we term the "marketplace." But 
what of the unscrupulous merchant who 
plies his wares at the consumer's door
stoop or in the comfort of the consumer's 
living room. 

We are familiar with the home im
provement rackets, the debt consolida
tion rackets, the dance instruction rack
ets, the easy credit rackets and many 
more. Today, I would like to invite my 
colleagues' attention to another racket 
which has reached such staggering pro
portions that Americans are going into 
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debt by many millions of dollars annually 
for unwanted, long-term, high-cost, 
magazine subscriptions. 

There are some 50 major magazine 
subscription sales organizations operat
ing throughout the United States. Sev
eral of these are directly affiliated with 
some of the largest and most prominent 
newspaper and magazine publishing 
chains in the country. And some, if not 
all of these subscription agencies prey 
upon the immature, the elderly, and the 
unsuspecting like vultures. 

Although the methods used by the 
magazine subscription sales companies 
vary slightly from company to company 
and from locale to locale, I have noticed 
a basic pattern in most of the cases I 
have reviewed. These cases were brought 
to my attention by Action Express, a 
public service feature of the Easton Ex
press newspaper, published in Easton, 
Pa., and serving readers in Pennsylvania 
and New Jersey. Action Express has been 
exploring dozens of complaints from vic
tims of the magazine subscription racket 
over a period of many weeks. Their per
ception and investigation already have 
led to the disclosure that one firm fraud
ulently used the name of a popular tele
vision personality, Johnny Carson, to 
lend an air of legitimacy to its scheme. 
A spokesman for Mr. Carson made it 
clear to Action Express that the use of 
his name was totally unauthorized and 
has indicated the entertainer may begin 
legal action against the off ending firm. 

Action Express, through its disclosure 
of incident after incident of consumer 
duping in this magazine sales scheme, 
has attracted the attention of investiga
tive agencies in two States. In my own 
State, Attorney General William Senett 
has designated his deputy, Benjamin 
Kirk, to head an investigation of the 
magazine sales racket and "to proceed at 
once with steps to stop operations in 
Pennsylvania." 

In New Jersey, with the help of the 
bureau of consumer fraud, an investiga
tion has been launched by Deputy At
torney General Douglas Harper. 

And although I know of no investiga
tion underway in that State, Maryland's 
Attorney General Bill Birch told Action 
Express his office has received several 
dozen similar complaints. 

Most of the victims in the Easton Ex
press circulation area discovered belated
ly that they had been duped into sign
ing innocent-appearing forms which in 
reality were contracts for $150 worth of 
magazines. And when they realized they 
had been taken for an expensive ride, 
their problems multiplied. Efforts to can
cel their unwanted installments led to 
astonishing collection pressures from the 
magazine subscription sales companies, 
from credit agencies, lawYers, and 
threatening telephone calls that roused 
some of the victims from their beds. 

The pattern I have observed shows 
that the initial contact with the intended 
victim is a telephone call. The caller ad
vises the prospective victim that he has 
been chosen from the local telephone 
book or some other random means, to 
receive a gift. In some cases, the victims 
were led to believe they had won a new 
car, a color television set, or some other 
major prize. In other cases, the intended 

victim supposedly had won free magazine 
subscriptions but existing laws required 
that the recipient first agree to pay 
nominal wrapping and mailing costs. 

The telephone caller invariably sug
gested an appointment at the victim's 
home at some later date to complete ar
rangements for the victim to receive his 
gift, or free magazines or whatever. Mo
ments later, without regard to the ap
pointment arrangements which general
ly provided for a personal contact days 
later, the victim heard a knock at his 
door and the magazine sales representa
tive already was on the scene. "I just 
happened to be in the neighborhood," is 
the excuse offered. 

Awestruck, the supposed prizewinner 
soon falls victim to the fast-talking 
salesman, rattles off a list of preferred 
magazines which the salesman jots on a 
form, produces the nominal good-faith 
deposit, signs the order slip offered by 
the salesman, and then heaps gratitude 
upon the bearer of good tidings and gifts 
as the salesman makes a hasty exit. 

Later, after the victim reads in detail 
the fine print on the order form he has 
signed, and still later when the postman 
delivers a time-payment coupon book 
calling for long-term monthly payments 
substantially larger than anything the 
new subscriber had imagined possible, he 
recognizes that he has been victimized. 
But then it is too late. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress has made a 
great deal of progress in recent years to 
protect the consumer. Here is an area 
which we have neither explored exten
sively nor acted upon effectively to pre
vent this type of consumer duping. 

As I said, there are 50 recognized com
panies engaged in this type of magazine 
subscription sales. One of these which is 
subject of some of the complaints to 
which I have referred operates in 14 
States and grosses $16 million annually. 
Many of the others carry on a business 
comparable in volume. How many resort 
to distortion and fraud in their business 
activities is uncertain. But it is obvious 
that a number of them do. 

This type of sales activity, which is 
deserving of the label racket, must be 
brought under effective controls which 
will adequately safeguard the unsuspect
ing consumer. 

I regret that I must report an effort at 
self-regulation by the magazine industry 
is a virtual failure, if in fact it is a sin
cere effort to wipe out unscrupulous 
tactics. 

This self-regulatory agency is known 
as Central Registry. It is supported 
financially, not by these subscription 
peddlers, but by the magazine publishing 
companies themselves. In view of its per
formance, I cannot help but question the 
reliability and effectiveness of a regula
tory agency which is financed by the very 
industry which benefits from the volume 
of magazine sales generated by these 
subscription companies, whether their 
sales methods be unscrupulous or not. 
I question whether the Nation's maga
zine publishing firms which support Cen
tral Registry will permit Central Regis
try to bite the hand that feeds the 
publishing industry. 

Mr. Speaker, the efforts of Action Ex
press to provide assistance to the victims 

of these schemes have served to under
line the f allure of Central Registry to 
regulate subscription sales. I find this 
particularly disappointing, in view of the 
fact that Mr. Earl Kintner, who serves as 
counsel for Central Registry and who, I 
have been informed, was instrumental in 
helping to draw up this self-regulating 
code of business conduct, was a Chairman 
of the Federal Trade Conunission during 
the Eisenhower administration. I would 
have anticipated greater diligence of en
forcement from a man of that back
ground. 

I want to make it clear that the self
regulating code for magazine subscrip
tion sales was implemented several years 
ago with the concurrence of the FTC 
after the Commission had investigated 
complaints of the very nature I have just 
cited. Aware of that prior investigation 
by the FTC, I last week submitted many 
samples of correspondence from victims 
to prove to the Commission that self
regulation within this industry has 
failed. 

Further, I followed up that submission 
of evidence with an appeal today to 
Chairman Paul Rand Dixon of the Fed
eral Trade Conunlssion for a reopening 
of the FTC investigation with particular 
emphasis on the apparent failure of 
Central Registry to accomplish its ob
jectives. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, I am introducing 
today a resolution to authorize and 
direct the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, of which I am a 
member, to conduct a study and investi
gation of magazine sales promotion 
practices. While it is true that the States 
of Pennsylvania and New Jersey are 
moving forcefully ahead with efforts to 
halt this racket within their own State 
borders, the operations of these sub
scription sales companies extend to every 
State in the Nation. They are engaged 
in interstate commerce and must be pre
pared to conduct their business activities 
in a legitimate, straightforward manner 
which w111 guarantee that the prospec
tive subscriber will not be duped. 

In the near future, I intend also to 
introduce specific legislative proposals to 
place Federal controls on magazine sub
scription sales. I expect to include in 
these legislative proposals specific f ea
tures of the self-regulatory code to 
which these magazine sales companies 
have verbally subscribed but factually 
flaunted. I see no reason why these sub
scription sales companies, if in fact they 
support the provisions of their own code, 
should have serious objection to its en
actment as Federal law with adequate 
provision for strict enforcement. 

If the American consumer deserves 
protection in the marketplace--and he 
does--he deserves equal protection on 
his doorstep and in his living room. 

The text of the resolution follows: 
H. Res. -

Resolution authorizing and directing the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce to conduct a. study and investigation 
of magazine sales promotion practices 
Resolved, That the Committee on Inter-

state and Foreign Commerce, acting as a 
whole or by subcommittee, is authorized and 
directed to conduct a full and complete in
vestigation and study of magazine sales and 
sales promotion practices, including tele-
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phone solicitation, with particular emphasis 
on installment contracts. 

For the purpose of carrying out this resol u
tion the committee or subcommittee is au
thorized to sit and act during the present 
Congress at such times and places within the 
United States, including any Commonwealth 
or possession thereof, whether the House is 
in session, has recessed or has adjourned, to 
hold such hearings, and to require, by sub
pena or ot herwise, the attendance and testi
mony of such witnesses and the production 
of such books, records, correspondence, mem
oranda, papers, and documents, as it deems 
necessary; except that neither the commit
tee nor any subcommittee thereof may sit 
while t he House is meeting unless special 
leave to sit shall have been obtained from 
the House. Subpenas may be issued under the 
signature of the chairman of the committee 
or any member of the committee designated 
by him, and may be served by any person 
designat ed by such chairman or member. 

The committee shall report to the House 
as soon as practicable during the present 
Congress the results of its investigation and 
study, together with such recommendations 
as it deems advisable. Any such report which 
ls made when the House is not in session 
shall be filed with the Clerk of the House. 

CONGRESSMAN BINGHAM HAILED 
FOR URGING THAT GIRLS BE PER
MITTED TO JOIN VARSITY HIGH 
SCHOOL SWIMMING TEAMS 
<Mr. STRATTON asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, as one 
who swam competitively in high school 
and later in college, I was interested to 
see in the February 1969 issue of Swim
ming World, a semiofficial journal of 
competitive swimming in both high 
school and college, an editorial com
menting on some remarks made by our 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BINGHAM ) . 

Mr. BINGHAM, quite properly in my 
opinion, had objected to a ruling by the 
New York State Department of Educa
tion for bidding qualified girl swimmers, 
in high schools where no girls' swimming 
team existed, from joining a varsity team 
made up of boy swimmers. 

Obviously Commissioner Allen, who 
made the ruling in question, has been out 
of touch with what the girls have been 
doing in sports lately, including swim
ming. Little 15-year-old Debbie Meyers, 
for example, this year's winner of the 
Sullivan Award, and a triple gold medal 
winner in the 1968 Mexico City Olym
pics, has been swimming far faster, espe
cially in the 1,500 meter swim, than the 
top male Olympic swimmers when I was 
in college back in 1935. Why should girls 
with abilities like Debbie's not be allowed 
to swim against, and even beat, boys of 
her own age in high school? 

Under leave to extend my remarks_ I 
include the editorial in question, and I 
commend the gentleman from New York 
<Mr. BINGHAM) for the stand he has 
taken. 

The editorial follows: 
CONGRESSMAN DEcRIEs LACK OF HIGH SCHOOL 

SWIMMING FOR GIRLS 

NEW YoRK, K.Y.---COngressman Jonathan 
B_ Bingham., Democratic Representative from 
New York City believes girls who have the 
ability to swim competitively in a high school 

program should be allowed to compete, even 
if they must compete as a member of the 
boys' high school swimming team. 

So strongly does Representative Bingham 
feel on the subject that he has written a 
strong letter of a.ppeal to The Honorable 
James Allen, New York State Commissioner 
of Education calling for an immediate cor
rection to the "19'th century" regulation that 
participation of 16-year old Peggy Loewy in 
interscholastic swimming as a member of 
New York City's George Washington High 
School swimming team "violates the rules 
and regulations" and must be prohibited. 

Peggy had made the team on her ability 
and had been accepted by her teammates. In 
two meets this year in New York's Public 
Schools Athletic League, the 16-year old sen
ior competed directly against boys for the 
first time in local history. Her performances 
were not spectacular, but she scored a few 
points for her team. 

The George Washington coach, Joe Parga
men t, allowed Peggy to compete after she 
has made the team on the basis of preseason 
time trials. At the last meet, she just 
watched. 

At present there is no official interscholas
tic competition for girls in New York City. 
In fact there is a local regulation prohibiting 
it, according to the director of the Bureau for 
Health and Physical Education, Erwin Tobin. 

While the value of sports competition in 
schools, and more important, participation 
among women, is gaining acceptance, there 
is a great deal of resistance to mixed sports 
acceptance. 

As Congressman Bingham wrote, "I could 
understand such a regulaition if there were a 
program for girls. But there 1s none. Peggy 
either competes with the boys or she does not 
compete." 

New York City isn't the only area in the 
United States where a bankrupt high school 
swimming program is thrust upon the tax
payers. In only a few areas do state health 
and physical education boards permit high 
school girls to swim in a competitive inter
scholastic program, though the same school 
districts culminate their boys' competitive 
interscholastic swimming programs with a 
state championship meet. The facilities are 
okay for boys competition, but not for girls, 
though taxes for the facilities failed to dele
gate which sex was to enjoy a complete 
aquatic program. 

Beginning in 1970, the American Associa
tion for Health, Physical Education and Rec
reation through their 60-year old Division for 
Girls and Women's Sports will sponsor and 
conduct an annual national intercollegiate 
swimming championship for junior college, 
college and univeristy women students. 

For the last few years, the American Swim
ming Coaches Association attempted, with 
varying degrees of success, to foster inter
scholastic swimming for girls. However, the 
program was never accepted by the State 
High School Associations, and not more than 
a dozen or so states submitted the names of 
their girls for All America. consideration. 
However, it was a start, but until there is an 
interscholastic swimming program in all 50 
states, the girls who wish to enjoy the physio
logical, psychological, social contributions of 
aquatic sports will have to either join a 
private club or wait till they enter college. 
For some, the latter choice is too late. 

AMERICA CANNOT FURTHER DELAY 
A FORTHRIGHT RF.sPONSE TO 
THE CHALLENGE POSED BY THE 
CURRENT COMMUNIST OFFEN
SIVE IN VIETNAM 

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

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, one 
hesitates to advise the new administra
tion on important military and foreign 
policy matters at a time when the Presi
dent himself is out of the country. But 
the new Communist offensive in Vietnam 
is not a routine development. It repre
sents a most serious challenge to and test 
of the will and determination of this 
Government and of the new administra
tion. We cannot possibly ignore it or 
delay unduly in making our response to 
it. 

Last November we ended all bombing 
in North Vietnam on the basis of several 
conditions or "understandings," two of 
which were that there would be no at
tacks on the major cities in South Viet
nam, and that the DMZ would be kept 
demilitarized. 

The current offensive constitutes a very 
grave violation of both conditions. A 
major battle is underway. American 
casualties have escalated sharply. Yet as 
of this hour, 3 days after the violations 
began, there has still been no American 
response, and one of our major defensive 
weapons, the retaliatory striking power 
of the U.S. Navy and Air Force, remains 
sheathed and grounded. 

Mr. Speaker, in my judgment, this 
Nation of ours, however important the 
current conversations in Europe, cannot 
safely delay our response to this new 
challenge. To allow these violations to 
continue without even a verbal protest, 
would very seriously erode the credibility 
of the United States as an effective force 
for world law and order and very dan
gerously compromise our bargaining po
sition at the Paris talks. 

SELECTIVE SERVICE REFORM 

<Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased to join in cosponsoring leg
islation today which will institute a num
ber of vitally needed and long overdue 
reforms in our draft laws and remove 
many of the current inequities. 

Although two distinguished panels 
studied and recommended drastic 
changes to the draft law 3 years ago, the 
Military Selective Service Act of 1967 did 
virtually nothing to enact their recom
mendations. I thus supported an amend
ment to limit extension of the law to Just 
1 year in 1967. Since then, the inequities 
have become even more glaringly ap
parent. 

The current law is grossly unfair in 
many respects. It leaves all young men 
in a constant state of uncertainty, is dis
ruptive to their pursuit of education and 
is, I think, a major contributor to the 
restlessness of young people on college 
campuses and elsewhere today. It is ter
ribly damaging to our graduate schools 
and thus to our future supply of people 
with the kind of educational background 
needed to advance America's economic, 
social, and political interests in a highly 
complex and technological age. It is un
fair to students who cannot pursue their 
educations for financial or other reasons. 

The law is also arbitrary in many re-
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spects. A draft registrant does not have 
the right to be represented by counsel 
before a local draft board despite the 
fact that complex legal questions often 
are raised by draft action. The bill we 
are introducing today, provides that a 
registrant is entitled to counsel in any 
appearance before the board and an in
digent registrant may request free coun
sel. The current law's deficiencies in 
treatment of conscientious objectors are 
also corrected. 

Perhaps the greatest evil of the cur
rent draft law is its uncertain applica
tion and unjust criteria for selection. The 
new bill provides that all youth of ap
propriate age will be eligible for the 
draft-except in cases of disability or 
hardship---and that those young men to 
be drafted be chosen through random 
selection, taking the youngest--19-year
olds--first. This system was used success
fully through World war I. This random 
selection procedure will spread draft ex
posure equitably among rich and poor, 
black and white, student and nonstudent. 
It will do so without unduly disrupting 
our educational institutions. Military ex
perts are also virtually unanimous that 
taking the youngest first will improve the 
quality of draftees selected. The bill also 
extends college deferments, but only so 
long as war casualties don't exceed 10 
percent of the numbers drafted in any 
month. Under these circumstances. the 
registrant is given a choice of going into 
a prime selection group upon his high 
school graduation or waiting until he 
graduates from college or graduate 
school. But in either case, he will be 
notified upon graduation from high 
school or upon reaching age 19 as to his 
liability for service so he can plan his 
life sensibly. 

Our bill requires the adoption of na
tional standards and criteria in the ad
ministration of the draft law and their 
uniform application. All too often I have 
had brought to me situations in which 
one young man is granted a deferment 
by a local board in one location but an
other young man, in exactly the same 
position, is called for induction by a local 
board in another State---or even county 
or city. National standards and uniform 
application will eliminate such injus
tices. 

Recently we have heard much discus
sion of the feasibility of a volunteer 
army. The bill I am introducing today 
calls for a thorough public study of the 
feasibility of a volunteer army as well as 
a National Service Corps, in which indi
viduals seeking nonmilitary service 
might fulfill their obligation of service to 
the country. 

Mr. Speaker, considerable time, effort, 
and thought have been devoted to the 
preparation of this bill by many Mem
bers of the House and Senate who par
ticipated in its drafting. I believe we owe 
it to our young people to give it our full
est and most careful consideration and 
attention. 

Hopefully, the time may soon come 
when no more war ravages the earth and 
consumes the youth of our society. The 
time is not yet here. Nor is our knowledge 
yet sufficient to eliminate conscription 
as a means of raising armies for our cur-

rent involvements. Until these highly de
sirable ends become feasible, it seems 
clear that the draft must be made as fair 
and certain as possible to our youth and 
our society. The bill I have joined in 
sponsoring today seeks to accomplish 
these important reforms. I urge that it 
be given prompt and favorable consid
eration. 

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE LEVI 
ESHKOL, PRIME MINISTER OF 
ISRAEL 

<Mr. REID of New York asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
exteind his remarks.) 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I believe that all Members of this House 
would wish to express our sense of loss 
and deep concern over the passing of 
Prime Minister Levi Eshkol of Israel. He 
was a leader who over many years 
brought great promise and accomplish
ment to the state of Israel. He cared 
deeply about the land. He worked un
ceasingly as he saw it for peace. He said 
most recently that--

I am ready to meet With the leadership 
of the U.A.R. anywhere and any time and 
I will not quarrel about procedure, agenda 
or the shape of the table. 

Mr. Speaker, I had the privilege of 
knowing the late Prime Minister and 
working with him, particularly during 
the time when he was Minister of Fi
nance. He did more, perhaps, than any 
other single Israeli to imaginatively 
strengthen the economy in the overall 
sense and for all Israelis. His leadership 
will be deeply missed. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
yield? 

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the 
distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I desire to 
join the distinguished gentleman from 
New York <Mr. REID), in what the gentle
man has said about his service in Israel, 
because I once visited the gentleman 
while he was serving as the distinguished 
Ambassador from this country to the 
State of Israel. 

Mr. Speaker, I join the gentleman also 
in what he said about the loss of Premier 
Eshkol, one of the great men of the free 
world. That loss is not only Israel's loss. 
It is the loss of everyone who seeks peaee 
and freedom in this troubled world. To 
Mrs. Eshkol and her family and to all of 
the wonderful people of Israel I extend 
my deepest sympathy. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
distinguished majority leader for his re
marks. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the 
distinguished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I am grateful that the distinguished 
gentleman from New York <Mr. REID) 
has yielded to me on this occasion. I wish 
to associate myself with his most appro
priate remarks concerning the tragic 
passing of Prime Minister Eshkol. 

Although I never had the privilege or 
honor of meeting the Prime Minister, I 
have admired him greatly for his efforts 
in leading a stanch and steadfast nation 
through a period of great difficulty. I 
have greatly respected his efforts to seek 
a solution to the many problems con
fronting his people and his country, and 
to achieve a fair and lasting peace in the 
strife-torn Middle East. 

I know that his passing will be a great 
loss to his country. It will be a loss to 
those who are at this moment seeking to 
achieve an honorable settlemeillt of the 
longstanding grievances and difficulties 
in the Middle East. 

Mr. Speaker, I extend, as did the gen
tleman from New York, my deepest con
dolences to his f amlly and to his country 
on his passing under these most unf or
tunate circumstances. The world has 
lost a great statesman and the United 
States has lost a fine friend. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
distinguished minority leader for his 
most thoughtful remarks. 

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

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the 
very distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, Levi Esh
kol, Prime Minister of the State of Israel, 
is dead. This is not only Israel's loss but 
the world's. Consider the nature of this 
man who came to Palestine in the year 
1913; who served in the Jewish Legion 
of the British Army from 1918 to 1920; 
who was Director General of the Minis
try of Defense of the State of Israel in 
the years 1948 and 1949; who was Minis
ter of Agriculture and Development in 
the years 1951to1952; who was Minister 
of Finance in the years 1952 to 1963; and 
who was Prime Minister of the State of 
Israel since 1963. He was the chief of the 
main political party of Israel. Thus, his 
largeness of vision, his understanding, 
basic and realistic, grew out of a wealth 
of experience in every significant aspect 
of the structure of statehood. At the age 
of 73 he had achieved world eminence 
because of the knowledge and foresight 
no ordinary mortal can reach within his 
lifetime. He rescued Israel from the jaws 
of death. This intrepid modern David 
sought to doom the Arab Goliath of vio
lence and hatred. He is gone from the 
scene at one of the most crucial moments 
in the history of the State of Israel. We 
are thus called upon to extend to Israel 
our most sympathetic understanding in 
its loss of such a man and such a leader. 
Our condolences go forth to his beloved 
wife, Miriam, and his dear children. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary for his pertinent and 
very thoughtful remarks. 

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

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. BING

HAM). 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I would like to be associated with the 
very appropriate remarks made by my 
cdleague, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. REID) and by the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the Judi-
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ciary, the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
CELLER). 

Mr. Speaker, my wife and I had the 
honor and privilege of meeting with 
Prime Minister Levi Eshkol in his office 
in 1964. We were accompanied by Teddy 
Kollek, when in the Prime Minister's of
fice, and now mayor of Jerusalem. 

Prime Minister Levi Eshkol was a man 
of extraordinary strength, dignity, and 
wisdom. He will be sorely missed in Is
rael, in this country, and in many other 
parts of the world. 

I extend to the Prime Minister's family 
and to the people of Israel my most pro
found sympathy. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
gentleman. 

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

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL
BERT). 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York for yielding to me. I wish to asso
ciate myself with the remarks of my dis
tinguished colleague from New York, 
Congressman REID, and my colleague 
from New York, Congressman CELLER. 

The passing of Prime Minister Levi 
Eshkol is a great loss to humanity, and 
we all feel this loss very deeply and 
keenly. Mr. Eshkol was of the generation 
and type of Jewish pioneer who brought 
Israel in to existence and increased her 
strength in the face of Arab hostility 
and belligerence. He was a man with a 
common touch. He began his career in 
Palestine in 1913 as a farmer and labor
er. He was an accomplished economist 
and statesman, but he never lost his 
down-to-earth quality. His sense of 
humor shone through his speeches. He 
had thousands of friends, his visitors 
found it easy to strike a common cord 
with him. He was unpretentious and un
assuming to the point of self-efface
ment--perhaps the most approachable 
of the world's dignitaries. 

Above all, Prime Minister Eshkol was 
a man of peace. He dedlcated his life to 
the development of land and to the wel
fare of humanity. He never ceased to 
hope that peace was within reach for his 
country and his Arab neighbors. 

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

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to my 
colleague. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I too 
would like to associate myself with the 
remarks made by both gentlemen from 
New York in connection with the un
timely passing of the head of state of 
Israel. 

I had occasion to visit him immedi
ately following the last 6-day war, and I 
truthfully can say from the conversation 
I had with him that all he sought was 
peace. He had no desire for conquest. 

Mr. Speaker, the sudden and unex
pected death of Israel's Prime Minister 
Levi Eshkol has saddened the entire 
world. All of us are diminished by his 
passing. 

Mr. Speaker, Levi Eshkol was no ordi
nary man. He was a patriot who loved 
his country and served it well in posi
tions of leadership and responsibility. He 
fought for the right of his people to be 

free and it can be truly said that he laid 
down his life for his country and for his 
fellow man. 

Levi Eshkol was a man of compassion. 
During the difficult days through which 
his beloved country has been passing Levi 
Eshkol, in spite of extreme provocation, 
was a voice of moderation. 

Although he realized that Israel could 
only survive by using firmness in pro
tecting the nation from external attack, 
yet his desire for peace was such that he 
was satisfied to take a modest approach 
with those who threatened the integrity 
of his beloved country. 

Mr. Speaker, I had the pleasure to 
speak with Prime Minister Eshkol imme
diately after the 6-day war in 1967. It 
was at that time that I learned of his 
desire for peace. He told me that every
thing that Israel had conquered during 
that war was negotiable except Jerusa
lem and the Golan Heights. These he 
deemed essential to the security of Israel 
and therefore not negotiable. He had no 
desire for conquest--only for peace. 

Levi Eshkol brought to his nation the 
qualities of leadership and devotion to 
duty, as he saw his duty, that few men 
possess. As William Hazlitt once wrote: 

Death strips a man of everything but 
genius and virtue. It is a sort of natural 
canonization. 

Mr. Speaker, Levi Eshkol is dead, but 
his memory will live on as long as men 
desire to be free. This is not death; it is 
immortality. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sure that people throughout our Nation 
share our feelings of sympathy and con
cern over the untimely death of Israel's 
premier, Levi Eshkol. 

Premier Eshkol, Israel's second Premier 
during her 21-year history as a nation, 
was truly an outstanding statesman. He 
guided Israel wisely and well during the 
past 6 stormy years. He led with an un
clouded vision of Israel's destiny. He led 
with firmness but with the ability to con
ciliate. He led with vigilance against the 
constant threats against Israel and her 
people, but he led also with compassion 
and understanding for the thousands of 
innocent victims of war. 

Israel's loss is a loss to any person, any 
nation which values freedom and na
tional integrity. I am sure we all hope 
that Levi Eshkol's successor will con
tinue the outstanding tradition estab
lished by him and his predecessor, David 
Ben-Gurion. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to have the remarks that 
I made previously fallow the re
marks of the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. FARBSTEIN) and I join in those re
marks as well as the remarks made by 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
REID), my colleague from Westchester 
County and our distinguished leader in 
the House, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CELLER). 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. REID of New York. I am happy to 

yield to the very distinguished Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, the gen-

tleman from Massachusetts <Mr. Mc
CORMACK). 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, we 
are sorry to learn of the death of Prime 
Minister Eshkol. He was one of the great 
statesmen of the world. Levi Eshkol was 
born in the Ukraine, educated in Poland 
and died in Israel. The course of his 
travels took him much farther than the 
distance between Velno and Tel Aviv, for 
the journey of Levi Eshkol spanned the 
centuries between the Roman conquest 
of the Jewish kindgdom to the rebirth of 
the State of Israel. His brave country has 
certainly been an example to the entire 
world of the will and of the desire of a 
free people to be free under their own 
law. 

His leadership in behalf of the people 
of his country made a profound impres
sion upon the entire world and particu
larly on the free world. 

As Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives, I have, for all of my col
leagues, sent a telegram to the President 
of Israel conveying to the Government, 
to the President, and to the associates of 
the late Prime Minister, and to the peo
ple of Israel the profound sympathy of 
all Members of the House of Representa
tives in Congress. 

I have also sent a telegram to the 
widow of the late Prime Minister, as 
your Speaker, conveying to her the deep 
sympathy of all Members of the House 
of Representatives in Congress, and I 
have also sent a telegram to the Ambas
sador from Israel in Washington convey
ing to him and through him to his Gov
ernment and to the Speaker and the 
members of the Knesset, the parliament 
of Israel, the profound and deep sym
pathy that Members of the House of 
Representatives feel upon the death and 
the loss of their distinguished member 
of that body, who was Prime Minister of 
Israel. 

The death of Prime Minister Eshkol 
leaves a vacuum and we, in America, and 
particularly in the free world will care
fully watch the selection of his successor, 
knowing that the type of leadership that 
his successor will give will be of great 
importance in the years that lie ahead. 

Again for myself as an individual and 
as Speaker of the House of Representa
tives, and I know I am speaking the sen
timents of all Members of the House, 
I extend to the Government of Israel and 
to Mrs. Eshkol and her loved ones our 
deep sympathy in their great loss and 
sorrow. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
most distinguished Speaker of the House 
for his remarks. 
LEVI ESHKOL: THE QUIET, RETICENT MAN WHO 

MADE ISRAEL GROW 

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

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to my 
colleague. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New York for yield
ing to me on this occasion. 

I am fortunate to have this opportu
nity to speak following the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives because it 
was by his designation I was privileged to 
represent the distinguished Speaker, 
along with other Members of the House 
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of Representatives, at the dedication of 
the Knesset in Jerusalem, Israel, in the 
fall of 1966. 

On that occasion Mrs. Horton and I 
had the privilege and honor to meet 
Premier Eshkol and Mrs. Eshkol and 
other members of the Israel Knesset. I 
came to have a deep respect for Mr. Esh
kol's leadership in Israel and a deep re
spect for Israel and for what it was doing 
for the leadership of the free world in 
the Middle East. 

I shall never for get the lovely summer 
evening on one of the Jerusalem hill
sides just as the heat of the day begins 
to disappear when we attended the re
ception given by Premier and Mrs. Esh
kol for those at the Knesset dedication. 
We presented gifts from the people of 
Rochester and the 36th Congressional 
District to the Eshkols. Mr. Eshkol in a 
gracious and warm manner spoke highly 
of many of my friends from the Roches
ter area and of our great country. They 
were a wonderful couple, friendly, and 
happy, who gave great depth of leader
ship to a sturdy and struggling people. 

It is particularly sad for Mrs. Horton 
and me to note the passing of Premier 
Eshkol. I think it comes at a very cru
cial time in the history of this great 
country. But I am sure the determina
tion and the will of the people of Israel 
will carcy them through this very try
ing time, as it has in the past. 

So it is with deep sadness and great 
sympathy that I and my wife express 
our sincere sympathy to Mrs. Eshkol 
and to the Israel Government. I just fin
ished speaking by telephone with the 
Israel Ambassador here in Washington 
and expressed to him my personal sym
pathy and regrets on this occasion. 

A quiet, naturally reticent man, Pre
mier Eshkol was an expert at concilia
tion. His lively sense of humor eased 
many tense moments for his colleagues 
and put his visitors at ease. 

Born in Russia, he witnessed the ter
rible pogroms that marked the czarist 
nation in the early part of this century. 

His interest in Zionism was stimu
lated by the harsh reality of life for a 
Jew in Russia and, in 1914 he moved to 
Palestine. 

Immediately, he became an active 
force in the Jewish community, first as 
a member of the local workers council 
and later as a founder of 500 farm vil
lages in the early days of Israel's exist
ence. 

During World War I he served in the 
British Army Jewish Legion. During the 
war he also became a member of Mapai, 
the Jewish Labor Party and afterward 
played a leading role in establishing var
ious organizations well known today in 
modern Israel. 

As Mr. Eshkol's career expanded, so 
did the strength and aspirations of the 
Palestinian Jews. 

Their dream-and his-was a Jewish 
homeland, the Israel promised of old to 
them. 

The Zionist leaders recognized Mr. 
Eshkol's exceptional abilities and soon 
had him promoting the interests of the 
Jews of Palestine at home and abroad. 
Mr. Eshkol did much to make a reality of 
the dream of an independent Israel. 

He continued his active participation 
in national life-delegate to the found
ing conference of the Histradut, the Gen
eral Federation of Labor; representative 
in the Palestine office of the Jewish 
agency in Berlin for transfer of Jewish 
people from Nazi Germany; director 
of Histradut corporations--settlement, 
water development, housing; secretary
general of Tel Aviv Labor Council. 

Then came nationhood for Israel in 
1948; and Mr. Eshkol was appointed 
Director General of the Ministry of De
fense. Later years saw him take Cabinet 
posts as Minister of Agriculture and 
Development, Minister of Finance and 
Deputy Premier. 

Mr. Eshkol was largely responsible for 
the development and economic policy of 
Israel during the past decade. 

For years, Mr. Eshkol worked in the 
shadow of the beloved and great Israel 
leader, David Ben-Gurion. It was Mr. 
Ben-Gurion who chose Mr. Emkol to 
succeed him as premier in June 1963. 
The people of Israel voiced their confi
dence in Mr. Eshkol during the national 
elections of 1965, by giving him a sound 
viotory. 

His skills in economics, administra
tion, and diplomacy-which had helped 
the Jewish nation to come into being
nutured its growth since then. 

His tenure in office was marked by a 
brief war and constant tension with 
Israel's Arab neighbors. 

But the problems of the day did not 
prevent him from leaving his mark upon 
the nation-or from dreaming great 
things for its future. 

A man of peace and vision, Levi Eshkol 
was a friend of the United States, a mod
ern pioneer who helped to forge a great 
and flourishing nation from the ancient 
sands of an arid desert. 

Mr. Eshkol was from that rare breed
his was the last of that generation of 
people who forged a new country out of 
the rocky slopes of a once barren land. 

His leadership will be sorely missed at 
this crucial time in the history of Israel. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
gentleman from New York. I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from Mary
land (Mr. LONG) . 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
I too, join in expressing my deep sympa
thy and regret over the passing of Prime 
Minister Eshkol. I was privileged to meet 
with the Prime Minister for about an 
hour in late 1965 and to discuss with him 
the problems that faced Israel, particu
larly the coming confrontation with the 
Arab States. I was deeply impressed with 
the grasp this man had of the problems 
of the world and of his own country. My 
thoughts went back to the founding of 
our own Nation. At the time the United 
States was founded, at the time we de
veloped our great Constitution, we had 
a population about that of Israel now. 

We have all wondered, as we read our 
own history, how a small country could 
have assembled such a group of leaders 
and thinkers as we did at that time. 

I reflect in the same vein on Israel. 
I have wondered where in the world to
day could a small country the size of 
Israel, not more than a couple of million 
people, the size of a small U.S. State now, 

have developed such a brilliant constel
lation of leaders. And none of them in 
the constellation has shown more 
brightly than did Prime Minister Eshkol. 
We all mourn his passing. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. PODELL). 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
would like to join with my colleagues, 
with the great Speaker and the gentle
man from Massachusetts, who spoke so 
eloquently on behalf of a dear, departed, 
free-world leader, Prime Minister Levi 
Eshkol. The free world shall suffer an 
irreparable loss in the passing of this 
man, who was a strong force in the 
preservation of democracy in the Middle 
East. People the world over will mourn 
this loss. We only trust that the State 
of Israel will continue in its efforts as a 
bulwark of democracy in the Middle East 
and that very soon we will have a lasting 
peace in that troubled region. 

Levi Eshkol was a man with a dream 
and he was fortunate during his lifetime 
to see most of his dream turn into reality. 

As a boy, first in his native Ukraine 
and later in Vilna, Poland, he wanted 
to go to Palestine, the promised land, to 
work on the land of his forefathers and 
to build a new Israel. He was active in 
the Zionist movement attending the in
ternation congresses which organized the 
first efforts at settlement in Israel. As a 
young soldier he fought with the Jewish 
Legion of the British Army in World 
War I against the Turks. He later used 
his military knowledge in the formation 
and organization of the Haganah, the 
forenumer of the Israeli defense forces. 
After the war, Eshkol helped found De
gania Beth Kibbutz and was able to 
watch not only the growth of his home 
agricultural community but to see the 
establishment of the kibbutz system as a 
foundation stone of the Israeli economy. 

Levi Eshkol was recognized as a world 
authority on collective farming and co
operative communities. His involvement 
in the labor movement and the Mapai 
political organization led to his active 
role in the Israel Government and to the 
positions of leadership for which he was 
so eminently qualified. In the fields of 
agriculture, economic planning, and fi
nancial organization, Levi Eshkol was 
without peer. His one unfulfilled dream 
was for peace. 

Perhaps his greatest tribute was that 
he was chosen to lead his nation. Israel 
is a dynamic and vital state. Its people 
are inventive and courageous and the 
leader of such a nation must encompass 
all the qualities which contribute to its 
greatness. 

This earth has known few great men. 
Levi Eshkol, pioneer, soldier, farmer, and 
statesman, was a great man. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
gentleman from New York. 

I yield to the distinguished gentle
man from New York <Mr. HALPERN). 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, we are 
deeply grieved at the death of Prime 
Minister Levi Eshkol. He was a true 
builder and leader of Israel. His whole 
life was dedicated, until his final hour, 
to Israel's revival as a sovereign land. 

Levi Eshkol was a man of the people. 
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He was an architect of Israel's democ
racy. He was a symbol of truth, justice, 
and human dignity. His death is a loss 
to Israel and to freedom-loving people 
everywhere. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
gentleman from New York. 

I yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from Florida <Mr. PEPPER) . 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the able gentleman from New York for 
permitting me to join with him and my 
colleagues in an expression of profound 
sympathy to the families of the departed 
distinguished Prime Minister of Israel, 
Levi Eshkol, to the Government and peo
ple of Israel, and to people all over the 
world who believe in the cause of free
dom which the people of Israel have so 
nobly espoused in that small but great 
land. 

I had the privilege of being with my 
wife in Israel in January of last year. 

I had the honor and opportunity of 
seeing at first hand what this great man 
was doing in the leadership of his coun
try in this crucial period of his nation's 
history and in the cause of freedom all 
over the world. His death comes at a 
time when Israel is beset by many dan
gers and is confronted by many crises 
and has many problems to confront, but 
I am sure, Mr. Speaker, that the courage 
which was responsible for the establish
ment of this great new star in the con
stellation of states, and which has sus
tained this country up to this moment 
and made it capable of momentous 
achievements, and their abiding faith in 
the God they have so long worshiped 
and served will sustain these noble and 
gallant people of Israel in this other hour 
of crisis, and that they will emerge 
stronger than ever before and will go 
forward to attaining greater victories in 
the cause of liberty and freedom than 
have yet crowned their renowned 
country. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Florida. 

I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. F'Loon). 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from New York for yielding to 
me. 

In this hour of tragedy for the people 
of Israel, my mind goes back to Easter 
week of the year 1945. At that time I had 
the honor of serving upon the great For
eign Affairs Committee of the House 
under the beloved Sol Bloom of New York 
who was then its distinguished chairman. 
At that time I introduced in the House
at the same time as the late beloved Sen
ator from New York, Bob Wagner, intro
duced it in the Senate-what was known 
as the Israel Resolution, the Flood-Wag
ner resolution. In that resolution, which 
was passed by the Congress, we declared 
this Congress in favor of the creation of 
a free and independent nation in Pales
tine to be known as Israel. 

This soon came about, and after this 
new nation was established, I was invited 
by that country and by its congress-
which they called the Knesset-to appear 
representing our country at the first ses
sion of the Knesset. 

Down through the years this nation 
and this House have looked with favor 

and with protection and with pride upon 
the creation, the birth, and the develop
ment of this great little country, Israel, 
and its people. 

So today I join with my colleagues in 
the House in extending a deep and heart
felt sense of tragedy in this great loss of 
their great and well-known Premier Levi 
Eshkol. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. McCARTHY). 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New York for yield
ing. 

I join with my colleagues in expressing 
the profound sympathy of Mrs. Mc
Carthy and myself to the family of the 
great and distinguished Prime Minister 
of Israel, Levi Eshkol. 

This is a tragic loss for Israel and it 
is a tragic loss for the whole world, be
cause Mr. Eshkol was a powerful force 
for peace and reason in the Middle East. 
And he was courageous in expressing his 
views on peace. It is a great loss that this 
infiuential spokesman will not be with 
us in furthering the urgent cause of peace 
in the Middle East. 

Israel will miss this man, the United 
States will miss him, and the whole world 
will miss him. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from New York. 

I yield to the gentleman from Tennes
see <Mr. KUYKENDALL). 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, to
day the whole world mourns the loss of 
a great and compassionate leader in the 
sudden death of Israel's Premier, Levi 
Eshkol. His death in this critical time of 
history is indeed a tragedy for his own 
country and for all the people of the 
Middle East. 

Levi Eshkol was truly one of the out
standing statesmen of our time. In spite 
of years of armed confiict between Israel 
and the Arab Nations, actual out-and
ouit war involving the whole world has 
been kept at a minimum due to his tact 
his determination to avoid war and hlii 
genius at inspiring his people. 

I join with the people of Israel, Jews 
throughout the world, and all people of 
good will in mourning the loss of this 
great and good man. No greater thing 
can be said of him than those all-power
ful and all-encompassing words "He 
served his fellowmen." ' 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Tennessee. 

I yield to the gentleman from lliinois. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I associate 

myself with the remarks of the distin
guished gentleman from New York and 
my other colleagues who have indicated 
their grief at the loss of the Prime Min
ister of Israel, Mr. Eshkol. 

Almost two centuries ago, Edmund 
Burke stated: 

Men are much more important than 
measures. 

A great leader gives his people real 
political and spiritual maturity. He lifts 
their eyes to great objectives, and makes 
them oblivious to the distance and diffi
culty of their attainment. He gives the 
ideals of democracy color, clarity and 

vividness, a dynamic quality, which ele
vates them and inspires them. Such a 
leader was Levi Eshkol. 

A simple man possessing the great 
virtues, he assumed the highest office 
within the gift of his people to give and 
wrote an imperishable page in history 
as a noble leader. His wisdom, his com
monsense, his humility, his perception 

. endeared him to his people. He united 
them in their moment of greatest peril 
and his courage and insights brought 
them to a safe shore. 

His loss is particularly poignant at this 
critical time when strife still separates 
Arab and Israeli. Eshkol looked to the 
day when in the land of the Bible swords 
would be beaten into plowshares and 
war would be made no more. 

His memory will be cherished by all 
who love peace, freedom and humanity. 

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

Mr. REID of New York. I am happy to 
yield to the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services. 
. Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I should 

like to associate myself with the remarks 
of the distinguished gentlemen who have 
spoken. 

I visited with the distinguished gentle
man as an ambassador, and I have had 
a firsthand view of this great country 
and of its p~ople, as well as this fine 
leader who has now had an untimely 
death. 

It is a serious blow to the aspirations 
of all peace-loving peoples. It is a world 
loss. He was a great friend of our coun
try. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr." REID of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to join my col
leagues in this expression of grief and 
sympathy on the tragic loss of Premier 
Levi Eshkol of Israel. The news of his 
unexpected death at the age of 73 comes 
at a time when all of us are deeply con
cerned about the security of the State 
of Israel and about the necessity for the 
achievement of peace in the Middle East 
Certainly no one was more devoted ~ 
that end than the Premier. 
Pz:e~er Eshkol brought outstanding 

quallt1es of leadership and integrity to 
the Government of Israel and his death 
is a tragic loss for the people of Israel 
whom he so effectively led. As the second 
head of State in Israel's 21 years as a 
nation, Premier Eshkol led his country 
during the 6-day Arab-Israel War of 
1967, when Israel repulsed an unwar
ranted attack by her Arab neighbors. His 
leadership then was crucial, and his sub
sequent efforts to bring peace to the 
Middle East established his reputation 
as a strong and oompassionate leader. 

Premier E.shkol came to Palestine at 
the age of 13 and participated in the 
great events that led to the founding of 
the State of Israel. He served his naition 
as a member of Parliament before suc
ceeding David Ben-Gurion as Premier in 
1963. As one who has consistently sup
ported Israel's efforts to achieve security 
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for herself and for the Middle East, I 
offer my deepest sympathies to the people 
of Israel at this time of mourning, and 
pay tribute to an outstanding leader who 
faithfully and effectively served his coun
try as its head of state. 

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

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman from Rhode Island. 

Mr. TIERNAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to join my col
leagues and to be associated with the 
fine remarks of my distinguished col
league from New York at this time of 
tragedy to the State of Israel. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
Prime Minister Eshkol was a man of 
great warmth, of vision, of strength. He 
had a unique capacity to resolve differ
ences. His contributions in personal terms 
and in agriculture, in finance, in de
fense, and perhaps above all through 
statesmanship and working toward an 
abiding and lasting peace, are very real 
and will provide, I believe, significant 
foundations for the future. 

I join with all Members in expressing 
my deepest sympathy to Mrs. Miriam 
Eshkol, to other members of the family, 
to the people of Israel, and to the Presi
dent and the State of Israel. 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, with 
the death today of Premier Levi Eshkol, 
Israel has lost one of her greatest cham
pions in what is perhaps her time of 
greatest need. 

Like the nation he headed, Mr. Eshkol 
was a study in versatility, having served 
at various times in top posts in the min
istries of defense, agriculture and finance 
before becoming premier in 1963. 

It is my fervent hope--and expect.a
tion-thait Israel now will be able to rally 
around her new national leaders in the 
trying days that lie ahead, for she is 
threatened as never before in her 21-year 
history by her hostile neighbors. 

I personally am confident that Israel, 
as she has so of ten done in the past, will 
come through this latest crisis with col
ors flying. The brilliant leadership pro
vided by Mr. Eshkol, and his predecessor, 
David Ben-Gurion, will be carried on by 
the new government to be selected after 
the mourning period for Mr. Eshkol. 

For there is no shortage of talented 
statesmen in Israel. And the dedication 
of her leaders and people to the preser
vation of this gallant nation will, in my 
opinion, transcend any of the political 
differences which her enemies doubtless 
hope will now divide Israel. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
grieved to hear the news of Mr. Eshkol's 
sudden death. Levi Eshkol was a man 
whose wisdom and judgment helped pre
vent another round in the Middle East 
war. Although tensions remained high in 
recent months, Mr. Eshkol was an ardent 
supporter of mediation efforts and a just 
settlement with the Arab countries. 

Mr. Eshkol was a master at concilia
tion. He achieved political compromises 
where others could not. Mr. Eshkol never 
lost sight of his overriding goal and the 
overriding goal of his country: an Israel 
whose political sovereignty and territo
rial integrity remain intact and re
spected by her neighbors. Although less 

fiery than his critics may have desired, 
he was resolutely determined to achieve 
peace in the Middle East. 

Both Mr. Eshkol's poliitical flexibility 
and his commitment to Israel's security 
were evident in his interview appearing 
in the February 17, 1969, issue of News
week. He stated: 

The present cease-fire lines will not be 
changed except for secure and agreed lines 
within the framework of a final and durable 
peace. We must discuss new borders, new 
arrangements. 

But he also was reported as saying that 
Israel was flexible about every aspect of 
a peace settlement except that she was 
determined to keep the Golan heights in 
Syria and all of Jerusalem and to have 
troops stationed along the Jordan River 
and at Sharm el Sheik. 

Eshkol was not only a patriot, he was 
also a realist. In the midst of a political 
fight, he would consistently be the man 
to find the one common strand of agree
ment. 

An outstanding leader is now dead; it 
is not only Israel's loss, but the world's 
as well. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, the world today mourns the 
death of a great man. 

Premier Levi Eshkol, only the second 
man to head Israel's Government during 
the Jewish State's turbulent 21-year life, 
was a politician's politician, a brilliant 
man and a friendly man. 

His death at the age of 73 after a heart 
attack robs not only his nation and the 
turbulent Middle East but the world of 
his calm wisdom in a time of intense 
crisis. 

A native of the Ukraine, Eshkol came 
to Palestine at the age of 13 and was ac
tive in the Jewish labor movement and 
the Haganah army which fought for the 
establishment of Israel. From Israel's 
founding in 1948, he served first as Di
rector-General of Defense, then as Agri
cultural Minister and from 1952 to 1963 
as Minister of Finance. 

Eshkol succeeded David Ben-Gurion as 
Premier in 1963 and headed the Govern
ment during Israel's lightening victory 
over the Arabs in the June 1967 war. 

I had the great honor to personally 
meet with Premier Eshkol. His loss, 
therefore, is a particular loss to me and 
I mourn with great sadness the death of 
a warm and gracious friend. 

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, the passing 
of Premier Levi Eshkol of Israel is a 
great blow not only to his home State of 
Israel but to the entire free world. 

The second man to head the Govern
ment of Israel during its 21-year life, 
Premier Eshkol had won high respect for 
himself and for his people. 

Several of my friends in Buffalo, N.Y., 
who have visited Israel, have told me of 
the wonderful work which he was doing 
for his countrymen. 

He was Premier since 1963 and became 
known as a politician's politician. Pre
mier Eshkol had the great ability to com
promise policy disputes and to bring 
harmony when it was most needed. 

The sudden passing of Premier Eshkol, 
after he had appeared to have recuper
ated fully from an earlier heart attack, 
is a great loss to the cause of Israel. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I was 
greatly saddened at the news of the un
timely passing of the Premier of Israel, 
Levi Eshkol. His death at a time when 
steady hands are needed in Israel and 
other countries of the Middle East raises 
new and serious dimensions of concern 
for the United States. I was also sur
prised to learn that the official repre
sentative of the United States at Mr. 
Eshkol's funeral would be the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare of 
the new administration. I believe that 
this implies an inadequate level of sup
port for an important ally in an im
portant area of the world. President 
Nixon must, of course, accept the respon
sibility for this level of representation. 

Mr. Speaker, no one wants more than 
I do to see the establishment of an en
during and stable peace in the Middle 
East at this time. The road to such peace, 
however, is a long and tortuous one with 
few shortcuts available to us or to the 
immediate parties of the conflict. The 
imposition of a two-power or four-power 
settlement would hardly lead t'O an en
during peace; the most enduring and 
stable arrangement will have to be found 
by a face-to-face meeting of the Arab 
nations with the leaders of Israel. 

The fortunes of the United States and 
Israel are inextricably linked in the 
Middle East. At this time, although we 
have interests in other Middle Eastern 
nations, we have no firm allies there 
other than Israel. I do not accept this 
situation as a permanent one, nor should 
it be accepted as permanent. While the 
Arab nations have been rallied into a 
superficial alliance and goaded into a 
brothers-in-arms spirit by Nasser of 
Egypt, several of these Arab nations 
realize that Nasser has led them down 
the path to ignominy and defeat in the 
past and may do so again. The Soviet 
Union has begun to realize the heavy 
price of dealing with fanatics, and it is 
no coincidence that the Soviets have 
taken a cautious approach in moderating 
their re-arming of the dangerously pro
vocative leader of Cairo. Ultimately the 
other nations of the Arab bloc will realize 
that there is more to be gained by stabi
lizing relations with Israel than there is 
to be gained by maintaining a continu
ing state of mutual terror and fear. 

A further consideration which con
cerns me is the diminishing stature of the 
United Nations as a source of stability 
and reconciliation in the Middle East. 
At present, the U.N. enjoys the confi
dence of none of the parties in this tragic 
situation. This is not entirely the fault 
of the United Nations membership as a 
whole. It is the fault of the major powers 
which dominate the Security Council and 
who do not find it in their interest to 
push for an effecetive U.N. role in the 
Middle East. While the negotiations 
which will be necessary must be between 
the Jews and the Arabs, there is much 
that the U.N. could be doing to set the 
stage for such talks. 

Finally, I would say this word to our 
allies in Israel: the United States is a 
huge and powerful nation, not to be 
forced into confrontations by its smaller 
allies' reckless or ill-timed actions. New 
leadership now comes to the fore in 
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Israel. Since we are firm allies, there 
must be a spirit of communication and 
consultation in our relations, not a spirit 
of fait accompli. The Beirut airport 
incident was a fait accompli. We will not 
be pulled by the tail into a dogfight in 
the Middle East; by the same token, we 
will not permit our tail to be stepped 
on or twisted by the fanatics in Cairo 
or those circles in the Soviet which are 
playing games in the already troubled 
waters of the Middle East. 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, the world 
has lost a statesman with the untimely 
death of Israel's Prime Minister Levi 
Eshkol. 

A farmer, Levi Eshkol, became an eco
nomic expert for the Israel Govern
ment prior to his selection as Prime Min
ister. One of the earliest pioneers of the 
Jewish state, Eshkol was liked by all po
litical factions and was able to form a 
united government for Israel. 

He was a man who loved people-an 
unassuming man but a leader of great 
vision. Not a military-oriented man, he 
was able in January 1968 to successfully 
negotiate the purchase of 50 Phantom 
supersonic jets from then-President 
Lyndon B. Johnson. Levi Eshkol led his 
nation during the Israel victory in the 
6-day war but turned his attention 
quickly to the search for a lasting peace 
in the Middle East. 

He was candid and open as a diplo
mat. Just 3 weeks ago in an interview for 
Newsweek magazine, he said that he 
would "go to Cairo tomorrow" if Nasser 
would discuss peace. 

Mr. Speaker, we have lost a man of 
the people and a compassionate leader. 
For the sake of world peace, I hope the 
people of the Middle East and the lead
ers of nations in that troubled area will 
not let Levi Eshkol's search for peace go 
unfinished. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
join my colleagues in mourning the pass
ing of Premier Levi Eshkol of the State 
of Israel. His kind of leadership is al
ways in short supply. In these trying 
times--trying most especially for Israel 
and her people-Levi Eshkol's compas
sion and understanding were most need
ed. As the New York Times said of Mr. 
Eshkol yesterday, despite his tumultuous 
political career he "remained a concilia
tor at heart, a gentle man who seemed 
the least likely person to lead a nation 
into the most spectacular triumph of its 
two-decade history, the 1967 war." 

In 1963 when Levi Eshkol succeeded 
David Ben-Gurion, to whom he had been 
a top aid in the early 1960's, he became 
on ly the third premier in Israel's his
tory. During the days of increasing ten
sion in 1967, and during and after the 
6-day war, Mr. Eshkol guided Israel 
with dignity and restraint. Both for 
David Ben-Gurion and later for himself, 
Mr . Eshkol proved himself the master of 
concilliation, reconciling seemingly ir
r econcilable factions to keep a strong and 
viable government together. 

It is appropriate that the Israeli Gov
ernment has chosen to allow Levi Esh
kol, the first premier to die in office, to 
be buried on Mount Herzl, named for the 
father of Zionism, with the founders of 
the nation which he helped to lead. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I was 

deeply saddened to learn of the death of 
Prime Minister Levi Eshkol, of Israel, 
and I want to pay tribute to the memory 
of this great world leader. 

Levi Eshkol was Prime Minister of 
Israel since 1963, but before then he had 
achieved a magnificent record of service 
and dedication to his chosen land. He 
came to Israel in 1913, before this bastion 
of democracy in the Middle East was es
tablished as an independent state, and he 
had a valiant and vital role in the long 
struggle for statehood and economic de
velopment of Israel. As Prime Minister 
during the perilous years when Israel's 
very survival was at stake, he led his peo
ple with wisdom, courage, and firm deter
mination, never doubting the outcome. 
Yet throughout these difficult times he 
maintained a calm and moderate outlook, 
seeking only to assure the integrity of 
Israel and to find a just solution that 
would bring peace to this most troubled 
area. 

The passing of this unique man is a 
loss to the whole world and to the cause 
of freedom and peace. But he has left a 
wonderful heritage of statesmanship, hu
manitarianism, and courage to guide his 
people and the leaders who must now 
carry on. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. Speak
er, the death of Prime Minister Levi 
Eshkol is a cause of sorrow for the peo
ple of Israel. It is also a loss to the world 
which looked to his capable leadership 
and his strength to maintain the peace 
in the Middle East. While the people of 
Israel will mourn for him, they are also 
keenly aware of the potential threat 
which the untimely death of this great 
man may present to them. 

Prime Minister Eshkol fought to es
tablish his nation and served its people 
in various positions of responsibility 
since 1948. Since 1963, when he became 
Prime Minister, he has used his plentiful 
talents to preserve and protect Israel and 
to def end her people. His death is a 
great loss and cause for sadness. 

It would be tragic, indeed, if Israel's 
Arab neighbors should, in the transi
tional period that must follow this loss, 
enter into a reckless military adventure. 
For while attention may be diverted to 
the political realm in Israel and differ
ences may exist, as they must in any 
healthy democratic society, there is a 
common bond, a common cause, a com
mon dedication to the preservation of 
Israel which transcends all other con
siderations which face her people. It 
would be folly for anyone to misjudge 
this. 

The people of Israel have lost a leader 
who served them well. They have lost a 
man of strength but their strength is not 
alone in their leaders but in themselves, 
in their faith in their destiny, and in 
their love of the Israel which Levi Eshkol 
helped to conceive and which he served 
until his death. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, all men of 
good will mourn the passing of Levi 
Eshkol, the late Premier of Israel. During 
the past 6 years Mr. Eshkol provided 
Israel with dynamic, constructive leader
ship that was as committed to peace as 
it was to the preservation of his home
lan d. 

It was Mr. Eshkol's endur ing devotion 

to his homeland that reminds me of our 
pioneers of the last century. Premier 
Eshkol migrated to Palestine at an early 
age and the rest of his long and produc
tive life involved him in the founding and 
then the development of Israel. Like the 
great men that made our country what it 
is, P r emier Eshkol and his fellow coun
trymen set out to build a healthy, viable, 
free nation in which all peoples could 
live under democratic order. 

The establishment of Israel and its 
subsequent development in the midst of 
hostility required men of restraint and 
strength, diplomacy and forthrightness. 
Premier Eshkol embodied these qualities 
and had special skills as an economist 
and administrator. 

Especially striking was the late Pre
mier's desire to reach a lasting peace 
agreement with Israel's neighbors. Mr. 
Eshkol's desire for peace was as strong 
as his desire to see Israel survive as a 
viable nation. 

Levi Eshkol understood the meaning 
of being in the Middle East during a most 
crucial period in that historic part of the 
world. He was a strong adherent to the 
democratic principles of the Western 
World and was a friend of the United 
States and the other free nations of the 
West. He was our ally in resisting the 
intrusion of communism into the Middle 
East and at the same time sought to 
preserve the unique character of that 
part of the world. 

My condolences go the Premier's fam
ily and his countrymen with whom we 
share the loss of this able servant of 
f reedom. · 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, the passing 
of Prime Minister Levi Eshkol is a cause 
for sorrow for the people of Israel. As 
his successor, Mr. Allon said: 

He was a man of the people who remained 
one of the people. We have lost a brother, a 
friend and a leader. 

His death is also a loss to the world 
which looked to his strong and capable 
leadership in dealing wisely with the 
tense and complex problems facing Israel 
and in maintaining peace in the Middle 
East. 

His life encompassed and paralleled 
the entire history of modern Israel, from 
the reclaiming of the desert wastes, 
through 20 years of striving for state
hood, to its achievement in 1948. As a 
fighter, farmer, union leader, and for
eign envoy he worked for the creation of 
the state, and then led it through its 
formative years as he rose to become 
Minister of Agriculture and Develop
ment, Minister of Finance, and, since 
1963, Prime Minister. 

His love for his country and his desire 
to live in peace was resolute. Levi Eshkol 
was a patriot, yet a realist; a strong and 
decisive statesman, yet a master at con
ciliation in the most difficult political 
issues. His total commitment to the wel
fare of his nation did not preclude the 
political and diplomatic :flexibility vital 
to working amid high tension toward the 
peaceful settlement of the complex prob
lems of the Middle East. 

I am glad to note that those who are 
now faced with the continuing and awe
some responsibility of preserving the se
curity of Israel and peace in the Middle 
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East have agreed to maintain his Pol
icies. We who are concerned with and 
dedicated to the integrity o·f the Israeli 
nation, peace in the Middle East and in 
the world, will continue to uphold the 
goal of peaceful settlement that Mr. 
Eshkol so deeply hoped for. As former 
Supreme Court Justice and U.S. Ambas
sador to the United Nations, Arthur 
Goldberg, recently said: 

Our renewed efforts to create ... (a) just 
and lasting peace in the Middle East . . . 
would be the finest memorial to Levi Eshkol. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
express my profound sorrow at the pass
ing of Israel's Premier Levi Eshkol. It is 
a rare event in history when the passing 
of one man marks the end of an era. 
Such a moment was exemplified last 
week when the world was saddened by 
Levi Eshkol's death. Israel's leader was 
a man of great strength yet his humble 
beginnings ingrained in him an under
standing of and compassion for his fel
low man. Premier Eshkol valued reason 
above emotion and understanding above 
hate. 

Walter Lippmann once said: 
The final test of a leader ls that he leaves 

behind him in other men the conviction and 
the will to carry on . . . . The genius of a 
leader is to leave behind him a situation 
which common sense, without the grace of 
genius, can deal with successfully. 

Levi Eshkol passed both of these severe 
tests of leadership. Coming to power in 
a demanding and difficult situation, he 
acted with restraint and commonsense 
where others might have precipitated 
total conflict. 

It is clear that the Middle East is in 
the throes of great turmoil and the mem
ory of the restraint of Levi Eshkol must 
serve to illuminate a path toward peace. 
To say that the task of Israel's new gen
eration of leaders will be difficult and 
perilous would be an obvious understate
ment. 

Walter Lippmann said further: 
Surely the task of statesmanship is more 

difiicult today than ever before in history ... 
The distance between what we know and 
what we need to know appears to be greater 
than ever .... Nor can we keep to the prob
lem within our borders. Whether we wish it 
or not we are involved in the world's prob
lems, and all the winds of heaven blow 
through our land. 

Let us here in the United States heed 
these words in our search for world peace 
and in our world involvement let Levi 
Eshkol's memory of restraint and com
monsense serve to illuminate our path. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, we in 
the United States felt a particular sad
ness upon hearing of the death of Levi 
Eshkol, Prime Minister of the State of 
Israel. Mr. Eshkol was a friend of the 
United States and of all freedom-loving 
peoples throughout the world. He served 
his nation through trying times, from 
the birth of the state in 1948, through 
three wars, through an unprecedented 
period of economic growth, through in
ternational crises, and during the time 
of mass immigration of disfranchised 
Jews from everyWhere. The era of Levi 
Eshkol and his fellow countrymen, an 
era indelibly marked in history as one of 
great achievements, is one that will re-

main in the memory of men as a time of 
heroic deeds. 

But Levi Eshkol was not the usual 
hero type; he was a quiet man, with a 
sense of humor and a deft grasp of the 
art of statesmanship. Presented with the 
alternatives, he did not waiver or hesi
tate, but made a4 firm decision, which 
usually proved to be the right one. He 
was at once a man of one-word answers 
for complex problems of state and of the 
rambling jokes he loved so well, often 
told in his favorite Yiddish vernacular. 
To an opponent in the Knesset, Eshkol 
was a formidable debater, and to a small 
child in a Kibbutz, he was a lost grand
father. He could calculate with equal 
ease the amount of financing necessary 
for an irrigation project or the amount 
of water needed for one tree. Levi Eshkol 
was a pragmatist with a state budget 
and a dreamer when discussing the fu
ture of his nation and his people. 

Let those who would honor Levi Eshkol 
remember that the greatest monument 
which can be erected to his memory is 
the continued existence of the State of 
Israel. The people of Israel have lost 
their Prime Minister, but the people of 
the world have lost an advocate of peace. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, Levi Eshkol, 
a prince of Israel, has died. He died in 
the service of his people, a people having 
a tradition going back 5,000 years. Un- . 
derstandably, there is pain in the breasts 
of those who loved him, and this would 
not be limited to his immediate family 
but encompasses the Jewish people all 
over the world. The Jewish religion par
ticularly comforts in a time of bereave
ment. We are enjoined from grieving at 
a time of death, because we believed good 
men live on by their works and through 
their children; and in his case, he lives 
on in the hearts of the entire Jewish 
people, who thought of him as a father. 
There is a Talmudic statement oft quoted 
which goes as follows: 

From Moses to Moses, there is no one like 
Moses. 

Undoubtedly, the name of Levi Eshkol 
in generations to come will be similarly 
revered. 

Those of us in this 91st Congress, Jew 
and gentile, who wish to make certain 
that the dream of the sages in ancient 
Babylon poignantly stated more than 
2,000 years ago, "If I forget thee O Jeru
salem, let my right hand forget its cun
ning," must in this generation never for
get the safety of Jerusalem and the 
people of Israel. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, the State 
of Israel suffers a dreadful loss in the 
death of its revered Prime Minister, Levi 
Eshkol. He exemplified not only the high
est qualities of leadership but also the 
abilities of a master craftsman in the art 
of government, and he will be sorely 
missed in the world community. 

From the time he came to Palestine 
as a young student in 1913 till his death 
at the age of 73, Levi Eshkol worked 
courageously and effectively on behalf of 
the land, the nation, and the people he 
loved. As a soldier in the Jewish Legion, 
as Director General of the Ministry of 
Defense, as Minister of .Agriculture and 
Development, as Minister of Finance, 
and finally as Prime Minister, he 

mastered the intricacies of establishing 
and governing the new nation of Israel. 

Throughout Israel's challenge and 
travail Levi Eshkol was unwavering in 
his steadfast dedication to the betterment 
of his people and to all of humanity. In 
the face of the hostile forces which have 
surrounded Israel, he remained calm, 
confident that the cause of his beloved 
country is just. He has not feared to 
negotiate, but he has been firm in his 
insistence that the security, integrity, 
and independence of Israel are not nego
tiable. 

The United States has lost a great 
friend and understanding ally. The world 
is poorer for the passing of a proud and 
compassionate leader. I join with my col
leagues in Congress in extending to the 
people of Israel my most sincere sym
pathy. The Kaddish intoned around the 
world testifies to the fact that we all 
share their grief. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, from the 
day in 1913 when he first arrived in 
Palestine, Levi Eshkol was a man of the 
soil. His first home was on one of the 
agricultural settlements that were striv
ing to build a refuge for the lost and 
homeless Jews of the world. He learned 
early that the land of Israel was a harsh 
master, for the struggle to make the 
land productive and fruitful required 
more than just work-it demanded a 
devotion and determination often beyond 
the capabilities of most men. Those first 
pioneers in Israel were men and women 
with a vision of a new land-a new land 
to be built at all costs on the decayed 
ashes of a pledge made centuries before 
by a downtrodden people. 

The lessons of those laborious years 
were not wasted on the young Levi 
Eshkol. He was to remember that what
ever was worth having, was worth work
ing for. The rewards did not come early 
nor quickly, but with patience, dedica
tion, and effort. 

As Minister of Finance for his nation, 
he established goals for the economy and 
Israel reached them, despite the fact 
that no other nation in history had ever 
achieved such heights in development so 
quickly. The dream and the reality were 
somehow merged in Levi Eshkol. He saw 
the dream and turned it into the reality. 

As the Prime Minister of Israel, Levi 
Eshkol's leadership qualities were all the 
more evident. Under his guidance, the 
Israelis withstood the Arab challenge of 
1967, and emerged from the battle un
scathed and victorious. Until his final 
moments, Levi Eshkol was searching for 
the elusive Middle East peace which 
would have freed his nation from the 
burdens of defense and turned its full 
efforts toward the development not only 
of Israel, but of the whole region. 

To the people of Israel, we in the 
United States extend our most heartfelt 
condolences at the loss of their great 
statesman. We share, in part, their loss, 
for Levi Eshkol was our friend and a 
champion of freedom for all men. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex
press my profound sadness at the death 
of a great leader of the free world, Pre
mier Levi Eshkol, of Israel, Premier Esh
kol, a brilliant man who dedicated his life 
to the preservation of peace and to the 
development of Israel, will be sorely 
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missed, not only by his brave country
men, but by people the world over who 
shared his belief in democracy and free
dom. 

As a young man, Levi Eshkol felt per
secution in his native Russia and set
tled in Palestine in 1914. After the es
tablishment of the State of Israel in 1947, 
he rose quickly to a well-deserved posi
tion of influence and power in the new 
Government. As Minister of Finance 
from 1952 to 1963, Eshkol became the 
driving force behind his nation's phe
nomenal economic growth and develop
ment. Since 1963, when he rose to the 
position of Premier, Levi Eshkol has pro
vided Israel with strong and resolute 
leadership during its most trying and 
crucial years. 

Mr. Speaker, the tremendous achieve
ments of Israel over the short span of 
two decades will stand as a lasting monu
ment to Levi Eshkol's inspiring life. He 
lived to see his adopted homeland trans
formed from a barren desert to a thriv
ing, free society, populated by hard
working and courageous citizens. We all 
pray that his last dream-that Arabs 
and Israelis might someday prosper to
gether as peaceful neighbors-will soon 
come to pass. Mrs. Minish joins me in 
offering sincere condolences to Premier 
Eshkol's wife and children. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, we were all 
shocked and saddened by the sudden 
and untimely death of Prime Minister 
Levi Eshkol. I join with my colleagues in 
Congress, and men of good will every
where in mourning the passing of this 
great statesman and respected world 
leader. 

Prime Minister Eshkol devoted 60 
years of his life to the service of his 
country. At the age of 13, Mr. Eshkol left 
his home in Eastern Europe and jour
neyed to Palestine in search of a new 
and better life. As he worked and learned 
and grew into manhood, his leadership 
abilities became apparent. Zionist lead
ers recognized these abilities and em
ployed his talents in promoting a Jewish 
homeland both at home and abroad. He 
did his work well and was instrumental 
in the fulfillment of the age-old dream of 
a free and independent Jewish State of 
Israel. With independence a reality, he 
continued working untiringly to insure 
the success of Israel as a member of the 
world community. 

Mr. Eshkol succeeded Prime Minister 
David Ben-Gurion in 1963 and led the 
State of Israel through one of the most 
treacherous periods of its existence. Dur
ing the 1967 crisis, Israel was threatened 
with annihilation by her enemies. His 
calm and courageous leadership gave 
strength to his people throughout the 
crisis and Israel was preserved. 

Under the leadership of a lesser man 
the Middle East situation might have ex
ploded in a massive conflict. A conflict 
which could have ultimately involved the 
nuclear powers. For this alone the world 
is tru y in Levi Eshkol's debt. 

Mr. Speaker, his loss will be sorely felt, 
not only by the people of Israel, but by 
the peo le of the world. Let us hope that 
Mr. Eshkol's successor will possess the 
same fine qualities of patience, restraint 
and wisdom that made him such a great 
and respected leader. 

GENERAL LEA VE 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in which 
to revise and extend their remarks on 
the passing of Premier Levi Eshkol. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. REID of New York. Finally, Mr. 

Speaker, if there are one of two sentences 
which might be quoted from the late 
Prime Minister, perhaps it would be ap
propriate to quote from a recent inter
view reported in Newsweek. I believe this 
is worth thinking about for the future. 

Prime Minister Eshkol said: 
Let me say, clearly and unequivocally, 

there will be no return to the situation pre
ceding the June war. The present cease-fire 
lines will not be changed except for secure 
and agreed lines within the framework of a 
final and durable peace. 

Let it be the hope of this House, in ex
pressing our sympathy to the people of 
Israel, that indeed there will be meaning
ful progress toward a real and lasting 
peace. 

PROPOSED MANDATORY PRISON 
SENTENCE TO PERSON CON
VICTED OF FELONY WITH A FffiE
ARM 
(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given 

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

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing legislation which I be
lieve to be an important adjunct to the 
Gun Control Act of 1968; namely, a bill 
to provide an additional mandatory 
prison sentence to any person convicted 
of committing a felony with a firearm. 

While I do not advocate that these 
stricter penalties for felons who commit 
crimes with firearms be a substitute for 
regulat!ons which make it more difficult 
for potential criminals to purchase fire
arms, I do think that having expressed 
our desire to reduce the alarmingly high 
incidence of crimes perpetrated with 
guns in this country through the Gun 
Control Act of 1968, we should implement 
the force of this law by imposing an addi
tional period of punishment for a felon's 
use of a firearm to commit his crime. 

Although the Gun Control Act of 1968 
may well cause some reduction in the in
cidence of gun-related felonies, we need 
only read the newspaper each morning 
to comprehend the extreme urgency to 
find some means of penalizing the use of 
firearms by persons intent on committing 
a crime. The amendment which I propose 
provides such means. 

I have in the past expressed my deep 
concern for the alarming increase in the 
incidence of crime in this country. On 
February 5, 1969, I introduced House 
Resolution 220 to establish a Committee 
on Coordinated Crime Control as a select 
committee of the House to coordinate ef
forts on the part of the enforcement of
ficials at the different levels of govern
ment. 

At that time I warned, and I repeat 
that warning today, that we must place 
our faith in democratic enforcement of 

the law, and we must also strengthen 
our efforts in the traditional form. Keep
ing that warning uppermost in my mind, 
I off er this bill today which will further 
strengthen anticrime efforts within the 
traditional democratic process. 

This amendment to the Gun Control 
Act of 1968 contains two provisions 
which I expect to act as deterrents to 
firearms use. 

A first off ender under this subsection 
must be sentenced to at least 1 but not 
more than 10 years imprisonment, in ad
dition to the penalty provided by the 
court for commission of such felony. A 
second off ender under this subsection 
would, in addition to the penalty pro
vided by the court for the commission of 
such felony, have to be sentenced to a 
term of imprisonment for not less than 
5 nor more than 25 years. A court find
ing a person guilty of a second offense 
under this subsection would be prevented 
from suspending the sentence of such 
person, and the term of imprisonment 
imposed under the subsection would not 
run concurrently with the term provided 
for the commission of the principal 
felony. 

While I intend this amendment to act 
as a deterrent to the resort of firearms 
by providing for additional penalties, I 
have intentionally refrained from mak
ing either provision inflexible in order to 
allow a sentencing judge to fashion the 
penalty, within reasonable limits in re
lation to the gravity of the offense, to 
the particular circumstances of each 
case. While imposing a 1-year minimum 
and a 10-year maximum on a first of
fender, I have refrained from putting 
any further limitations on the court of 
jurisdiction. A sentencing judge may, in 
the case of a first offender, provide any
where from 1 to 10 years imprisonment, 
suspend the sentence, or give a proba
tionary sentence. While for a second of
f ender under the subsection the mini
mum sentence is 5 years imprisonment 
and the maximum 25 years, the sentenc
ing judge may, in a proper case, utilize 
the probationary sentencing procedure. 

I think my proposed amendment will 
do much to strengthen our anticrime ef
forts within the traditional democratic 
form, and will further protect law abiding 
citizens from those individuals in our 
society who choose to violate the public 
order by resorting to firearms to per
petuate their unlawful schemes. 

I sincerely hope that this legislation 
will be given early and favorable con
sideration by the Congress. 

AMBASSADOR EDWARD CLARK 
HONORED AT LAREDO AS "MR. 
SOUTH TEXAS OF 1969" 
<Mr. KAZEN asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his remarks 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, for 72 con
secutive years, the city of Laredo, Tex., 
has held a Washington's Birthday cele
bration honoring our Nation's first Presi
dent. Of the many activities held during 
this historic occasion, one of the most 
outstanding events is the one honoring a 
citizen of south Texas and designating 
him as "Mr. South Texas" of the year. 
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The person selected to receive this honor 
is one who has made an outstanding con
tribution to the progress, growth, and de
velopment of this entire area. The recip
ients of this great honor and distin
guished a ward have come from many 
fields--education, business, government, 
and civic affairs. A for mer distinguished 
Member of this House, the Honorable 
Joe M. Kilgore, is among those who have 
been so honored. 

At this year's celebration, the honor 
and award went to one of south Texas' 
most illustrious sons, the Honorable Ed
ward Clark, U.S. Executive Director of 
the Inter-American Development Bank. 
Ambassador Clark was cited for his con
tribution in various fields of endeavor. 
The presentation of the award was made 
at the President's luncheon on Saturday, 
February 22, 1969, by the popular mayor 
of the city of Laredo, the Honorable J.C. 
"Pepe" Martin, Jr. 

The remarks made by Mayor Martin 
very eloquently describe the many and 
great contributions made by Ambassador 
Clark, and I insert them in the RECORD 
so that all may become aware of and 
take pride in the achievement of this 
great American. 

Following the stirring introductory 
remarks made by Mayor Martin, the 
Honorable Edward Clark then addressed 
the President's luncheon, and in view 
of the distinguished career that this out
standing citizen has had and the great 
public service that he has rendered this 
State and his country, I also take great 
pride and extreme pleasure in inserting 
Ambassador Clark's remarks in the 
RECORD. 

The addresses ref erred to follow: 
REMARKS OF HON. J.C. MARTIN, JR., MAYOR OF 

LAREDO, TEX., PRESENTING HON. EDWARD 
CLARK-"MR. SOUTH TEXAS OF 1969" 
Ladies and gentlemen, this tribute lunch

eon at which we have assembled today to 
honor a distinguished native son of Texas is 
a cherished privilege for the citizens of 
Laredo. It is our fervent hope that the occa
sion strikes an equally responsive chord 
within the heart Of the man we honor today 
as "Mr. South Texas" of 1969-the Honor
able Edward Clark of Texas, U.S.A.! 

As I've sat here this afternoon and watched 
people from all walks Of life challenge the 
capacity of our auditorium, the prophetic 
words used by Judge J. J. Ficher, of Beau
mont, to describe the public's admiration 
and affection for his brother-in-law have 
never left my mind. 

"Ed," the Judge counseled, "You'll always 
draw a crowd I" 

That personal appraisal of the magnetic 
qualities of Edward Clark-his character and 
his effervescent personality-has been sub
stantiated once again in Laredo today as the 
cascading current generated by this after
noon's affair has literally engulfed us. 

As attested by his legions of friends and 
well-wishers here today-Ed Clark has 
proven in one fell swoop that he's no ordinary 
man. 

And I'm confident those closest to h im will 
testify that this was ma de possib le by the 
fact that he is not, and has n ever been, a 
disciple of sophisticated and unrealistic 
standards, nor of unanchored senses of val
ues. And I know that they-like we--take 
pride in the fact that his successes have ac
cumulated from an undaunted faith in h is 
fellow man, an unrequiting loyal ty to those 
he calls his friends, and a near-reverent love 
for the people and the traditions that are 
part and parcel of his beloved State of Texas. 

You may well ask on this occasion, what 
was the background and what were the 
traditions and circumstances that forged and 
blended in the character and talents of this 
lawyer-banker-citizen statesman? He was 
reared in the piney woods of East Texas 
among a citizenry who practiced the homely 
virtues and drew their strength from fre
quent contact with the bosom of mother 
earth. Their work and their worth were meas
ured by their diligence and the development 
of faculties capable of the severest discipline 
and yet they possessed the saving grace of 
humor and drank deeply of the pure joys of 
generous friendships and mutual high 
enthusiasms. They were not prone to appear 
as "cock-sure" reformers leading quixotic 
crusades nor jump to hasty and ill-grounded 
conclusions-but in common walks, with 
clear seeing intelligence, the courage to act 
and the skill to perform, they advanced them
selves, helped their fellow men and aided 
the state along the lines of enduring 
progress. 

Of such men the poet sang when he 
eloquently wrote: 

"And there is neither East nor West 
Border, breed nor birth 

When two good men stood face to face 
Though they came from the ends of the 

earth." 

Ed Clark was one of four children-two 
sons and two daughters-born to his parent s, 
John David and Leila Downs Clark in San 
Augustine. The sole surviving man of his 
family, Ed, has always been and remains 
closely attached to his mother, who still 
resides in San Augustine, and to his two 
sisters, Mrs. Leola Clark Butts of San Augus
tine, and Mrs. Kathleen Clark Fisher of 
Beaumont. 

We regret that circumstances prevented 
Ed's lovely mother from being wit h us on 
this proud occasion, but we are h appy that 
his two sisters, with their husbands, are 
here and adding beauty and dignity t o our 
program. 

Ed has always been fiercely proud of the 
fact that his forefathers arrived in Texas in 
1842, when Texas was still a republic. It is 
also a constant source of pride to him that 
he is one of 24 living members of the Order 
of San Jacinto, membership of which is 
restricted to people whose families lived in 
Texas between 1836 and 1848. 

Early in life, Edward Clark determined to 
make law his vocation. Toward this end, he 
enrolled in Tulane University, at New Or
leans, La., where he received a B .A. Degree 
in 1926. He later received his LLB from the 
University of Texas in 1928. 

While at Tulane, Ed met a young lady 
destined to be the inspiration of his illus
trious career. She was Anne Metcalf, who 
was born on a plantation owned by her 
grandparents in Washington County, Mis
sissippi. Steeped in the tradition of the Old 
South and a beauteous Southern Belle in 
every sense of the term, Anne was a student 
at Sophie Newcomb College when she met 
her future husband. 

A whirlwind courtship won Ed Clark his 
first important case: He and Anne, then just 
18, were married December 27, 1927. 

To this union was born one child, a daugh
ter, Leila, who grew into a beautiful and 
charming young woman. 

Leila re-established the family's affinity for 
the legal profession by wedding a then bud
ding young attorney, Dr uglas C. Wynn, who 
successfully practices law in Green ville, 
Mississippi, where they make their h om e. 
Laredo is m ost proud to have them with us 
t his afternoon and we know their presence 
makes our tribute to our honor guest com
plete. 

Mr. and Mrs. Wynn have blessed the lives 
of the Ed Clarks with four grandchildren-

three girls, Anne, Margaret, Martha and 
finally, a boy, Billy. And there's nothing their 
grandfather relishes more than raring back 
and telling all the world-Mississippi in
cluded-that they're sixth-generation Tex
ans! 

Ed Clark will be the first to admit that 
things were tough the first few yea.rs of his 
marriage. 

"I borrowed $150 to get to Austin with my 
wife and baby to seek my fortune," Ed will 
tell you. He quickly follows up, though, with 
"I made it after I got there. The good things 
that have come to me cannot be forgotten!" 

Admitted to the Bar in 1928, he began his 
career as County Attorney of San Augustine 
County and subsequently ascended to the 
positions of Assistant Attorney General of 
Texas; Administrative Assistant to Governor 
James Allred of Texas; Secretary of State of 
Texas; Special Assistant to the Attorney 
General of the United States, and Special 
Counsel to the Board of Regents of the Uni
versity of Texas. The law firm he heads in 
Austin today-Clark, Thomas, Harris, Denius 
and Winters-is one of the most noted and 
outstanding legal firms in Texas. Through
out his varied and vast career in his chosen 
profession, Ed Clark pursued-the articulate 
principles of the law with the ardent con
viction that the law is not alone the punish
ment of crime or preservation of property 
rights but reaches its pinnacle of perfection 
in the expansion and protection of the in
terests of humanity-writing its judgments 
clearly--so that neither shall the mighty 
crush the weak, nor shall the lawless destroy 
the law-but humanity shall ever be her 
abiding and guiding star. 

Throughout his life--from the hard times 
to the good years-Ed's great love, next to 
his family, has been for the stage upon which 
he has spent most of his life--Texas. His 
loyalty and love for his state and his fellow 
Texans have continued to ripen with the 
years. 

Ed paid his first visit to Laredo some 35 
years ago when he accompanied the late 
Governor, James Allred, here for-appro
priately enough-Washington's Birthday 
Celebration. And I'm proud to say that he's 
returned every year since for the celebration 
when circumstances have permitted. 

We all know that Ed Clark's forte is per
sonal--0r person-to-person-relations. I can
not help but feel his exposure to the two 
blended cultures that he has encountered in 
Laredo and Nuevo Laredo impressed him with 
the fact that we Americans can live together, 
plan together and work together with other 
people for common goals and mutual benefits. 

It is also my personal belief that Ed Clark 
knows-as do few non-border residents-the 
great potentialities and influences that 
Mexico's booming economy and cultural 
achievements hold forth to the people of 
Texas. 

Ed has branded himself as a "tough busi
nessman." This no doubt is true, but those 
close to him also describe him as an aggres
sive and progressive banker. 

Aggressively jolly by nature and always 
anxious to develop new friendships, Ed has 
led many newcomers to laugh at his jokes 
and indulge in his reminiscences without 
being aware they were being studied by the 
cool, level, evaluating eyes as they peered 
behind the rimless glasses of a very shrewd 
man. Commanding those eyes is the brain 
that built the borrowed $150 "stake" into a 
personal fortune of several million dollars. 

Ed's business acumen h as won him the 
chairmanship of the Board of the Capital 
National Ban k of Aus tin and the presidency 
of the First National Bank of San Augustine 
as well as directorships in the San Benito 
Bank and Trust Co., the Telecom Corpora
tion of Georgetown, Red Ball Motor Freight, 
Incorporated of Dallas , and places on the 
Board of the University of Texas Law School 
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Foundation and Texas Southern University 
at Houston. 

In between, Ed has found time to .serve 
his country as U.S. Ambassador to Australia, 
as Federal Commissioner to HemisFair '68, 
and, of course, through his present duties 
with the Inter-American Development Bank. 

Ed Clark's opportunity to apply his phil
osophy and talents to his country's foreign 
policies resulted from Australian Prime Min
ister Sir Robert Menzies' visit to Washington 
in mid-1966. Sir Robert urged President Lyn
don B. Johnson to name as resigned Am
bassador William C. Battles successor, "a 
close friend, someone you have confidence 
in-someone who can ring you on the tel·e
phone and get through to you." Sir Robert 
told the President, in answer to a question, 
"I think a Texan would be great--as long as 
he's a Texan who knows you very well." 

"Mr. Prime Minister," President Johnson 
declared, "I've got your man!" 

Edward Clark went to Canberra, as U.S. 
Ambassador, under a mandate from Presi
dent Johnson to get to know Australia and 
Australians-not only in the area of official
dom, but in all walks of life. 

With the help of a ready, capable and 
gracious workmate in his wife Anne, Ed Clark 
set out to fulfill his President's mandate. 

Our friend in the land from Down Under 
had not long to wait to meet the new Am
bassador. He had but shortly arrived when 
be initiated a new people-to-people diplo
macy that broke all barriers to diplomatic 
contact. For the first time, he opened the 
American Embassy to all visitors and seg
ments of the Australian people. He went 
forth through the Country to meet and talk 
with the people on their farms, in their 
fields, in their cities and their factories. He 
brought the advantages of the diplomatic 
service from behind the walls of the embassy 
directly to the people and within a short 
period had completely captured and capti
vated the hearts of all Australia. 

During his service in Australia, Ed told a 
newsman, "In these days of big government 
and big publicity, it is easy to think that 
foreign relations are solely matters of official 
business. In a certain sense, government 
servants are the junior partners in the busi
ness of international understanding, because 
in free societies foreign relations are strongly 
in the hands of the people themselves." 

I cannot help but believe that our Honor 
Guest's previous visits to Laredo, where he 
saw the Good Neighbor Policy practiced daily 
between the people of the two Laredos, 
helped form this political philosophy. 

Returning to the U.S., fate maneuvered 
Ed into positions to serve another area of 
the world for his country, through his re
sponsibilities as Federal Commissioner to 
HemisFair '68, and when he accepted the of
fice of Executive Director of the Inter
American Development Bank. 

HemisFair proved an excellent introduc
tion to the family of La-tin American nations, 
many of whose economies are closely tied 
with those of South Texas. 

In naming Ed Clark as Executive Director 
of the Inter-American Development Bank, 
following the signing of the Organization of 
American States Treaty Amendment on April 
23, 1968, President Lyndon Johnson told the 
assembled representatives of the American 
family of Nations present: 

"I want to take advantage of this occasion 
to introduce all of you to a distinguished 
American who will be playing a key role in 
the days ahead in our relations with Latin 
America. 

"The man I have reference to h81S just 
completed a tour of duty as our Ambassador 
to Australia. In that position, I believe that 
he learned and understood and knew more 
about the geography of that country, its 
resources and its people and had more inter
est in them than most ambassadors are 

able t'.:l di~play or to accumulate in that brief 
period. 

"He did such an outstanding job that when 
I gave thought to the selection of someone 
as United States Executive Director of the 
Inter-American Development Bank, someone 
who I wanted to know the geography of Latin 
America, someone who I wanted to know the 
resources of Latin America, someone who I 
wanted to know the people of Latin America 
and to bring all three of these together in 
the way that the Inter-American Develop
ment Bank could play its major role and the 
United States of America could give its major 
contribution, I asked Ambassador Clark to 
take this assignment. 

"The Bank, as you know, is the financial 
cornerstone of our Alliance for Progress. 

"It gives me a great deal of pleasure to 
wish Ambassador Clark well in this new as
signment and to say to our friends in Latin 
America that I don't know of an individual 
in this country who could or would or can or 
will display more interest in your problems or 
do more about helping you solve them." So 
spoke the President of the United States. 

Such was the background of influences 
which were melted and moulded in the cru
cible of Ed Clark's character and genius, and 
such were the faculties that have endured 
throughout his eminent career. Such are the 
qualities that make him equally at home, at 
a country fl.reside or counselling a president; 
participating in the varied functions of our 
Washington's Birthday Celebration to which 
he has returned year after year, or directing 
with untiring zeal and profound judgment 
the intricate financial transactions of the 
Inter-American Development Bank; treat
ing the winning jockey to a decanter filled 
with the best bourbon in Australia for win
ning the "Texas Handicap" whioh he ini
tiated to the delight of the citizens of Can
berra, or being toasted by his earliest critics 
in the diplomatic service whom he had com
pletely converted into his most ardent ad
mirers. 

The man we honor today, though fiercely 
proud of his native home, is indeed a man 
of all regions. He possesses the rare gift of 
absorbing with delight and admiration the 
customs, commerce, culture and traditions of 
the peoples of all lands where his labors have 
led him. But above all else, with a unique 
dual combination of heartfelt homespun 
philosophy coupled with a disarming but 
rare insight into human nature Ed Clark 
possessed the talent to inspire and direct 
mankind's highest energies toward the 
mutual common good. 

Now it becomes our pleasure, Ed, to ac
quaint you with a few words expressing the 
esteem the citizens of Laredo hold for you 
and which touch on those fields of endeavor 
and accomplishment which inspired them to 
honor you here this afternoon. 

These are the words inscribed upon the 
plaque I am presenting you 1n their behalf: 

"Presented to Edward Clark, selected as 'Mr. 
South Texas' for 1969-in public recognition 
of his many personal contributions to the 
growth and development of Texas through 
his achievements in the fields of Banking, 
Law, Diplomacy and International Relations, 
and in appreciation of his efforts to strength
en the national fibres of Mexico and our other 
good neighbors of Latin America which have 
established greater understanding and closer 
bonds of friendship with them, all of which 
combine to create new opportunities, greater 
material benefits and a richer way of life for 
the people of South Texas-by the citizens of 
Laredo, Texas, through the Washington's 
Birthday Celebration, February 22, 1969."
and inscribed with the names of the officers 
of the Association and the members of the 
Mr. South Texas Committee. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, I give you Mr. South 
Texas of 1969-the Honorable Edward Clark. 

REMARKS OF AMBASSADOR EDWARD CLARK, U.S. 
EXECUTIVE DmECTOR, INTER-AMERICAN DE
VELOPMENT BANK, AT THE WASHINGTON'S 
BmTHDAY CELEBRATION LUNCHEON HONOR
ING "MR. SOUTH TEXAS," LAREDO, TEX., 
FEBRUARY 22, 1969 
Thank you, my friends, for this undeserved 

honor. I join a goodly company of former Mr. 
or Mrs. South Texas's. I look at many of their 
faces and feel even more proud. For thirty 
years I have been happily at home in Laredo 
for three days every February. The celebra
tions Anne and I missed in 1966 and 1967 
we spent on an island (Australia) 10,000 
miles away. The Vice President of the United 
States was a guest in our United States Em
bassy residence on February 22, 1967. The 
place was teeming with activity, but all the 
exciting weekend my heart was here in Laredo 
with you, my friends. My mind was fille-l with 
handclasps and abrazos, with sparkling vel
vet and powdered wigs, with perfume and 
paper flowers. This was where I wished to be. 
Truly my cup runneth over. 

How fitting and proper that on George 
Washington's Birthday, here at the gateway 
to Mexico, we speak of inter-American rela
tions and our mutual interdependence. For 
many years Laredo has presented this inter
American celebration because here the names 
of Hidalgo's and Bolivar and Juarez join that 
of Washington, each enshrined in the hearts 
of all Americans who love liberty. We all 
share a common history of casting off colo
nial masters and establishing our own self
government. The same ideals that motivated 
George Washington have application 
throughout all of the Americas. Bolivar was 
the Washington of South America. 

In this day of Apollo VIII, when man 
courses around the moon, we know the world 
has shrunk to a degree unknown in the 
time of George Washington, or even in the 
time when this celebration first commenced. 
Our good neighbors are more important to
day than ever before, and our need to pre
serve the ideals of George Washington in the 
Americas becomes more apparent and more 
urgent with every passing day. 

While I was United States Commissioner 
to HemisFair, in San Antonio, I saw at first 
hand the impact in Texas of the interchange 
of cultural and commercial ties between the 
United States and Latin America. My firmer 
grasp and new realization of urgency made 
me accept the President's appointment as 
Executive Director on the Inter-American 
Development Bank Board. This is a real Bank, 
with six other directors representing 20 coun
tries south of the Border plus the United 
States. It was given life by President Eisen
hower, greatly enlarged by President John
son. Its purpose is to make developmental 
loans to advance economic and social well 
being for all. In its 10-year life, nearly $3 
billion have been loaned which in turn gen
erated another $5 billion in investments. 
Initially a $1 billion bank, we now have a 
resource capacity of $6 billion. 

A summary of accomplishments includes: 
Bringing into production nearly 6 million 

acres of farmland and granting one-half mil
lion individual credits to small and medium
scale farmers in Latin America through loans 
extended by our Bank to local development 
ins ti tu tions. 

The construction of 35 large industrial 
plants has already been completed. Small 
industries benefit from thousands of other 
credits extended to them by local develop
ment banks which obtained capital from 
the Inter-American Bank. 

Miles of main highway and more miles 
of farm-to-market roads have been built. 
Port expansion and grain elevators are also 
:financed. 

3,000 city and rural water systems and 
many sewerage systems benefiting more than 
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40 mill1on Latin Americans are being built 
with our Bank loans. 

300,000 housing units for low-income fam
ilies serving also 2 million people are being 
constructed. 

120 schools throughout Latin America are 
being modernized and improved. 

51 credits have been authorized for studies 
of specific development projects-so called 
"pre-investment" funds. 

I was most encouraged to see, during my 
recent travels in Latin America, what our 
projects can accomplish. I visited a teacher 
training institution, in a rather remote vil
lage, where I saw, in the faces of teachers and 
students, an understanding of the challenge 
and the burden placed upon them to improve 
the predicament of their own people. While 
the institution was partially financed with 
United states funds, both for construction 
and the technical assl.$tance for modernizing 
the curricula, these people recognized the 
real job, which is to train trainers who in 
turn will improve teaching, and thence the 
quality of life. I was very pleased to see that 
the source of this outside help was genuinely 
appreciated. I saw clear-cut evidence of what 
can be done to support the agricultural co
operative movement with financial help and 
technical help for research. The leaders were 
devoted to their cause, and with this outside 
assistance they were proceeding in a dynam
ically impressive fashion. 

The fundamental concept underlying this 
or any other outside assistance, bilateral or 
multilateral, is self help. Self help is a cor
nerstone of the Alliance for Progress. Less 
developed countries can make progress only 
through their own efforts. Outsiders cannot 
force the farmers to invest in fertilizers, 
pesticides and high-yield seeds. Outsiders 
cannot carry out the necessary policies that 
will stimulate demand for larger and better 
crops. Outsiders cannot build all of the 
school rooms necessary to increase educa
tional opportunity. Outsiders cannot reform 
the tax systems to mobilize additional do
mestic resources. Outsiders cannot force the 
people of crowded countries to limit their 
families . These measures require self help; 
outside loans or grants without internal help 
is aid wasted. 

Latin America's importance to the United 
States is obvious. Reasons are many; we live 
in the same neighborhood, and we grew up at 
about the same period in history; we enjoy 
a tradition of friendship; we have fought 
beside each other in three wars; our economic 
systems complement each other. 

The area's importance to us is further em
phasized by the rapid awakening of this im
mense continent from its long colonial-age 
sleep; awakening into a modern technologi
cal society, whose products and living stand
ards it ardently desires to posses at once, but 
for which it lacks sufficient education, skills, 
and ready local capital. 

President Nixon has stated that in the 
search for alternatives to caudillos and com
munists and the threat of communism," ... 
what Latin America really needs is fewer 
marching feet and more helping hands." 

Hungry people cannot be productive peo
ple and untrained people cannot provide the 
human resources for a modern society. The 
needs are great and I am sure that together 
with self help the resources from the out
side will be made available. The Inter
American Development Bank is participating 
In this battle. It is an Institution to which 
the Latin American countries have made 
substantial contributions, both financially 
and to its management. This is truly a 
mutual effort. 

I am happy to state that the Bank's bonds 
grace the portfolio of nearly all important 
banks, insurance companies, pension funds 
and similar institutional investors through
out the United States, including Texas. To 
indicate the high regard in which the Bank 
is help throughout the world, nonmember 

governments such as Canada, Germany, Hol
land, the United Kingdom and others have 
entrusted the Institution with the admin
istration of funds devoted to the economic 
development of Latin America. 

Within the Bank we are all aware that the 
experience of one of our great member na
tions, Mexico, holds our great hope for the 
rest of Latin America, and through the Bank 
we have been able to share the Mexican ex
perience with the lesser developed countries 
of our Hemisphere in sustaining economic 
and social progress. 

Poverty, ignorance and disease are still 
with us in this Hemisphere. There are no easy 
solutions. We are moving forward slowly on 
some fronts, more rapidly on others. Presi
dent Johnson has said, "Development is a 
task not for sprinters, but for long-distance 
runners." 

Proudly I stand here in Laredo, a great city 
of happily blended cultures, speaking to you 
of our hope for progress. It is symbolic that 
this international border-which most of us 
will cross and recross in the next day or two, 
is not a border of tension and of moving 
armies, like those in so much of the world. It 
is only a challenge to mutual cooperation 
for mutual benefit. 

In closing please let me speak from the 
bottom of my heart to my good and true 
friends in Laredo and say how very deeply 
grateful my Wife Anne and I are to you for 
your kind consideration and many courtesies. 

UPDATING QUALIFICATIONS FOR 
AIR TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS 

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

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, the safety 
of our airlanes is of vital concern in this 
day of ever-increasing air travel. 

Unfortunately, our air traffic control 
system has not been able to keep up with 
the demands for assistance and super
vision of air traffic. 

The staff is inadequate to handle the 
job. In this demanding and exacting 
work protecting the lives of millions of 
air travelers, employees should not be 
expected nor compelled to work extra 
hours in order to keep the system op
erating. 

I have introduced legislation today to 
raise the qualifications and standards of 
air traffic control personnel. The Federal 
Aviation Administration and the Civil 
Service Commission have not dealt ade
quately with this problem and therefore 
it becomes incumbent upon Congress to 
act. 

The work of air traffic controllers must 
be considered as a profession as proposed 
in my bill. There must be updating of 
qualifications for air controllers, includ
ing the vital age limit for beginners, as 
well as special attention to the somewhat 
unusual retirement needs of the con
trollers. 

The present conditions in the air con
troller system cannot be allowed to con
tinue. The need for corrections is urgent. 

THE 1970 TRAINING CAMP OPENS AT 
THE CONGRESSIONAL HOTEL: A 
HANDY GUIDE FOR REPUBLICAN 
MEMBERS 
<Mr. VAN DEERLIN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 

his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, one 
of the busiest spots on Capitol Hill these 
days is the third and fourth :floors of the 
Congressional Hotel. These are the suites 
of offices occupied by the Republican 
congressional campaign committee. 

Possibly by mistake, since I am a 
Democrat, my office recently received an 
announcement from the committee, de
tailing the special services it stands ready 
to provide. I might wish this had been 
no mistake--that Democrats, too, could 
avail themselves of year-round assist
ance and hard cash such as the commit
tee bestows upon our colleagues of the 
opposite party. 

Mr. Speaker, in the manner of a hun
gry waif pressing his nose against the 
delicatessen window, I herewith submit 
the campaign committee's bill of fare for 
the RECORD: 

REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL COMMI'ITEE 
SERVICES 

Located in the Congressional Hotel, the 
Committee's staff, headed by I. Lee Potter, 
Executive Director, provides a Wide range of 
services and assistance to Republican House 
members, ranging from direct financial as
sistance to professional services and counsel
ing. 

The Committee's Public Relations Office in 
Room 312 is available to work With members 
and staff assistants on PR problems arising 
during the year-including the preparation 
of press releases, radio-TV programs, setting 
up press conferences, as well as general ad
vice and counsel on public relations matters. 
Contact: Paul A. Theis, Public Relations 
Director. 

The PR office also has available a former 
NBC newsman, Bob Gaston, to work with 
members in the development of broadcast 
materials and programs for their District 
stations. Room 308. 

The Republican Congressional News Bu
reau is designed to help publicize members 
through press releases to their district news 
media-releases which the member himself 
might consider too self-serving to put out 
from his own office. For instance: House GOP 
Leader Ford praising the member for his 
attendance record or legislative efforts, etc. 
Contact: Ed Neff in Room 312. 

The Committee's PR staff also prepares and 
distributes a number of party publications, 
such as the weekly Committee Newsletter 
(circulation of 60,000) which is sent to sub
scribers who pay $25 a year for it and 
complimentary to key leaders and each of 
the nation's daily and weekly newspapers as 
well as radio and TV stations which carry 
editorials. Other committee publications in
clude the "Issue of the Day" {designed to 
call members• attention to the issues which 
may have been missed and which may pro
vide subject matter for speeches, newsletters, 
etc.); Speech of the Week (designed to call 
attention to the best Republican-oriented 
speech each week); Daily News Digest (sent 
to each GOP office each morning reporting 
the highlights of the major political news 
of the preceding 24-hour period). 

The Committee's PR office maintains a 
speech file of major speeches by Repu blican 
members and others for the use of GOP of
fices-broken down by subject matter and 
type of audience. For instance: speeches for 
use over Lincoln Day, before Young Repub
lican Clubs, business audiences, etc. Contact: 
John Lofton in Room 312. Because of staff 
limitations, the committee is unable t o pre
pare finished speeches for members but the 
staff will assist in the development and 
polishing of speech material. The committee 
also has a speech typewriter available for 
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the use of Republican offices-but the mem
ber wm have to supply the typist. See Judy 
Gagliardi in Room 412. 

To provide members with professional art 
work for their newsletters, press releases, TV 
programs, letterheads, etc., the Committee 
has artis·ts on staff and a wide range of 
samples to look over in Room 312 of the Hotel. 
See Lee Wade or Steve Balogh. 

The Committee also proVides a complete 
photo service, with two full time photogra
phers and dark room facilities, to shoot and 
process pictures of members for publicity use 
back home. Contact: Bob Brockhurst or 
Mickey Senko on Capitol extension 7121 or 
in Room B-304 of the Rayburn Building. 

The committee keeps a running tabulation 
of GOP members' voting records in the House 
and at the end of each session sends a 
complete record to ea.ch member along with 
an explanation of the issue voted on. Bill 
Waugh handles this in Room 411 as well as 
research on Democratic incumbents• records. 

The committee also provides financial as
sistance to members to help underwrite their 
public relations actiVities: $3,500 for 1969 to 
freshmen and members from marginal dis
tr.icts and $2,000 to others. This fund is to be 
used for projects and activities which help 
the Congressman tell his story back home 
through his news media and to provide in
direct benefit to the party as well. A list of 
PR activities which the fUlld can be used for 
has been sent to each member's office. For 
further information, contact Curt Fulton. 

To summarize, here is a ready-reference 
listing of key contacts who can be reached 
either through the Committee's offices a.t the 
Congressional Hotel or LI 4-3010. 

Executive Director-I. Lee Potter, Room 
412. 

Public Relations Director-Paul A. Theis, 
Room 312. 

Art and Advertising Director-Lee Wade, 
Room 312. 

Radio-TV Director-Bob Gaston, Room 
308. 

Photographs-Bob Brockhurst, Room B-
304, Rayburn Building, or Ext. 7121. 

PR Allocations and Finance Director-Curt 
Fulton 53 D Street, S.E. 

Incumbent Research-Bill Waugh, Room 
411. 

Speech and Issues Research-John Lofton, 
Room 312. 

Republican Congressional News Bureau
Ed Neff, Room 312. 

Issues of the Day-Jack Anderson, Room 
312. 

Committee Newsletter-James Galbraith, 
Room 312. 

Congressional Offices Liaison (General) -
Tom Lias, Room 414. 

Women's Activities-Mary Ellen Miller, 
Room 414. 

JUDGE RUSSELL E. TRAIN, UNDER 
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 
<Mr. DADDARIO asked and was given 

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

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
delighted that Judge Russell E. Train 
has been confirmed as Under Secretary 
of the Interior. Judge Train occupies a 
unique place in the natural resources 
field, having had the experience of lead
ership in both national and international 
conservation organizations. For the past 
4 years he has been president of the 
Conservation Foundation, located in 
Washington, D.C., and on many occa
sions has provided new ideas and reliable 
information on resource problems and 
issues for the consideration of congres
sional committees. The African Wild-

life Leadership Foundation, of which he 
also is president, has spearheaded educa
tional programs in East Africa for the 
training of badly needed resource man
agers and field personnel. In the last 
session of Congress, I had the pleasure 
of Judge Train's assistance in organiz
ing a congressional colloquium, sponsored 
by both the House and Senate, which 
discussed the need for a national policy 
on environmental management. Judge 
Train emphasized that much more must 
be done, and as quickly as possible, if the 
insidious degradation of the quality of 
our environment is to be halted. In our 
exchange of views on this subject, I 
learned of his deep concern for an order
ly and planned coexistence between man 
and his physical surroundings. As the No. 
2 man in the Interior Department, I feel 
certain that he will bring courage and 
insight to the task of establishing new 
goals of environmental management for 
productive purposes as well as the pursuit 
of an ecologically sound and esthetical
ly pleasing environment. I hope that the 
Nixon administration will have the wis
dom to make the fullest use of Judge 
Train's unique abilities and experience 
in the conservation field. I am confident 
that he will respond with dedication and 
distinction. 

REPEAL THE FREEZE ON AID TO 
DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, on July 
1 of this year the freeze on aid to de
pendent children imposed by the 1967 
amendments to the Social Security Act 
will go into effect. 

I strongly support responsible economy 
measures in these inflationary times. I 
realize and agree that major revisions 
are desperately needed in our welfare 
system, which in many instances op
erates wastefully, ineffectively, and in
humanely. But the arbitrary limit set by 
the 1967 social security amendments on 
the number of children and their fam
ilies eligible to receive aid under the aid 
to dependent children program consti
tutes neither reasonable economy nor re
sponsible reform. It is nothing more 
than a simplistic and reactionary effort 
to solve a very complex problem. It will 
be effective only in imposing greater 
hardships and disadvantages on children 
who are neither responsible for the con
dition of their birth and early life, nor 
able to help themselves in any way. 

This regressive legislation, which I and 
many of my colleagues in both the House 
and Senate opposed with utmost vigor 
when it was included in the 1967 pack
age of social security amendments, must 
be removed from the statute books be
fore it has a chance to work its unfor
tunate effects: before it imposes further 
deprivations where further and better 
care is needed; before it discourages and 
dislocates dedicated welfare employees 
in Federal, State, and local programs who 
will be forced to carry it out, when what 
is needed instead is sweeping program 
reform. 

I am today introducing legislation to 
repeal section 403 (d) of the Social Se
curity Act. I am pleased to join those 
of my colleagues who are also sponsoring 
this legislation, and I am hopeful that it 
will be acted upon quickly and favorably 
by the Congress. 

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the special order 
granted me for today be transferred to 
tomorrow, Thursday, February 27. 

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

There was no objection. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERA
TION ACT OF 1969 

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

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, today I 
wish to join my colleague from North 
Carolina <Mr. FOUNTAIN) in cosponsor
ing the Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Act of 1969, which he introduced late last 
week. 

As you may know, this general subject 
is one about which I have been most 
interested, and I have already reintro
duced the bill this year known as the 
Executive Management and Reorganiza
tion Act. My original measure directs 
that a study commission be created 
among other things to look at the effects 
of Federal grant activities on the inter
relationship of Federal, State, and local 
governments and to consider the possi
bility of channeling all Federal programs 
which benefit the same functional area 
through a single State agency for each 
State. 

The bill I am introducing today con
tains provisions which might well sim
plify some of the goals sought in my 
original measure and I feel it is cer
tainly essential that we consider these 
matters from all possible sides. 

This newest Intergovernmental Co
operation Act directs that Federal pro
grams be consolidated along functional 
lines whenever such moves would pro
mote the efficiency of the Government, 
and I believe this step might lead us to 
the point that any attempts to extend 
State and local control in Federal pro
grams would not lead to nightmarish 
administrative problems. 

I fully realize and would mention that 
the bill I originally introduced was essen
tially a study measure, while the bill I 
am sponsoring today is cast in terms of 
substantive legislation. Still, my under
standing to the two approaches is that 
both aspects are needed. 
-Mr. FOUNTAIN'S bill implements im

provements in the organization of the 
executive branch; it simplifies and stand
ardizes financial reporting procedures in 
connection with assistance programs; 
and it provides for interdepartmental 
joint funding of functionally identical 
projects. 

I believe that all of these purposes are 
worthy. I would hope that the additional 
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provisions of my original bill will still be 
considered in connection with creating a 
single State agency to handle programs 
of the same functional area. And I com
mend my colleague for this important 
legislative step. 

JAMES FARMER OF HEW 
<Mr. RARICK asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, since the 
announcement of the appointment of 
James L. Farmer as Deputy Director at 
HEW, there have been many inquiries as 
to his background, experience, and quali
fications. Some are aware that he was 
active in the so-called civil rights move
ment in the Southern States, but unin
formed concerning his direct involve
ment with identified members of the 
Communist Party of the United States, 
and his leadership in the SDS. 

As late as August 1968, James Farmer 
shared the speaker's platform in Wash
ington, D.C., with Herbert Aptheker, di
rector of the American Institute of Marx
ist Studies. 

His appointment is an insult to educa
tion and an affront to civilization itself. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that various news 
clippings follow my remarks so our col
leagues will have ready access to some 
history about the appointee. 

ALABAMA LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION TO 
PRESERVE THE PEACE 

JAMES L. FARMER 
James L. Farmer, Negro male, born Jan

uary 12, 1920, is the National Director for the 
Congress of Racial Equality. He has resided 
at 85 Bedford Street, New York City 14, New 
York, Apartment #5, since August 1949. Prior 
to that time, his residence was at 27 Desbros
ser Street, New York City. In 1951, his wife, 
Lula, was employed as a typist at the In
stitute of International Education, 2 West 
45th Street, New York 19, New York, an orga
nization organized in 1919 by Elihu Root and 
Nicholas Murray Butler, former President of 
Columbia University, New York, for the pur
pose of promoting world understanding by 
student exchange, i.e., students in various 
European colleges are educated in American 
universities and vice versa. It ls financed by 
fees from the students, government grants, 
membership dues and contributions. The 
Chairman of the Board of Trustees in 1950 
was the President of Hunter College, George 
M. Shuster, outstanding educator, journalist 
and Catholic layman. 

In 1951, James L. Farmer was reportedly 
employed as a lecturer and student orga
nizer with the League for Industrial Democ
racy, 112 East 19th Street, New York City, 
New York, an organization allegedly devoted 
to the cause of Socialism through education 
in the fields of economics, politics, and cul
ture. This organization frequently has held 
testimonials and dinners, often attended by 
prominent Americans. The League for Indus
trial Democracy has clearly stated its opposi
tion to Communism, and is definitely Social
ist in nature. 

He is presently atnliated with the Congress 
of Racial Equality and the National Associa
tion for Advancement of Colored People, as 
a National Director; he is also listed as a 
member of the National Board of the Com
mittee for a Sane Nuclear Policy. 

James Farmer was listed as a candidate for 
the 9th District on Independent Nominating 
Petition of the Socialist Party-General Elec
tion-1952, New York State. 

The program of the Students for Demo
cratic Society (SDS) 1960 Conference for Hu
man Rights in the North, lists James Farmer, 
National Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People, as a member of the Na
tional Advisory Council. The Students for 
Democratic Society ls a non-partisan educa
tional organization of students who are con
cerned with ways of increasing democracy in 
all areas of our common life and extending 
it to all parts of the world. The SDS is coordi
nating the 1960 Ann Arbor Conference for 
Human Rights as part of its broad educa
tional program. 

James L. Farmer, Jr., not further identi
fied, ls listed as having been National Chair
man, Youth Committee Against War, 1942. 

One JMnes Farmer, 2013 Fifth Avenue, New 
York City, New York, reportedly was Secre
tary, Non-Violent Action Committee, Fellow
ship of Reconciliation, 1942. 

James Farmer allegedly was atnliated as a 
speaker with the March-On-Washington 
Movement, 1943 and 1944 and in 1964. 

James Farmer allegedly was listed as a 
sponsor for the Carlo Tresca Memorial Meet
ing, January 11, 1945, Webster Hall, New 
York City; and participated in the 7th An
nual Carlo Tresca Memorial, January 11, 
1950, Rand School, 7 East 15th Street, New 
York City. 

James Farmer, identified as International 
Representative of the American Federation 
of State, County and Municipal Employees, 
~CIO, was reportedly a participant at 
a meeting of the New York Committee 
Against Testing Nuclear Weapons, August 6, 
1957, Town Hall, New York City. 

James Farmer listed in "Counterattack," 
March 4, 1960, page 36, as a National Board 
Member of the Committee for a Sane Nuclear 
Policy. 

[From the Shreveport Times, Apr. 26, 1964] 
EX-RED HELD INVOLVED IN RIGHTS MARcH 

CLEVELAND, OHio.-Mayor Ralph Locher 
said Saturday he sent a report to the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation Friday charging Eric 
J. Reinthaler, 30, former Ohio Valley secre
tary of the Communist party, and some 30 
other members of subversive organizations 
with taking part in local civil rights demon
strations. 

Reinthaler, who is co-cha.irm.an of the 
Finance Cammi ttee of the Congress of Racial 
Equality (CORE) was described by police as 
playing a "major role" in demonstrations in 
the recent school integration controversy. 

Locher said his letter was based on a re
port received from Police Chief Richard R. 
Wagner. 

Wagner said the police subversive squad 
had definitely "identified 18 known Com
munist party participaruts" in the demonstra
tions since Jan. 30. 

Police said Reinthaler allegedly advised 
CORE members how to influence public opin
ion in the trials of school board sit-in demon
straitors, urged the use of handbills, pickets 
and demonstrations, and was a leader of a 
CORE demonstration during a rerut strike 
campaign. 

Reinthaler and six others were indicted by 
the federal grand jury for falsely swearing to 
a loyalty oath and was convicted in 1958. He 
was sentenced to federal prison in Milan, 
Mich., from March, 1961 to July. 1962. 

Police reports show Relnthaler took an ac
tive part in CORE activities and made regu
lar financial reports at membership meetings. 

Reinthaler and present officers of the Conl
munist party denied he was now a member 
of the party. Party officials sa.id "Reinthaler 
was expelled." 

City council is to hear a resolution Mon
day asking for a federal investigation of 
known subversdves involved in the demon
strations. 

Locher said he resented recent FBI inves
tigations of alleged police brutality charged 
by demonstrators last week. 

"I resent their spending our tax money to 
investigate our police," Locher said, "when 
we know there were known Communists 
among the demonstrators." 

INTERNATIONAL DAY OF PROTEST AGAINST THE 
WAR IN VIETNAM, SATURDAY, APRIL 27, 1968 
Join us in demanding that the U.S. Gov-

ernment: 
End the war and support our Gl's. 
By bringing them home now. 
End the draft and release all draftees 

now. 
Let the Vietnamese solve their own prob

lems in their own way. 
Join us on: Saturday, April 27. 
11: 00 a.m. Assemble at Franklin Park, 

14th and K Streets, N.W.; march to and 
demonstrate at the Induction Center, 916 G 
Street, N.W. 

1 :00 p.m. Return to Franklin Park for 
rally. 

SPEAKERS 
Professor Howard Zinn, of Boston Univ., 

author Vietnam: The Logic of Withdrawal. 
Etta Horn, Volunteer Community Worker. 
Jan Bailey, Washington Black Anti-War 

Anti-Draft Union. 
Donna Allen, Women Strike for Peace. 
James Farmer, former head of CORE, Pro

fessor at Lincoln University. 
End the war now! The fight for freedom 

is at home! 
SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS 

Catholic Peace Fellowship. 
CHOICE. 
Committee for a SANE Nuclear Policy. 
Congress of Racial Equality. 
Draft Resistance Union. 
Federal Employees Against the War in 

Vietnam. 
Student Mobilization Committee. 
Student Non-Violent Coordinating Com

mittee. 
Students for a Democratic Society. 
Washington Black Anti-War Anti-Draft 

Union. 
Washington Mobllization Committee to 

End the War in Vietnam. 
Washington Peace Center 
Women's International League for Peace 

and Freedom. 
Women Strike for Peace. 
Young Socialist Alliance. 

[From the New York Daily News, Aug. 16, 
19ea1 

FARMER HEADS BLACKS FOR ROCK 
James Farmer, former director of the Con

gress of Racial Equality, and other Negro 
leaders pledged their support yesterday of 
Gov. Rockefeller's GOP presidential can
didacy and announced formation of the 
Black independents and Democrats for 
Rockefeller. 

Farmer said the group, which includes the 
Rev. Martin Luther King, father of the slain 
civil rights leader, strongly opposed the can
didacies of Vice President Hubert Humphrey 
and former Vice President Richard Nixon. 

DOUBTS M'CARTHY'S POWER 
Farmer said he didn't think Sen. Eugene 

McCarthy could get the nomination. 
Other members of the group include en

te!'tainer Cab Calloway, Bishop F. D. Wash
ington of the Churches of God in Christ, 
Rev. George Lawrence of the Southern 
Christian Leadership Conference and Omar 
Ahmed, a former associate of the late Mal
colm X. Alfred Duckett is the national ex
ecutive chairman. 

CATHOLIC CONFERENCE: Mn.rrANTS SCORE 

CHURCH 
Members of a Catholic liturgical con

ference were urged yesterday to use their 
talents as organizers with the middle classes 
instead of in the black ghettoes. 
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They were also told that black power is 

a legitimate demand of black Americans and 
that racism is "ingrained in Christian so
ciety." 

The speakers were Saul Alinsky, caustic 
organizer of the poor; James Farmer, former 
national director of CORE and now a Re
publican Party candidate for Congress in 
New York's 12th District, and Isaiah Robin
son, chairman of the Harlem's Parent's Com
mittee and also chairman of the upcoming 
National Black Power Conference to be held 
in Philadelphia. 

They spoke at workshops of the National 
Liturgical Conference at the Sheraton-Park 
Hotel. 

Organization of the middle classes instead 
of the ghettoes was brought up by Alinsky, 
who urged the clergy and lay participants 
of the conference not to march into the 
ghettoes uninvited in what he called the 
"traditional colonizing" manner of the Cath
olic church. 

"There's a great deal of political wisdom" 
in rejection by black militants of help from 
white sectors, he said, adding "you should 
be working with your own people." 

He called the preoccupation of militants 
with black culture and power "natural in 
many ways. It's part of growing up, of get
ting an identification and it's going to work." 
Eventually, he said, militants will be willing 
to accept help from whites and to work with 
them. 

All revolutionaries of history have lived at 
least part of their lives among the middle 
class, Alinsky said. The middle class in 
America can be organized as a vital force 
and power base, but only when it feels 
threatened, he added. 

Farmer, calling black power a legitimate 
demand, said: "Black Americans must de
velop ethnic cohesion and pride to be able 
to enter and participate meaningfully in a 
pluralistic society." 

"In the days ahea9-,'' he added, "we must 
wield the levers of the machinery available 
for social justice and seek economic and 
political power through control of our own 
communities." This is the process that other 
minorities have used to gain acceptance 
in American society, he said. 

Farmer pointed out that American atti
tudes about foreign groups have changed and 
rechanged very rapidly at times when it was 
deemed in the "national interest" by the 
Government. · 

"The American attitude toward the Jap
anese has been changed three times in re
cent years," he said. "But it was done with 
the backing of the U.S. Government and by 
using all the media and platforms available 
to reach the people." 

Robinson made the charge that racism is 
"ingrained in Christian society." 

He recalled that religion was historically 
used in America to pacify slaves but that 
once converted, black Christians were even
tually forced to establish their own churches. 

The history of Christian responses to the 
racial challenge in the past leaves black 
Americans with little hope of a positive re
sponse today, he concluded. 

Members of the conference later endorsed 
a Liturgical Week statement of concern call
ing for an unconditional halt to the bombing 
of North Vietnam and also calling for laws 
protecting the rights of conscientious ob
jectors. 

The statement also said it was the duty 
of married couples to make their own deci
sions on birth control. Finally, the resolution 
called for the United States to donate at 
least 2 per cent of its annual Gross National 
Product to fight poverty. 

[From the Chicago Tribune, July 7, 1968) 
RIGHTS GROUPS DECENTRALIZED--URGES MOVE 

TO MAINSTREAM 
J a mes F a rmer, former head of CORE, used 

tt in a commencement address at Muhlenberg 

college, Allentown, Pa., to urge graduates to 
"move into the mainstream with a hand on 
the decision-making levers." 

The Poor People's campaign, to many of 
the campus radicals and even some of the 
seasoned S.C.L.C. workers, presented a hope 
for a new kind of populism, uniting the poor 
of all races under the banner of "participa
tory democracy" and "the guaranteed wage." 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post 
Aug. 18, 1968] 

SPEAKERS QUESTIONED 
What has Herbert Aptheker, a Oommunist 

on the National Liturgical Week program, 
got to do with Roman Catholic liturgy? 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening 
Star, July 29, 1968] 

O'BOYLE RAPS SPEAKERS FOR LITURGICAL 
MEETING 

The theme of the event, to be held Aug. 
19-22 wt the Sheraton-Park Hotel, is "Revo
lution: Christian Responses." It is spon
sored by the Liturgical Conference, a na
tional voluntary association of clergy and 
laymen, mostly Catholic, interested in 
broadening the liturgy of the church. 

Cardinal O'Boyle, archbishop of Washing
ton, criticized the announced speakers for 
the meeting as having "little or no expertise 
in the liturgy" and declared the Liturgical 
Week "is not endorsed by the Archdiocese 
of Washington." The archdiocese had not 
previously endorsed the event. 

Announced speakers include Dr. Herbert 
Aptheker, founder and director of the 
American Institute of Marxist studies, New 
York; James Farmer, first national chair
man of the Congress of Racial Equality; 
Saul Alinsky, executive director of Chicago's 
Industrial Areas Foundation; Floyd Mc
Kissick, immediate past CORE director; 
Marcus Raskin, co-director of the Institute 
for Policy Studies, Washington, and the 
Rev. Andrew Young, vice president of the 
Southern Christian Leadership Conference. 

Several other anti-war and black power 
activists are on the program, but Aptheker 
has drawn the most criticism. 

JAPANESE INSTIGATOR OF WAR TO 
BE FETED 

<Mr. RARICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
m.arks and include extranoous matter.) 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, the an
nowicement that Gen. Menoru Genda, 
the Japanese general who engineered 
the da.3tardly attack against the U.S. 
fleet at Pearl Harbor, has been invited 
to lecture at the U.S. Naval Institute 
at Annapolis comes as a torturous dis
service to the memory of all loyal Ameri
cans who perished and served in World 
War II in the Pacific. 

I echo the comment of John E. Joniec, 
president of Philadelphia's Pearl Harbor 
Survivors Association, that it may be all 
right to forgive and forget, but never to 
laud a former enemy leader by honoring 
him as a "distinguished visitor." 

If we are to forgive and forget all, 
can we now expect Rudolph Hess, the 
Nazi leader, to be freed from the English 
prison where he has been held for over 
24 years? And when are we to rectify 
the injustices against Admiral Kimm.el, 
the American cowiterpart of Genda, who 
was sacrificially disgraced and shelved 
as a result of Pearl Harbor? 

Mr. Speaker, I protest this indignity 
against our people. An article and table 
follow: 

{From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
Feb. 25, 1969] 

JAPANESE VISITOR HIT BY SURVIVOR OF 
PEARL HARBOR 

PHn.ADELPHIA.-A Philadelphia man who 
survived the Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor 
does not think the general who engineered 
the attack should be honored as a "distin
guished visitor" in this country. 

John E. Joniec, 49, president of Philadel
phia's Pearl Harbor Survivors Association 
lodged his protest in a telegram to the U.S. 
Naval Academy at Annapolis, Md. 

The Japanese general is scheduled to lec
ture at the U.S. Naval Institute in Annapolis 
March 3 as a guest in the institute's "dis
tinguished visitor" program. 

"It is all right to forgive and forget, but 
not to toast and honor the coward Gen. Me
noru Genda,'' Joniec said in his telegram. 
"The memory of those who died Dec. 7, 1941, 
will remain with us survivors forever." 

Herbert Machol, news director at the Naval 
Academy, said yesterday there would be no 
military ceremonies for the general. The in
stitute is not affiliated with the U.S. Navy. 
It is a professional, private society, he said, 
which owns a building on the Academy 
grounds. 

U.S. MILITARY CASUALTIES AT PEARL HARBOR 

Killed Wounded Missing Total 

Navy and Marine 
Corps_________ 2, 117 876 960 3, 953 

Army____________ 226 396 --- -- ----- 622 
-------------~ 

TotaL____ 2,343 1,272 960 4,575 

Source: Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress. 

ELEANOR ROOSEVELT HUMANITIES 
AWARD 

<Mr. PEPPER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I received 
one of the most meaningful honors of 
my life, the Eleanor Roosevelt Human
ities Award, at the Ambassador's Ball 
sponsored annually by the Israel Bond 
Drive at Miami Beach. The award was 
presented by His Excellency the distin
guished Ambassador of Israel to the 
United States, the Honorable Yitzhak 
Rabin. A bowid volume of the scrolls of 
tribute to me from those attending this 
stirring dinner was presented by the 
great, eloquent and learned rabbi of 
Temple Emanuel of Miami Beach, Irving 
Lehrman. 

Mr. Speaker, I include my address in 
accepting this award following these re
marks in the body of the RECORD: 
REMARKS BY CONGRESSMAN CLAUDE PEPPER ON 

ACCEPTING THE ELEANOR ROOSEVELT-lsRAEL 
HUMANITIES AWARD, FONTAINEBLEAU HOTEL, 
MIAMI BEACH, DECEMBER 28, 1968 
Mr. Chairman, Distinguished and Gallant 

Ambassador Rabin and Mrs. Rabin, Learned 
Rabbis, Distinguished Guests, Ladies and 
Gentlemen: You honor me far beyond my 
desserts in bestowing upon me this evening 
the Eleanor Roosevelt-Israel Humanities 
Award. I accept with deep humility and pro
found gratitude for what is a particularly 
meaningful and moving experience for me. 

I am all the more pleased to receive this 
A ward in the presence of the distinguished 
son of Eleanor Roosevelt, former Mayor or 
Miami Beach and former General in the Air 
Force, Elliott Roosevelt, and his lovely wife; 
and in the presence of the distinguished and 
heroic Ambassador from Israel to the United 



4526 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE February 26, 1969 
States, General Rabin, and his lovely wife; 
and in the presence of so many devoted 
friends whose friendship I have so long 
cherished. 

At a time when the mood in our own coun
try and in the world is too often callous 
rather than concerned and indifferent rather 
than interested in the poor, the ill, the un
der-privileged, the victims of tyranny, in
tolerance and discrimination, it is fitting 
that we refresh our memories and the mem
ories of all people of Eleanor Roosevelt whose 
great and beautiful life was principally dedi
cated to the problems of such people and to 
the defense of millions who suffered from 
man's inhumanity to man. 

And at such an era in history, it is an 
inspiration to those of little faith and weak 
courage to thrill to the dramatic birth and 
the heroic survival and magnificent progress 
of what a small population of diverse origins 
but common ferver and faith can make of 
a barren land surrounded by savagely hostile 
neighbors determined upon their destruction. 

When three Americans departing from 
Florida have just circled the moon and 
landed safely back home exhibiting the ca
pacity of the human mind and body to per
form miracles in the material world, it is 
well that we direct men's hearts and souls to 
the examples of Eleanor Roosevelt and Israel 
as to what the human spirit is capable of 
accom.plishing to bring man's heroism of the 
spirit world to the level of his gallant 
achievements in the physical world. Surely 
if man can create and harness a force which 
will lift him out of the pull of the gravital 
forces of his own earth it would seem that 
if he will to do it, he could create and harness 
a force of the spirit which would lift him 
above the pull of the base forces of selfish
ness, greed and destructiveness and to gen
erate as the mightiest force on earth recogni
tion in truth of the Fatherhood of God and 
the Brotherhood of man. 

Eleanor Roosevelt's devotion to the State 
of Israel was symbolic of her faith in the 
right of all people to build their own lives 
and determine their own destinies in an 
atmosphere of freedom and prosperity and 
respect for the dignity of the individual hu
man being. 

She was deeply moved by an experience 
she had at a camp in Germany. She recalled 
standing in the mud of that camp for Jew
ish refugees: 

"I remember," she wrote, "an old woman 
whose family had been driven from their 
home by the war's madness and brutality. 
I had no idea who she was and we could 
not speak each other's language, but she 
knelt in the muddy road and threw her arms 
around my knees. 'Israel,' she murmered, 
over and over. 'Israel. Israel.'" 

It was while looking into this woman's 
weatherbeaten face and hearing her plead
ing voice that Eleanor Roosevelt realized 
fully and personally what Israel really meant 
to so many, many people throughout the 
earth. 

This is the kind of thing she meant when 
she said something so seemingly bland as: 
"You gain strength, courage and confidence 
by every experience in which you really stop 
to look fear in the face. You are able to say 
to yourself, 'I lived through this horror. I 
can take the next thing that comes along.' 
... You do the thing you think you can
not do." 

I remember so vividly when Mrs. Pepper 
and I were in Israel in 1950. I had been there 
in 1945 when Palestine was still a British 
Mandate. But now we were in the new State 
of Israel and had the privilege of an hour's 
conference with Israel's grealt first Prime 
Minister, Ben Gurion. 

Prime Minister Ben Gurion told me then 
that he didn't know how he was going to do 
it, bU!t Israel was going to take-and find a 
home for-every Jew from any part of the 
world who want to come to Israel. 

And last January when Mrs. Pepper and 
I were back in Israel for our third visit with 
a group of outstanding people from our area, 
I could not help but think how well Ben 
Gurton and his devoted followers had done 
the thing tha.t so many people thought could 
not be done. 

The enormous progress that has been 
made in the development of the State of 
Israel seems a miracle almost comparable to 
the crossing of the Red Sea on land by the 
Jews of Exodus or the feeding of the starving 
wanderers by manna from heaven in the 
wilderness. 

Everywhere, one sees today, the evidence 
of the determination of an able and dedi
cated people to build a great state in a 
hostile environment. Not only has there been 
the problem of the Arab sta.tes which can
not stand the comparison with the successes 
of Israel or understand the great human 
resources which the people of Israel have 
unleashed in an abused and largely barren 
land. There has been the enormous prob
lem of correcting the abuses of centuries, of 
rebuilding the land that once was known far 
and wide for its "milk and honey" and for 
the riches of its mines-the mines of King 
Solomon-and for the even greater spiritual 
riches of its people. 

In the material terms which we value so 
highly in our own society, the State of Israel 
has made enormous progress. 

Her gross national product exceeds three 
billion dollars a year. It has grown at an 
annual rate of 11 per cent during her first 
decade of existence and has continued to 
enjoy one of the highest growth rates of any 
country in the world. 

Much of this growth has been made pos
sible by a very large immigration-bringing 
talented people, as well as some of the world's 
poorest people-to this tiny land. Much of 
the growth has also been the result of the 
receipt of over five billion dollars of foreign 
capital from bond sales abroad, contribu
tions from Jewish organizations throughout 
the world, private investment and foreign 
aid-including approximately $1.2 billion in 
U.S. aid to Israel over the last two decades. 

The importance of bond revenues, which 
this great Israel Bond organization has done 
so much to provide, has been inestimable. 
And the State of Israel has never defaulted 
on a bond issue and has paid off some $500 
million of the more than $1 billion of bonds 
it has issued. 

The per capita gross national product of 
Israel exceeds $1,300 a year-by far the high
est in the Middle East. Despite the great 
number of immigrants who must be ab
sorbed in a small economy, the unemploy
ment rate has been held to a level com
parable to that of the United States and 
the rise in per capita labor productivity has 
been much greater than our own-increasing 
by about 5 per cent a year in the last sev
eral years. 

But the thing which struck us, in addi
tion to the serene dignity and the calm 
confidence of the people of Israel, was the 
trees. In 1950 Mrs. Pepper had noted the ab
sence of trees. Now everywhere there are 
trees. The Israeli government and the people 
of Israel have planted 85 million trees 
throughout the country. They have also 
brought water to the desert sands-even 
developing techniques for growing crops in 
saline water, to stretch the available fresh 
water supplies by adding some fresh water 
to reduce the salt content of the abundant 
salt water supplies. 

Now the fields of Israel are so well used
the available land so wisely tilled-that Is
rael has a surplus of food. And with the 
solution of the food problem it looks forward 
to the early 1970's when its flourishing ex
port trade will enable it to achieve a balance 
in its critical imports and exports. 

I am proud of my long association with 
the State of Israel, which dates back to the 

late 1930's when, as a Senator and a mem
ber on the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee, I began to work closely With Jewish 
leaders in our country toward the fulfill
ment of the Balfour Declaration and the 
ancient dream of re-establishing a Jewish 
homeland in Palestine. 

The United States had then-and still 
has-a great humanitarian stake in the es
tablishment and maintenance of the State 
of Israel. Today we also have a vital strategic 
interest in the preservation of this great 
bastion of democratic commitment in the 
strategic Middle Eastern area. The forces of 
Russian power and international commu
nism, in furtherance of the old Russian 
dream to dominate the Middle East, have 
sought to exploit the weakness of the Arab 
countries and to arouse their envy and reck
lessness against the people of the State of 
Israel. The great, heroic armies of Israel so 
gallantly led by Ambassador Rabin, have 
turned back these forces-especially in the 
magnificent achievements of the Six Day 
War. But the Russians continue to rearm 
the enemies of Israel and the petty poten
tates of these countries continue to threaten 
the destruction of the dynamic little de
mocracy and her people. 

When I was speaking to the great and elo
quent Foreign Minister of Israel, Abba Eban, 
in Jerusalem in January, he said: "You 
know we are relying upon the United States 
to keep Russia from aggressing upon us." 
In view of Russia's persistent threat to Is
rael and the determined and savage bellig
erency of the Arab States against her, it 
seems obvious that it should be the duty of 
the United Nations to maintain peace in the 
Middle East and the continued independ
ence of Israel and all countries there. But in 
view of Russia's attitude that appears im
possible. Hence, either NATO should be ex
panded to include Israel as it includes Greece 
and Turkey and for the same reasons or 
failing that, the United States should e~ter 
into a mutual defense pact with Israel in 
solemn treaty form which would proclaim to 
the world our commitment that we would 
consider an attack upon the territorial in
tegrity of Israel, at least by a great power, 
as an attack upon the United States, just as 
we say now to the world that an attack upon 
Greece and Turkey or any other member of 
NATO, we will consider an attack upon our
selves. I have introduced legislation in the 
Congress calling for such a mutual security 
pact and I will continue to urge it upon our 
government until some more effective method 
for preserving the integrity of Israel and 
peace in the Middle East can be found. 

I am pleased that with my friend and col
league, Lester Wolff, of New York, I was able 
to get in the Foreign Aid Bill in the recent 
Congress a provision directing the President 
to enter into negotiations with Israel to sup
ply Israel with 50 of our latest F-4 Phantom 
Jets to enable Israel to defend herself against 
the vast supply of weapons being furnished 
to the Arabs by the Russians. I am pleased 
that the announcement was made by our 
State Department yesterday that an Agree
ment with Israel for supplying these 50 latest 
model Phantom Jets has been reached and 
delivery will begin in 1969. I am hoping that 
the delivery schedule may be accelerated. 
We should let the Russians, the Arabs and 
all would-be aggressors upon Israel know that 
we will supply Israel with whatever weapons 
she needs and whenever she needs them and 
upon terms which she can afford to defend 
her security and to enable her to carry on 
her great work of progress in that old part 
of the world which needs to be stirred to a 
new life and hope. 

Eleanor Roosevelt believed, as I believe, 
that the ultimate hope for peace, trust, and 
cooperation in the world lies in a strong and 
committed United Nations. She was a real
ist; she understood the vital role of military 
strength and power in world and human 
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affairs. But she was a fervent spokesman 
and defender of the cause of international 
brotherhood and cooperation. 

Once when she was asked: "Don't you ever 
feel depressed? What do you do when you 
just have one of those days when life doesn't 
seem worth bothering with?" And she re
plied: 

"Why, one just faces up to it and goes 
about one's job." 

This was the noble spirit of this great 
woman whom Mrs. Pepper and I were privi
leged to know our friend. I shall ever cherish 
the memory of the times when I was privi
leged to play some small part in many of her 
great projects. We shall never forget when 
she honored our home as a guest here two 
years before she passed away. Mrs. Pepper re
calls Mrs. Roosevelt dozing on her shoulder 
not long before the end as she rode back 
from Hyde Park with her from a meeting 
with the United Nations Association. To the 
end this admitted First Lady of the world 
was bravely facing up to all of the ugli
ness and brutality of the world; facing up to 
it and transcending it and in some way at 
least softened it with one of the greatest 
human spirits who has adorned the human 
race. 

It was as Chairman of the United Nations 
Commission on Human Rights, established 
in 1946, that Eleanor Roosevelt achieved the 
immortality in the hearts of mankind that 
she so richly deserved. It fell to her to im
plement one of the basic purposes set forth 
in the Charter of the United Nations: 

"To achieve international cooperation in 
solving international problems of an eco
nomic, social, cultural, or humanitarian 
character, and in promoting and encourag
ing respect for human rights and for funda
mental freedoms for all without distinction 
as to race, sex, language, or religion." 

Under her wise leadership the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights was drafted 
and proclaimed. Then came the diffl.cult work 
of incorporating these noble sentiments in a 
series of international convenants which 
could give them the force of law through
out the world. 

Nine of these covenants have been ratified 
by the requisite number of nations to bring 
them into force: 

The Convention on the Prevention and 
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide en
tered into force on January 12, 1951. 

The Convention on the Freedom of Asso
ciation and Protection of the Right to Orga
nize became effective in 1950. 

Equal Remuneration for Men and Women 
Workers became a recognized goal in 1953. 

The Convention on the Political Rights of 
Women was made effective in 1954. 

The supplementary Convention on the 
Abolition of Slavery, the Slave Trade, and 
Institutions and Practices Similar to Slav
ery was brought into being in 1957. 

The Convention on the Abolition of Force 
Labor entered into force in 1957. 

Discrimination in Respect to Employment 
and Occupation was given international dis
approval in the convention adopted in 1960. 

The Convention against Discrimination in 
Education entered into force in 1960 also. 

And the Convention on the Ellmination 
of all forms of Racial Discrimination be
came effective in 1965. 

I regret that our own government has 
ratified only two of these Conventions-the 
supplementary convention on slavery and an
other the Protocol on the Status of Refugees 
to which we have recently adhered. I hope 
the Senate will see fit soon to advise and 
consent to six Conventions submitted by 
Presidents Truman, Kennedy, and Johnson: 

1. The Inter-American Convention for 
Granting Political Rights to Women, recom
mended by President Truman in 1949. 

2. The Convention on the Prevention and 
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, rec
ommended by President Truman in 1949. 

3. The Convention on the Freedom of As
sociation and Protection of the Right to 
Organize, recommended by President Truman 
in 1949. 

4. The Convention on the Abolition of 
Forced Labor, recommended by President 
Kennedy in 1963. 

5. The Convention on the Political Rights 
of Women, recommended by President Ken
nedy in 1963, and 

6. The Convention on Employment Policy, 
recommended by President Johnson in 1966. 

But I am proud and I know Eleanor Roose
velt would be proud to know that the State 
of Israel has completed its ratification of all 
but the most recent of these conventions. 

A few days ago as Colonel Bormann and 
his intrepid fellow astronauts left the moon 
and started homeward 200,000 miles away, in 
semi-glow, orbiting in the vast emptiness of 
space, loomed as a little orb the earth. As 
Colonel Bormann gazed upon our world he 
reflected upon all that he would soon enjoy 
again-his family, his home, the beautiful 
country, all of the majesty and might, the 
marvelous things, the wonderful places--he 
said to his fellow astronauts, "the earth is a 
good earth and we who are upon the earth 
are all there together, brothers whether we 
like it or not." You and I know that ours is 
a good earth and we love it. But we know also 
that it can be better and it must be better 
and it shall be better if we work together in 
the spirit of Eleanor Roosevelt as the brothers 
we are to make it better. That is our task. 
That is our challenge. 

As we face the future, then let it be with 
firm faith and unfaltering confidence and 
ever with unfailing courage, always assured 
that by walking in the spiritual footsteps of 
Eleanor Roosevelt and Israel we can, as have 
they, helped all men to walk on higher 
ground. 

A CALM, OBJECTIVE COMMENTARY 
(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, on Febru
ary 5, 1969, the Honorable Paul C. 
Warnke, then Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, International Security Affairs, 
delivered a very able, thoughtful, and elo
quent address before the annual com
bined luncheon of Yale-Princeton-Har
vard Clubs of Washington at the May
flower Hotel. This calm, objective com
mentary upon our foreign policy and our 
relations with other nations is, I believe, 
a very meaningful contribution to a bet
ter understanding by Congress and the 
country of so many challenging problems 
which face us in our relations with other 
nations and people. I, therefore, include 
the outstanding address of former Assist
ant Secretary Warnke in the RECORD fol
lowing my remarks and I commend it to 
my colleagues and my fellow country
men: 
REMARKS BY HON. PAUL C. WARNKE, AsSISTANT 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, INTERNATIONAL SE
CURITY AFFAms, BEFORE THE ANNUAL COM
BINED LUNCHEON OF YALE-PRINCETON-HAR• 
VARD CLUBS, WASHINGTON, D.C., FEBRUARY 5, 
1969 
Thank you Mr. Faulkner, Mr. O'Brian, 

honored guests, ladies and gentlemen. 
I am afraid that you are all victims Of false 

advertising. My talk today was planned to be 
sort of a personal retrospective on defense 
policy and national security as I saw it dur
ing my term of service in the Pentagon. 

I had hoped to speak as a private citizen 
with all of the answers and none of the re
sponsibility, but due to circumstances more 

or less beyond my control, I find I still have 
the constraints that necessarily accompany 
public offl.ce. In my case, however, they are 
quite mild. No one really cares if you are a 
Hawk or a Dove when you are clearly a lame 
duck. 

But a more serious disadvantage is the 
fact that Governor Harriman is speaking at 
the National Press Club at this very moment. 
Not only is he freer to express his views but 
his service in the interests of our national 
security spans about as many years as mine 
does months. We would all be much better 
off if we could have his speech piped in here. 
As you know, he is one of our most able, ef
fective and durable public servants and I am 
sure he is only temporarily at liberty. 

The practical effect of my lack of change of 
status is that I will have to stick a little more 
closely to my notes. Fortunately, they are not 
too long and perhaps equally fortunately I 
find that what I would have said to you in a 
private capacity does not vary all that much 
from what I can express to you today. 

As an overall theme I thought that I might 
try and link some of the exhibits from the 
chamber of horrors that was set forth in the 
flyer announcing my appearance. This list, as 
you will recall, included Vietnam, the Pueblo, 
the Middle East crisis, and the Russian in
vasion of Czechoslovakia. And the announce
ment, I thought, left some sort of a hang
nail implication that maybe none of this 
would have happened had I not been Assist
ant Secretary of Defense. 

I would have to concede that most of these 
won't rank high among American triumphs. 
Although we have not lost in Vietnam neither 
have we won militarily. And although we re
covered the 82 men from the Pueblo, one 
American was murdered during the outra
geous seizure of that vessel, some of our intel
ligence was compromised and the survivors 
were subjected to a year of brutal mistreat
ment. Our unexampled power was unable to 
put us in a position to deal summarily with 
aggressive conduct by countries we dwarf in 
size and resources. 

Nor has our military strength enabled us 
to resolve the smoldering dispute in the 
Middle East, or to block the unprovoked and 
unjustified suppression by the Soviet Union 
of the stirrings of liberalism in Czechoslo
vakia. We have to ask why it is that our ob
jectives are often frustrated despite our con
viction of their fairness and despite our 
strength. And one might even ask why it is 
worth while to have this amount of mili
tary power if it cannot buy us the ab111ty to 
control these events. 

The reasons, of course, are complex, but 
the answers, I think, are pretty clear. In the 
present world situation we must deal with 
circumstances which no nation, including our 
own, can hope always to control and to direct 
toward the accomplishment of our national 
objectives. And this is true even though those 
objectives challenge the integrity and the in
dependence of no other country. Our na
tional security instead derives from the inde
pendence and the autonomy of other coun
tries. And our military establishment exists 
to insure that security. 

Questions about our world role and doubts 
as to when and where our vital interests are 
at stake have long been a part of the Amer
ican political scene. In recent yea.rs, that 
debate has grown in intensity and it is never 
easy to turn these questions and that debate 
from the day-to-day crises to a longer range 
view of our security interests and toward 
lasting solutions. I don't expect to be aible 
to do it today. But nonetheless I would like 
to try. 

As I have noted, the first requirement of 
our defense establishment and indeed of the 
government as a whole is to provide for the 
security of the nation. However, today this 
security depends not only n the resources 
we are prepared to commit for the national 
defense and the resourcefulness with which 
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we use those resources. It depends also on 
the capabilities and the determination of our 
potential adversaries and on the awesome 
growth in military technology. 

One compelling example I believe illus
trates the increasing dominance of these two 
latter factors. With the technology of long
range ballistic missiles and with nuclear 
weapons and given the size of the Soviet 
economy and the determination of her 
leaders to have a credible nuclear deterrent, 
we can do nothing that will deprive the 
Soviet Union of the capability of killing mil
lions of Americans. They could rend the 
fabric of our society at any time within 30 
minutes after a decision to launch. We have 
had to conclude reluctantly and after hard 
analysis that a ballistic missile defense 
against a sophisticated Soviet attack is proo
ently unattainable. So that in today's nu
clear world, we are dependent upon influenc
ing intentions rather than on frustrating 
capabilities. At least this is true in the case 
of the other major power. 

Because of tbis need to infiuence inten
tions, there has had to come a much closer 
linking of our diplomacy with our mili
tary strategy. As a newcomer in this field, 
I was surprised and pleased to find the de
gree of cooperation and consultation that 
exists between the Departments of State 
and Defense. I have been equally pleased to 
find that--contrary to the popular myth
the Defense Department disputes don't de
velop typically from a military-civilian split. 
Our diplomacy cannot proceed without ref
erence to our military capability. And the 
development and the deployment of our mili
tary forces cannot be divorced from our 
foreign policy objectives. 

We have three and one-half million Amer
icans under arms; of that number, one and 
one-half million are stationed outside the 
country. They support there eight collective 
security treaties with 43 nations, and the 
very existence of these forces is in itself a 
cardinal fact of our foreign policy. As a re
sult, the determination of our foreign policy 
objectives is and must remain a mixed polit
ical-military issue. 

Over one-half of those overseas military 
personnel are now located in Southeast Asia 
and their presence there has occasioned per
haps the bitterest internal debates of our 
history. In my view, however, these debates 
should center on priorities and on price 
rather than on the propriety of our objec
tives. What we have sought to achieve there 
is something different than empire, some
thing different than economic gain. We have 
sought to achieve the right of the South 
Vietnamese people to determine their own 
political future, and we have felt that this 
objective was consistent with the kind of a 
world in which a country such as ours could 
continue to prosper. 

We have recognized that this limited ob
jective would not warrant the application 
of unlimited force which could lead us into 
a much wider conflict. Accordingly, we have 
not pursued enemy forces across national 
boundaries and we haven't attempted to oc
cupy and conquer North Vietnam. And un
der the conditions of instab111ty that exist 
in South Vietnam, these prudent restrictions 
have made it inevitable that we try to find 
a settlement rather than a m111tary solution. 
Now finally, despite the prefatory bombast 
which is about all we have received from 
the other side thus far, the substantive talks 
direct.ed toward a settlement are going on in 
Paris. 

In regard to our foreign policy, we have 
heard of the "arrogance of power," we have 
heard of the "responsibllities of power." 
What I am suggesting today is that we all 
have to agree on the limitations of power, 
as graphically illustrated by our Vietnam ex
perience. our mtary posture must be and 
it is sufficiently strong to deter or to repel 
any attack by any adversary. It is sufficiently 
strong to protect our allies from external ag-

gression. But no military strength we can 
bring to bear can give any other country 
internal stab11ity or propel it toward progress 
in meeting the needs of its own people. In 
Southeast Asia, as elsewhere in the lesser de
veloped regions of the world, our ability to 
understand and to control the basic forces 
that are at play is a very limited one. We 
can advise, we can urge, we can supply fi
nancial support. We can even in selected cases 
buy some period of time in which a coun
try can be protected from external pressures 
while seeking to solve its own internal so
cial problems. But American military pow
er cannot build nations, any more than it 
can solve the social and economic problems 
that face our own country. 

In other instances what military force may 
do can be irrelevant or even counter-produc
tive. The Pueblo episode, for example, faced 
us with almost unprecedented provocation. 
Our men and our ship were seized in inter
national waters. Their activity had been 
neither unusual nor questionable. For ex
ample, our vessels and Soviet vessels collect 
intelligence all over the world. The Soviet 
vessels come within three miles of our shores. 
They are safe in doing so. Moreover, intelli
gence about the operations of other coun
tries, and particularly potential adversaries, 
not only prevents surprise, it can prevent 
misunderstanding. And in view of North Ko
rea's avowed intention to take over the en
tire peninsula by force, it was certainly in 
our national interest to obtain such infor
mation as we could about their operations. 

The kneejerk reaction, I would suggest, was 
to strike back against this outrage. We could 
of course have attacked the port of Wonsan; 
we could have sunk the North Korean Navy, 
and this might have given us a temporary 
feeling of vindication but it would not re
store our men to their families. Instead, 
the likely effect would have been to sign 
their death warrants. The other course, and 
a course which we followed, was to seek their 
return through negotiations. We also used 
diploma.tic pressures. It took almost a year 
and it required an American signature on 
what we clearly identified in advance as a 
total North Korean fabrication. 

But our fundamental national interest is 
and was to prevent North Korea from scor
ing gains in its campaign of aggression. The 
North Koreans had hoped to damage our re
lations with the Republic of Korea. Instead, 
our allies accepted the necessity for the steps 
that we took to regain our personnel and 
militarily we left North Korea worse off than 
they were before their theft of the Pueblo 
and their contemporaneous attempt to as
sassinate the President of the Republic of 
Korea. Their conduct led to the strengthen
ing of the South Korean defenses and to a 
$100 million supplemental in military aid. 
So in my view the Pueblo episode demon
strates a realistic awareness of the limits of 
military power, and the proper use of other 
means to secure national ends. 

Turning to the Middle East, the chronic 
crisis there shows the uses as well as the 
limits of American military strength. we 
cannot expect and must not try to force 
the resolution of the ancient hostilities that 
plague that area. We can, through our 
friendship with Israel and through our rela
tions with the moderate Arab states, use our 
good offices to help bring about peace and 
stability. It is our strength on the other 
hand that makes the Soviet Union aware 
that they, as we, must avoid a direct military 
confront ation, both in that area and else
where in the world. 

So in the Middle East our military power 
can and does deter military intervention by 
other outsiders, but it cannot impose a last
ing military solution on t he region. Nor 
could we even try to do so without grave 
risk to world peace. 

On the other hand, whatever accommoda
tion of competing interests may be possible 
in the Middle East, it has to remain clear 

to the Soviet Union that any incursions on 
the security of Western Europe would re
quire our military response. Although we 
cannot make the nations of Eastern Europe 
honorary members of NATO, and I must ad
mit none as yet has applied for admission, 
we can make plain our legitimate concern 
with Soviet military moves anywhere in Eu
rope that may affect the security of our 
allies. 

The Czechs, I am told, envy the Israelis 
on the ground that being surrounded by 
enemies is much safer than being surrounded 
by friends. And the concept of a Socialist 
commonwealth in which the Soviets claim 
to be free to intervene in the affairs of any 
other Communist country, should make a 
fairly poor recruiting device. But it also has 
to cast a chill not only in countries such as 
Romania and Yugloslavia but among their 
NATO neighbors. The Alliance however af
fords warm comfort against the risk of ex
ternal aggression. 

In trying to review my much too-brief ex
perience and trying to think ahead, I have 
been struck with the rapidity with which the 
various components of our national security 
change in today's world. Thinking ahead, a 
likely target date would be the year 2000, 
which is now only 31 short years away. But if 
we think back to 31 years ago, we can see, 
I believe, the unlikelihOOd of trying to base 
a security policy on that type of long-range 
prediction. 

In the year 1938, for example, we were on 
the eve of World War II. It would have been 
impossible to predict, I suggest, that 31 years 
later our participation in an Atlantic mili
tary alliance would find Germany as our lead
ing partner and France as an abstainer. It 
would have been impossible to predict an As
ian policy which looks forward to greater 
Japanese economic and security interven
tion in the affairs of Asia. It would have 
been impossible to guess that the list of great 
powers would not include a single Western 
European country. And no one would have 
thought that over one-half milllon Ameri
cans would be engaged in a land war, in what 
used to be French Indo-China, but without 
the participation of either France or China. 

So that I would submit that we cannot pre
dict and base policy on a perception of our 
interests as they will appear 31 years from 
now. But we can, I believe, continue to im
prove our posture by defining our objectives 
more clearly and ranking their order of im
portance to the national interest. 

We certainly ca.n and must do a better job 
of reading situations in other areas of the 
world and analyzing how American interests 
there may best be served. 

That's what we are trying to do at the 
present time in the continuing debate about 
America's world role. The outcome of this 
soul-searching is not as yet clear, but I think 
what is clear is that the government will not 
be able to sustain any foreign policy for very 
long that does not have the clear support of 
the American people. Our leaders must be 
and they are responsive to long-range shifts 
in public opinion. 

With our wealth, our power, and our con
cern, we have no choice but to remain in
volved in the world and certainly no policy of 
isolation would rid us of the danger of nu
clear missiles. However, we do have choices 
to make in the years ahead and they are go
lng to be hard and difficult choices about 
where to take a stand and where to follow a 
more :flexible course. These are the kinds of 
questions of political judgment on which 
the government cannot long remain outside 
the bounds of domestic consensus-which 
demands of oourse an informed population. 

And a final lesson of the past three decades 
is that we will have to live and live peace
fully with the other major industrial powers 
throughout the world. This includes not 
only the western Europeans for whom we feel 
such bonds of cultural and political affinity, 
not only the Japanese who have become sort 
of honorary members of Western Europe, but 
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also the Soviet Union and eventually main
land China. They are two peoples and two 
societies which are very different from our 
own. But the world is too small and the So
viet Union now and mainland China poten
tially are too powerful to permit personal 
distaste or ideological dispute to block the 
way to eventual cooperation. 

For example, our reaction to the Soviet in
vasion of Czechoslovakia, though strong, did 
not prevent us from continuing to explore 
matters of possible mutual interest. Although 
we sought condemnation of their action in 
the United Nations and pressed for with
drawal of their forces, we continued to pur
sue efforts toward the non-proliferation 
treaty and we continue, after some delays, to 
try and find ways to proceed with talks on 
the limitation of strategic offensive and de
fensive missiles. 

With respect to the non-proliferation 
treaty the President announced this morning 
that he was sending it to the Senate with the 
recommendation that it receive speedy 

approval. 
In just two and a half years I have been 

privileged to serve 30 percent of all of the 
Secretaries of Defense. I have seen each of 
these three men face valiantly the incredible 
problems of national security. None of them 
and none of us can hope to solve all of them 
successfully. 

What they can hope for and what they 
must receive ls our informed understanding, 
our tolerance of the inevitable miscalcula
tions and our recognition of a shared na
tional objective which ls a secure nation in 
a stable though diverse world. 

WHITE RUSSIANS OF RICHMOND, 
MAINE 

<Mr. PEPPER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, some time 
ago I put into the RECORD some material 
telling about the great community estab
lishment at Richmond, Maine, as a whole 
community for White Russians by a very 
old and distinguished friend of mine and 
formerly a member of a noble Russian 
family, and now a great American, Vlad
imir Kuhn von Poushental. The Rich
mond project has become a refuge home 
in America generally for White Russians 
fleeing the scourge of communism in 
Russia has received respect and admira
tion of all Americans and in many parts 
of the world. The establishment of such 
a great project required vision, courage, 
organizing ability, and determination. 
All these virtues Baron von Poushental 
possesses to a high degree. In the Janu
ary 1969 issue of the Magazine of Maine, 
entitled "Down East," there appears a 
very interesting article on this dynamic 
Richmond project in Maine. It is a mov
in~ story proving that great dreams may 
still be made to come true by people of 
competence and character. I believe it 
will be an inspiration to my colleagues 
and my fell ow countrymen to read this 
stirring article about a noble and suc
cessful experiment in democracy and 
our country. Hence, Mr. Speaker, I in
clude this article for incorporation in 
the RECORD following my remarks: 
THE WHITE RUSSIANS OF RICHMOND, MAINE 

(By Isabel Currier) 
Travelers along the winding highways on 

either side of the Kennebec River sometimes 
pause in Richmond, midway between Augus
ta ·and Bath, to ask directions of some stroll-
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ing citizen, and are startled to be answered 
by the useful phrase, "No English," spoken 
with a Russian accent. The 300-400 Russians 
who reside permanently in the Richmond 
area are almost doubled in numbers during 
the summer, when compatriots from the cit
ies occupy vacation homes. Despite the empty 
factory buildings along Front Street and the 
dozens of homes for sale on the h1lly streets 
rising from the river, the White Russian 
colony has been revitalizing the once-pros
perous typical Maine town during the pa.st 
fifteen years. Approximately sixty vUlage 
homes a.re now owned by Russians and, 
sprawling back from the peaceful river, about 
forty farms in the beautiful countryside 
have been reclaimed by these anti-commu
nistic refuges-many of retirement age--who 
traveled ha.lfways a.round the world to put 
down new roots for their ancient culture in 
Sagadahoc County, State of Maire. 

The 2000 natives of Richmolll.l take their 
new neighbors for granted, whereas the new
comers respect the communty in which 
they've found refuge and safeguard its in
stitutions while establishing their own. 
Richmond has acquired three new churches
two Russian Orthodox and one Ukrainian, a 
headquarters for the White Russian Corps 
Combatants in America., caviar supplier, a 
Russian bootmaker, and a Russian res
taurant and baker, without many outward 
signs of these establishments' alien quality. 

Strangers seeking the Russian restaurant 
and pastry shop, as the most accessible of 
the colony's centers in Richmond, will find 
it in a modest frame building near the top 
of Maine Street h1ll. There is a display of 
exotic plants in the plate glass windows, and 
it is obvious that the proprietors-as is often 
the case with their Maine counterparts
make their home in the apartment upstairs. 
Both the sign identifying the restaurant and 
the menus on the unadorned inside tables 
a.re in English. Along with borsch, Strogano:ff, 
pelmeni, prljanik, perogis and other en
ticing Russian dishes, the blll of fare lists 
such standard American items as frank
forts, hamburgers, french fries and coke. 
"Young people seem to like these better," 
explains Valerian Denisow, the slight, schol
arly proprietor, who bakes the pastries, and 
proudly offers samples to his patrons. 

With his wife Ariadna, who cooks meals 
and waits at table with the air of a formal 
hostess on her maid's day off, Mr. Denisow 
arrived in Richmond three years ago with all 
their goods and chattels packed in a car 
which he drove in eight days across the con
tinent from San Francisco. A forest engineer 
in his Russian youth, in Galifornia Mr. Deni
sow worked successively as an experimental 
gardener, proprietor of a grocery store and 
then of a laundry, .. We were prospering, but 
there was too much racial tension in San 
Francisco. We came here in search of peace 
and quiet, and have found it in this beauti
ful State of Maine." 

Although both of the Denisows speak 
heavlly-accen1ied English, they strive con
stantly to improve it, and Mr. Denlsow 
proudly displays a framed copy of the De
claration of Independence, presented him in 
Portland when he became a naturalized citi
zen of the United States. "Our language and 
religion set us apart," Mrs. Denisow said, "yet 
I am Russian only because I was born there. 
I was only three years old when the revolu
tion caused my parents to leave our home in 
Kiev and go to Siberia." There the White 
Russians under Admiral Kolchak were de
feated by the communists, and many fled 
across the Siberian boundary into China. "I 
grew up in China from the age of eight," 
Mrs. Denlsow continued. "All I know of 
Russia is the language and customs taught 
me by my parents. That is true of most of 
us here of the older generation. What I'm 
saying is that we are only people." 

Richmond's town clerk, Tom Borjesson, 
echoes this emphasis upon human s1m1lart
ties and considers the Russian group a dis-

tinct asset to the town. "They're a lot like 
Maine people--independent, lndustrious, reli
gious, close-mouthed about their affairs, but 
courteous in answering questions. There are 
more highly-educated people among them 
than you find in most groups, but most of 
them are average; by and large, they keep 
to themselves and never cause any trouble." 

The majority of the Russians in Rich
mond, he explained, are retired persons living 
on pensions; some younger ones work in the 
local shoe factory, some in the Bath Iron 
Works, and others are very successful farmers 
in the outlying countryside. "There are three 
generations of Russians here now, and the 
younger ones get Americanized fast. Severa.I 
of our Maine girls have married Russian 
boys, and two or three of the group go to 
the Methodist Church." 

Mr. Borjesson recalled that, a few years 
ago, the Russians rented the Methodist 
Church dining room to entertain their arch
bishop from New York. "It was strange to see 
all -those beards and fancy regalia in a Metho
dist Church in Maine ... It's also strange 
that, although many of the Russians speak 
several languages, the older ones especially 
have trouble with English. But then, we 
Mainers don't speak Russian-don't need to 
in order to understand and respect good 
people." 

The quiet drama of the White Russian mi
gration to Maine began in 1952, after Vladi
mir Kuhn von Poushental, born to the title 
of baron in the vanished empire of the 
czars and later manager of the Helicopter 
Corpora tlon of America, chanced to visit the 
area. Five yea.rs earlier, forest fires had rav
aged the Kennebec Valley and, in their wake, 
many farms and v1llage homes became aban
doned and desolate. Richmond itself, once 
a thriving Kennebec port with great ice
houses along the river front where vessels 
loaded cargoes of "frozen gold" for the for
eign trade, had been struggling for decades 
to find other industries that would keep its 
young people at home. The Great Depres
sion, plus the fl.re, almost had reduced it to 
a ghost town. Then along came Poushental 
who, first of all, was struck by the resem
blance of the landscape and climate in the 
Kennebec Valley to that of the region around 
Moscow, remembered from his Russian youth. 
His life had been almost a. career of turning 
disaster Into a new lease on life, and here 
in Maine he saw an opportunity to acquire 
a quantity of neglected real estate, whereon 
many of his homeless compatriots might re
establish themselves as a White Russian 
community. 

Before proceeding with his plan, Mr. Pou
shental consulted both the governor and the 
secretary of state in Augusta, explaining 
the background of the White Russians as the 
first armed opponents of communism. He 
was assured that they would be welcome to 
Maine. With these official blessings, Poush
ental acquired abandoned farms and homes 
by the dozens and advertised them for sale 
in Russian language newspapers throughout 
North America. The response was eager and 
immediate. 

More than half of the first hopeful mi
grants to Maine were persons whose rootless
ness began with the Russian revolution fol
lowing World War I. Others had become 
White Russian combatants during World 
War II, only to find that fighting for the 
invaders of communist Russia was to leap 
from the frying pan into the fire. DisUlu
sioned with Germany, as well as with their 
homeland, they became displaced persons to 
escape repatriation to Russia. They flocked 
to the cities of hospitable countries to find 
any work open to them, living frugally and 
laying aside a nestegg to finance another pos
sible enforced move. The advertisements 
which offered country life in a nostalgically 
familiar landscape and climate, &lso offered 
a miraculous opportunity to become home 
owners in a community of their own kind, 
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far removed from the crowded loneliness of 
the cities. 

Mr. Poushental's vision in promoting such 
a community brought him the means to ex
tend his real estate activities to Florida, al
though he still is a summer resident of 
Maine. Recently he has been made an hon
orary citizen of the United States and his 
achievements in the Richmond, Pittston, 
Dresden, Bowdoinham, Gardiner area of 
Maine has been recounted in the Congres
sional Record. 

The compatriots who came to Maine to 
establish new homes had earned the where
withal as actors, artists, singers, dancers, 
businessmen, teachers, farmers, taxi drivers 
and factory workers, even though a number 
of them-in common with Mr. Poushental
had been born to a forgotten aristocracy. 
The late Miss Lydia Rennenkampf, for in
stance, daughter of the famous Czarist Gen
eral of the Northern Front in World War I, 
became an interpreter for the Russian the
ater of Maine under the direction of Eugene 
Sherbakoff. Miss Rennenkampf also was sec
retary of the Maine chapter of the White 
Russian Corps Combatants, which named 
Princess Vera Romanov, purchaser of a sum
mer residence in Richmond, as its honorary 
president. 

The purposeful and peaceful "Russian in
vasion" startled Maine residents-but usually 
in ways that they heartily approved. The 
American Mercury reported, for instance, that 
a newly-arrived Cossack farmer "walked five 
miles to the village store, purchased a 100-
pound sack of grain and carried it home on 
his shoulder." Also, as the first colonists in 
Maine had done, the White Russians in Rich
mond immediately established a place of wor
ship. 

The first Russian Orthodox Church in 
Maine consisted of two rooms in a huge, ram
bling old house on Church Street. The house 
itself was presented by Mr. Poushental to the 
White Corps Combatants, a militaristic orga
nization, somewhat comparable to the Amer
ican Legion, whose response to his real estate 
ads made the Maine project an overwhelming 
success. The combatants accepted the gift 
for use both as headquarters and residences 
for permanent and visiting officials of the St. 
Alexander Nevsky Foundation-the formal 
name for the Richmond chapter. The two 
rooms, lavishly decorated with icons and 
paintings, set aside for religious services and 
dedicated to St. Alexander Nevsky, served as 
a church for the community until 1961. 
Then, the members of the Foundation de
cided to build a separate church edifice. They 
raised a fund of about $20,000 and, aided by 
eager volunteers among the parishioners, 
completed the small, but richly decorated 
church which was dedicated in 1961 by the 
Russian Orthodox Archbishop of New York. 

The first pastor of the Russians in Rich
mond was Father George Gorsky, succeeded 
by Reverend Afanasy Donetzkow, until his 
retirement. But a group of parishionere, 
moved by a desire to keep their religion in
dependent from the White Corps Foundation, 
urged Father Donetzkow to come out of re
tirement in 1964 as pastor of St. Nikolaus 
Russian Orthodox Church. This was estab
lished in a house on South Front Street, pur
chased with funds raised by the independent 
group, and serving both as St. Nikolaus 
Church and the pastor's residence. 

Much the larger congregation of the col
ony is that at St. Alexander Nevsky, the origi
nal church, of which the pastor is Father 
Nikolas Kashnikov, once a member of the 
Czar's Imperial Guard. The aristocratic old 
priest, with merry blue eyes in a handsome, 
white-bearded face, assures all comers, with 
apologetic brows, that he speaks "No Eng
lish." He is master of several other languages, 
though, and he also seeks to perpetuate his 
native Russian by conducting Saturday 
classes for the colony's school children, who 
are habitual speakers of English. With other 

members of the colony, including the Deni
sows, he also assists students of Russian at 
various Maine colleges who go to Richmond 
for periods of conversational practice. Visi
tors are welcome to stand with other wor
shipers-the church has no pews-at Sunday 
morning services at 10 o'clock, when the an
cient Slav ritual of the Orthodox Mass ls cele
brated. Both Orthodox churches in Rich
mond hold a colorful traditional Christmas 
party for children, usually on the Saturday 
or Sunday nearest the Russian Christmas, 
which occurs this year on January 7th, ac
cording to the Julian Calendar. 

A third church on Pleasant Street in Rich
mond is not strictly Russian in the purist 
sense, since it is Ukrainian. Theoretically 
under the jurisdiction of Rome, the Ukrai
nian Church holds Eastern Rite services un
der the Russian episcopate in America. "OUr 
three churches may lead people to believe 
that we Russians in Richmond do not always 
agree among ourselves," Eugene Sherbakoff, 
official Russian interpreter for the State Wel
fare Department and other groups, remarked 
drily. 

Eugene Sherbakoff is one of the most artic
ulate Russians in Maine--not alone because 
of his command of the language, but also by 
virtue of his long experience as a profes
sional actor and director of drama. His ca
reer, which began at theatrical school in his 
native Odessa, extended throughout eastern 
Europe but was interrupted by active service 
with the White Army, several arduous years 
in a German work camp, and finally with a 
term of enlistment in the American army. 
In 1948 he began an off-Broadway revival of 
the Russian theater in New York, which con
tinued until Mr. Poushental's advertisement 
of the Russian colony in Maine caught his 
eye in 1958. Sherbakoff's wife Alexandra, both 
a ballerina and a concert singer in her Rus
sian youth, had developed a chronic illness 
from labor imposed on her in a German fac
tory, and the promise of camaraderie, pros
perity, and the pure air of a familiar climate 
seemed irresistible. 

Once in Maine, Mr. Sherbakoff organized a 
group of Russian players, an artistic venture 
dependent upon the late Miss Rennen
kampf's interpretive narrations, which could 
not be continued after her demise. But Sher
bakoff has directed and participated in col
lege theatricals, such as a production of 
Crime and Punishment at Bowdoin, where he 
played the part of Inspector General. 

The ebullient Mr. Sherbakoff says tha.t it 
is second nature to all White Russians to 
find the talent for something in demand, in
stead of mourning the lack of demand for an 
already developed talent. With his hopes for 
a highly successful Russian theater in Maine 
unrealized, he cheerfully donned a hobbyist's 
chef's hat and began producing pastries 
(there are 144 flaky layers in his apple turn
overs) and smorgasbords for the Worster 
House in Hallowell. With equal good cheer, 
meanwhile, his charming and cUltivated wife 
went to work in the shoe factory in Richmond 
where, she says happily, "I've had the chance 
to really know and be accepted by fellow 
workers. And I like them; I think I'll be 
sorry when its time to retire. 

Now in his seventies, Mr. Sherbakoff has 
retired, except for his official services as 
an interpreter-for the Russian-American 
Pension .Association, as well as State depart
ments. He also is Richmond correspondent 
for the Kennebec Journal. But he is busy 
all the time with unofficial chores of inter
pretation, to smoothe the way of his non
English speaking countrymen who might be 
haled into court, for instance, for speeding. 
His busiest time is right after mall deliv
eries, when compatriots bring their letters 
to him to translate. The Sherbakoff's hospit
able home on Front Street is a sort of in
formal public relations bureau for Russians 
of the entire area. 

They are excited about the successes of 
others such as the Gradsky brothers' poultry 
farm near Bowdoinham, with 100,000 chick
ens, and that of the Lupuschenko family, 
whose son married a Maine girl. Without chil
dren of their own, they take pride in Olga 
Taranko's position as a teacher in Gardiner, 
and in the English language courses she con
ducts for her people in Richmond. "Her 
brother Vladimir, graduated from the Uni
verslity of Maine and is now fighting in 
Vietnam," Mrs. Sherbakoff said, "but we 
are not the only ones who are proud of these 
people--and of about sixty Russian children 
in the public schools here, who are all ac
claimed as good students. The entire com
munity is proud of what our people accom
plish in Maine, which has done so much to 
make us welcome." 

Newcomers to the colony continue to arrive. 
A recent one is the Ukrainian artist, Seweryn 
Boraczok, widely acclaimed both in Europe 
and America for his adaptation of ancient 
Byzantine art to modern mediums, using 
glass and small stones for stunning mosaics 
and imitations of stained glass. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, another fine article 
paying a great tribute to Baron von 
Poushental for the establishment of the 
Richmond project appeared in the Jan
uary 6 issue of the Quarterly magazine 
section, published weekly by the Nation
al Association of Real Estate Boards of 
Washington, D.C. I also commend this 
very fine article to my colleagues and 
fellow citizens, Mr. Speaker, and include 
in the body of the RECORD following these 
remarks: 
BARON VLADIMIR KUHN VON POUSHENTAL

REALTOR 

Russia lives again, not on the windswept 
steppes of Central Asia, but on the snowy. 
sometimes bitter landscape of Maine. 

Here, along, the shores of the Kennebec 
River, the ancient Russian ways, customs, 
religion, and language flourish as though un
interrupted by the cataclysm of the Bolshevik 
Revolution. 

The community of more than 100 families 
in Richmond, Me., owes its existence to the 
desire of a former Russian nobleman, Baron 
Vladimir Kuhn van Poushental, to create 
a home for Russian refugee·s from commu
nism and nazism. 

This man, a Realtor, former hunter and 
aviation executive, following a personal con
viction that "we must try to justify our 
existence by helping others," formed the 
Alexander Nevsky Foundation, n .amed for the 
Russian warrior-saint who drove back the 
Tartars. Through this foundation and using 
his own business acumen, he began purchas
ing abandoned farms in the Richmond, Pitts
ton, Dresden, and Gardiner areas of Maine. 

He had visited the state soon after forest 
fl.res had swept across the land in the late 
1940s and was struck by its similarity to the 
countryside around Moscow he remembered 
as a youth. 

Before continuing with his plan, Mr. 
Poushental conferred with both the governor 
and the secretary of state of Maine, explain
ing the background of the White Russians 
as the earliest armed opponents of commu
nism. With official blessings for his endeavor, 
he advertised in Russian language news
papers ln the United States and Canada 
"te111ng of the hospitable people in Maine, of 
how there could be true Russian religious 
worship, and a reconstruction of Russian 
ways," wrote Eleanor Sterling ln the Spring, 
1967, Maine Digest. 

"And soon, in small groups, the refugees 
began to come. In the manner of the pio
neer generaitions past, they brought with 
them their own customs, their own lan
guage, their own religion. But they also 
brought with them one great variation en 
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the pioneering theme. More than half of 
them were retired pensioners living on social 
security and private funds. They came not to 
create a brave new world of youth but to buy 
up deserted farms and wasted acreage, to 
have a stretch of forest and river and garden 
of their own, to restore the sagging com
munity while spending retirement years to
gether in productivity." 

Some who took up residence in the new 
community were Col. Anatole Rogoshin in 
1955, then head of the White Russian Corps, 
a group of officers of the old Imperial Army 
and other Czarist services dedicated to the 
overthrow of communism; Miss Lydia Ren
nenkampf, daughter of the famous Czarist 
general of the Northern Front in World War 
I who was executed by the Bolsheviks; and 
Princess Vera Romanov, cousin of the late 
czar and daughter of the Grand Duke Con
stantine who was also named honorary pres
ident of the White Russian Corps. 

"The Russian community had a trouble
some beginning. Archbishop Nikon, (head of 
the Russian Orthodox Church in North 
America) with his undying faith, was a 
strong source of help to me. He is a great 
loo.rned churchman and scholar," says Baron 
von Poushental. 

"We had trouble with the town of Rich
mond from the beginning. The town officials 
did not want the Russian refugees to open 
their own church and were told 'your peo
ple should learn our way and go to our 
churches.' Our people spoke no English
the younger people of today are the only ones 
who do not speak their native tongue ex
clusively--our people only knew their pray
ers in Slavic, and they like to stand up dur
ing the services. Archbishop Nikon went to all 
clergymen, Catholic, Methodist, Baptist .... 
and with their help, we established our 
own church, the first in the state of Maine," 
he says. 

Today, there are two Russian Orthodox 
Churches and one Ukrainian Church (East
ern Ri.te) in Richmond. 

"The community has remained as it 
began-foreign as in the 'old country.' The 
people have their own social activities along 
with their church work; their own busi
nesses and shops; they stay pretty much to 
themselves in their own community and do 
not depend on others. They are happy people 
and content to be free in America away from 
the dictates of anyone-and especially the 
communists." 

Baron von Poushental was born in 1899 in 
Tifils, Russia, son of a general in the Czar's 
Mill tary Engineering Corps and grandson of 
the Ataman (chief) of all the Don Cossacks. 
During his youth, the family lived in Kiev, 
where he attended the Polytechnical Insti
tute, and in St. Petersburg. 

At age 16, he joined the Imperial Russian 
Army and attended the Michailovsky Artil
lery School and Naval Aviation in Baku, 
Caucasus. He was one of the first combat 
pilots in the Russian Army. 

While American flyers were tangling with 
von Richtoffen in the skies over Germany, 
Mr. von Poushental was making bombing 
runs over the drydocks in Constantinople in 
the country he would soon call home. 

As an officer in the Imperial Army, he was 
left with nothing to do when Kerensky gave 
the order for soldiers not to obey their officers. 
He went to Kiev and joined the White Rus
sian Army, and when the army was routed in 
the Crimea, he fled to Turkey. 

In Turkey, he shot ducks, geese, and quail 
on an estate outside Constantinople, making 
a good enough living. Ducks were worth a 
dollar each, and in a couple days he was 
able to shoot a hundred. 

"But I always wanted to go to America and 
play Indian when I was a kid, so when the 
chance came, I went," he says. 

His American career began auspiciously 
enough. When he arrived he looked up a 
friend of his father, Dr. George de Botheza.t, 
then one of the world's ranking men in avla-

tion. Dr. de Bothezat had evolved a revolu
tionary theory of propellers and airscrews and 
had an idea for a new type of plane using 
his theories. 

He was commissioned by the U.S. govern
ment, and he built one of the first helicopters 
in Dayton, Ohio. 

Dr. de Bothezat left the government to 
form the Helicopter Corporation of America, 
and in doing so, named Mr. von Poushental 
the manager. Success was shortlived because 
Dr. de Bothezat died, and his secrets died 
with him. 

The baron had al ways managed to turn 
disaster into a new lease on life, and he found 
this in the neglected Maine real estate. His 
success in promoting Maine as a home for his 
homeless compatriots provided the means 
for him to extend his activities to Florida, al
though he is still a summer resident in 
Maine. 

Realtor von Poushental has been honored 
several times for his achievements. He has 
been named an honorary citizen of the State 
of Maine, and twice had his achievements 
recounted in the Congressional Record. 

In 1967, he was signally honored by being 
awarded the eight-pointed Maltese Cross of 
the Order of St. John of Jerusalem, a sover
eign religious and military order of the 
Catholic Church. The cross is one of the 
organizations highest honors. He also was 
invited to join the Knights of Malta. 

A member of the Andoscroggin Board of 
Realtors, he is president of Kennebec Realty, 
Incorporated, in Gardiner, Me. 

Mr. Speaker, in further tribute to my 
friend, Baron von Poushental, for 
whose genius and dedication to the 
cause of his persecuted fellow country
men and to the cause of freedom made 
this Richmond project in Maine, is an 
article in the Miami News, of Miami, 
Fla., of December 14, 1968. 

I include this article, too, Mr. Speaker, 
for the information of my colleagues and 
all who read the RECORD, in the RECORD 
following my remarks: 

RUSSIAN BARON STARTS U.S. TOWN FOR 
COUNTRYMEN 

(By Louise Leyden) 
A Russian nobleman who lost his fortune 

when he had to flee from his country to 
escape from the Bolshevik Army, has been 
instrumental in founding a white Russian 
community in Richmond, Me. Baron Vladi
mir Kuhn von Poushental, a resident of 
Miami Beach, and an American citizen since 
1925, not only started the community in 
Maine, but was the guiding spirit behind 
the establishment of a Russian Orthodox 
Church for the immigrants. 

"I felt the great need for a church there," 
he said in telling of the establishment of the 
colony, "so I went to see His Eminence Arch
bishop Nikon in New York who went with 
me to Maine to look over the si tua ti on. 

"There was no Russian church in the state 
at the time and people of other churches 
around the community said 'Why have one 
more church? Let them go to our church'." 

To this Baron von Poushental replied, "No. 
They must have their own church." After a 
'fight' he won. Today there are two Russian 
Orthrodox churches and one Ukrainian 
church serving a community of some 1,000 
people including children. 

"They are really happy and are thankful 
for their freedom," the founder stated with 
a smile. "All go to church regularly. The 
Russian priests also teach English in addi
tion to attending to their spiritual duties." 

Baron von Poushental, who prefers to be 
called "Val" by his friends, had previously 
bought some abandoned farms in the Rich
mond, Pittston, Dresden and Garniner 
areas-a large tract of land which had been 
swept by numerous fires. He gave the early 

settlers who had come to America mainly via 
Yugoslavia, around 500 acres as well as farm 
houses and some horses to till the soil. 

Shortly after that he began working for a 
house of worship for the spiritually-minded 
people who had lost not only their country 
and their homes but their churches as well. 

Baron von Poushental's family originally 
had vast land holdings in the old Austria
Hungarian empire. When his great grand
father was forced from the fam.lly's original 
home after helping in abortive movements 
on the continent, the Czar gave him lands 
in Russia. 

"My father was a general who built many 
military establishments for the Czar. He was 
rich, but not as rich as the Russian noble
men around him. With the coming of the 
revolution my whole family was killed. 

"I was a captain in Baku when Kerensky 
gave the order, 'Soldier do not obey officer: 
When he said that I had nothing to do so I 
went to Kiev and joined the White Army to 
fight the Communists. But in 1918 the Com
munists broke through. I went w Sevastapol 
where I took a boat for Constantinople, leav
ing Russia with a couple of suitcases." 

He had sold his rubies for $850, the last o! 
his family fortune. 

Now in Maine where he spends his sum
mers hunting and visiting with old Russian 
friends, Baron von Poushental is happy 
watching the people till the soil, raise 
chickens or make shoes and attend church 
services in a free land-a kind of life they 
once knew long ago. 

An account of Baron von Poushental's life 
was published in the Congressional Record 
of July 18 a.t the request of Rep. Claude Pep
per. An earlier account appeared in May 1967. 

The recent story sa.id "to von Poushental 
(he prefers not to use the title now) as to 
Dr. Zhivago, the important thing has been 
to somehow find a new way in a disrupted 
world." And this he has done. 

TWENTIETH BIRTHDAY OF THE 
NATIONAL HEART INSTITUTE 

(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this. 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, on Novem
ber 14, 1968, President Johnson met in 
the East Room of the White House with 
a distinguished group of guests to cele
brate the 20th birthday of the National 
Heart Institute. The group included Mr. 
Wilbur J. Cohen, Secretary of Health~ 
Education, and Welfare; Dr. Philip R~ 
Lee, Assistant Secretary for Health and 
Scientific Affairs; past and present Sur
geons General of the Public Health Serv
ice; past and present Directors of the 
National Heart Institute; and past and 
present members of the Institute's chief 
advisory body, the National Advisory 
Heart Council. 

Representing the Congress at this 
gathering were myself and the Honor
able Lister Hill, distinguished Senator 
from Alabama who, throughout a long 
and illustrious career, has fought for leg
islation and appropriations aimed at im
proving the health and welfare of all our 
citizens. 

It was a special pleasure for me to at
tend this celebration; for I was one of 
those who, in February of 1968, intro
duced the bill which was subsequently 
enacted into law as Public Law 655. This 
law, also called the National Heart Act, 
created the National Heart Institute. It 
charged the new Institute with the tasks 
of conducting and supporting research 
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into the causes, prevention, treatment, 
and cure of diseases of the heart and 
circulation; with assisting States and 
other agencies in the application of per
tinent findings of this research; and pro
viding training in matters relating to 
these diseases. 

It has now been 20 years since Presi
dent Truman signed the National Heart 
Act. And I note with pleasure that, dur
ing its first 20 years, the National Heart 
Institute has come a long, long way. 

From a fledging institute with a staff 
of 11 and no appropriation to call its own 
in 1948, NHI has developed into a major 
research complex employing nearly 700 
scientists and supporting personnel and 
managing an annual appropriation of 
more than $160 million. In addition to a 
sizable research program carried out in 
Federal laboratories at Bethesda and 
elsewhere, NHI supports more than 2,000 
research projects at universities, medi
cal schools, and similar research institu
tions throughout the Nation. No less im
portant is the Heart Institute's annual 
outlay of more than $25 million to sup
port research and clinical training in 
the cardiovascular field and to improve 
standards of cardiovascular teaching in 
medical schools. This investment is, in 
a sense, "seed money" for future research 
progress. 

The Heart Institute staff and its ad
visory bodies, who managed these re
search investments over these years, and 
the American people, who provided the 
money, both have many reasons to be 
proud of the results. 

The store of scientific knowledge of the 
cardiovascular system and its diseases ac
cumulated through research over the 
past 20 years far outstrips that gained 
during all previous years of medical his
tory. In fact, during the past 10 years, 
the flood of scientific and clinical infor
mation pouring forth from a multitude 
of research projects is already straining, 
and threatens to swamp the traditional 
machinery for disseminating this infor
mation and for assuring its prompt and 
widespread application toward improv
ing the health care received by all of our 
people. This is an urgent problem re
quiring solutions, and these are being 
provided by recent advances in computer 
technology. Such an "information crisis" 
could scarcely be envisioned 20 years ago; 
and this is certainly one crisis that, when 
resolved, will result in benefits to all 
mankind. 

Meanwhile, although the dissemina
tion machinery may occasionally creak, 
the fruits of research are finding their 
way from the laboratory to the ward 
more swiftly than ever before. The re
sults, in terms of human lives saved or 
usefully prolonged and in terms of suf
fering relieved, have often been spec
tacular. 

As recently as 1950, for example, there 
were no satisfactory drugs for the relief 
of high blood pressure, a disorder that is 
currently thought to affect between 17 
and 21 million Americans. 

where one drug fails, another drug or 
combination of drugs is likely to suc
ceed. Only rarely does it prove impossi
ble to bring a rampaging blood pressure 
under control. 

Improved diagnostic techniques have 
·also been devised for identifying patients 
suffering from high blood pressure due 
to kidney disorders and other potentially 
curable diseases. Many of these patients 
can be cured or substantially improved 
by surgery. 

These advances in diagnosis and treat
ment have reduced death rates from 
high blood pressure by nearly 50 percent 
during the past 10 years. 

Rheumatic fever and rheumatic heart 
disease, once a scourge of children and 
young adults, have been decreasing 
steadily as a cause of death and disabil
ity. Most attacks of rheumatic fever can 
be prevented by prompt and vigorous 
treatment of strep infections with anti
biotics. Heart threatening recurrent at
tacks can often be prevented by provid
ing continuous antibiotic protection to 
susceptible persons. 

Hearts damaged by rheumatic fever 
may often be mended by modern surgi
cal techniques for restoring or replacing 
damaged heart valves. Today, using any 
of a variety of artificial valves or valve 
transplants, surgeons can replace one, 
two, or even three damaged valves in a 
single operation with excellent prospects 
of success. 

Equally impressive has been the prog
ress made during recent years in the 
relief of inborn heart defects. Modem 
heart-lung machines and other tech
niques for sustaining the patient during 
open-heart surgery allow the surgeon 
time to correct even complex or multiple 
abnormalities. As a result, operations 
have been devised for the cure or relief 
of most of the recognized types of con
genital heart disease. 

Atherosclerotic heart disease, and 
acute heart attacks resulting from this 
disease, remains our Nation's most im
portant health problem. 

Progress has been made, to be sure. 
Medical science has learned much about 
factors that increase susceptibility to 
coronary heart disease. The coronary 
prone patient can often be spotted early 
by the physician, who can recommend 
measures that, hopefully, may avert that 
first heart attack. 

For victims partially or completely 
disabled by the crushing chest pain of 
angina pectoris, new drugs provide 
longer lasting, more complete pain re
lief by reducing the work load of the 
heart. A recent development is an elec
tronic device that provides nearly in
stantaneous relief of chest pain in se
lected patients. 

New surgical techniques have been de
veloped for increasing the blood supply 
to the oxygen-starved hearts of angina 
patients. In many patients, improvement 
has been dramatic. Some, who were 
partially or completely disabled before 
surgery, have been enabled to return to 

Today, the physician has a variety of 
clinically proven drugs at his disposal. 
Not all are effective in every patient or 
against all forms of the disease. But 

work. Others have been enabled to re
sume activities that formerly would have 
brought on incapacitating chest pain. 

Recent developments are also steadily 
improving the patient's chances of re-

covery from acute heart attacks. In
tensive coronary care units, specially 
equipped and staffed for the closest 
clinical supervision of the coronary 
patient, are saving many lives that 
might otherwise have been lost to rapidly 
developing complications of the acute 
attack. 

Special monitoring equipment keeps 
continous watch on the patient's heart 
function and summons medical assist
ance at the first hint of trouble. New 
drugs and electrical techniques for 
normalizing an erratic heart beat effec
tive agents for restoring a falling blood 
pressure or improving the performance 
of a flagging heart can swiftly be em
ployed to avoid or cope with circulatory 
crises. 

The Heart Institute's new artificial 
heart-myocardial infarction program 
holds promise of further improvements 
in coronary care. In seeking increased 
medical knowledge of the acute illness 
itself and improved methods of diag
nosis and medical treatment while 
simultaneously working toward the de
velopment of heart assist devices to com
plement more conventional therapy, this 
program may bring about substantial re
ductions in death and disability in the 
future. 

Many of the advances I have cited 
have been made possible through the 
Federal investment in biomedical re
search. This investment, wisely man
aged by the National Heart Institute and 
other Institutes of NIH, has supported 
the studies of outstanding scientists and 
clinicians throughout the country. It has 
also supported the research of a com
paratively small but immensely talented 
group of scientists at Bethesda. The high 
esteem in which these men are held by 
the scientific community is evidenced 
both by the outstanding trainees that 
they attract to the NIH campus and also 
by the numerous awards bestowed on 
them by professional societies and related 
groups. And very recently, one member 
of the National Heart Institute scien
tific staff, Dr. Marshall Nirenberg, be
came the first Federal scientist to win 
a Nobel Prize. I very much doubt that he 
will be the last. 

During its first 20 years, the National 
Heart Institute has indeed accomplished 
much. And, while much remains to be 
done, I have no doubts that, during the 
next 20 years, the Institute will con
tinue to acquit itself as well-that it will 
attack the formidable problems that con
front it with no less vigor, imagination, 
and skill than it has already shown in 
the past. 

What the results of this effort will be, 
no man can now tell. But there are am
ple grounds for hope that, during the 
next 20 years, diseases of the heart and 
blood vessels will be largely eliminated 
as a cause of premature death, disability, 
and suffering among our people. 

Mr. Speaker, the 20th birthday of the 
National Heart Institute, its past ac
complishments, and its future prospects 
should be matters of considerable pride 
and great hope for all of us. For this 
reason, I propose that the transcript of 
the proceedings be entered into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 
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TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS: THE 20TH AN

NIVERSARY OF THE NATIONAL HEART INSTI• 
TUTE 

Secretary WILBUR J. CoHEN. We are here 
today to commemorate the 20th Anniversary 
of the National Heart Ins·titute. The National 
Heart Act was passed in June of 1948 during 
the Truman Administration. During these 20 
years the Institute has distinguished itself 
with a most impressive list of accomplish
ments. This, I believe, reflects great credit on 
those concerned with its establishment and 
with its growth to maturity during these past 
two decades. Many of these individuals are 
with us today, and I would like to introduce 
some Of them to you at this time. 

First, I would like to introduce one of the 
men who introduced the b111 which became 

. law in 1948---a. man who at that time led the 
effort to make the National Heart Institute a 
reality-my good friend, Congressman Pepper. 
I may be carrying coals to Newcastle, but I 
brought with me the first page of the b111 
(S. 2215) that Mr. Pepper, then a Senator, 
introduced on February 25, 1948 and which 
subsequently became law. I would like to 
present this and a copy of the act to him 
today in commemoration of this 20th Anni
versary. 

I would also like to introduce the man 
who, over these many years, has led the fight 
both in legislation and appropriations, not 
only for NHI but also for NIB and for many 
other important activities in the field of 
health. This man, who has made much of this 
possible, is retiring; but he leaves a great 
record: my friend, Senator Lister Hill. 

I would also like to introduce two others 
who have done so much to make all Of this 
work possible. First, Mrs. Mary Lasker. And 
someone who needs no introduction, Dr. 
Michael DeBakey. 

We have here in this room a glittering 
galaxy of stars: men and women who have 
done so much in this particular area. I'd like 
to introduce first a man to whom I have 
delegated all my responsibllity for adminis
tering the tremendous work in the field of 
health: Dr. Philip R. Lee, Assistant Secretary 
for Health and Scientific Affairs. 

Those of us connected with the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare are, 
of course, very proud of the remarkable group 
of men and women whose work has con
tributed to the progress we have been mak
ing, not only in the heart field, but in many 
other areas. We are delighted to have here 
one of the outstanding members of the Na
tional Institutes of Health scientific staff, 
Dr. Marshall W. Nirenberg and his wife. Dr. 
Nirenberg, as you know, is our first Nobel 
Prize winner. 

I'd like now to introduce the present Di
rector of NHI, Dr. Theodore Cooper. Dr. 
Cooper is the latest of a line of very distin
guished men who have previously served in 
this post. I'd like to introduce these former 
directors: Dr. James Watt; Dr. Ralph Knutti; 
Dr. William Stewart, former NHI director and 
current Surgeon General; and Dr. Donald 
Fredrickson. 

Under the National Heart Act of 1948, the 
Heart Institute is charged with the responsi
bility for conducting research into the 
causes, prevention, diagnosis, and treatment 
of diseases of the heart and circulation; 
fostering, supporting, and coordinating 
cardiovascular research and related activities 
by public and private agencies; providing 
training in matters relating to heart dis
eases; developing more effective methods of 
prevention, diagnosis, and treatment; and 
assisting the States and other agencies in the 
application of these methods. 

AP. this chart shows, cardiovascular dis
eases are responsible for 55% of all deaths 
in the U.S. each year. This, of course, is why 
the Institute is of such great importance. 
Accounting for more than half of these one 
million cardiovascular deaths was athero
sclerotic heart disease, which claimed 559,000 

American lives during 1966. Ranking second 
in importance was stroke, which claimed 
201,000 lives. Hypertension, a distant third, 
caused 67,000 deaths. The remaining 173,000 
deaths represent the combined total result
ing from congestive heart failure, rheumatic 
heart disease, congenital heart disease, and 
other cardiovascular disorders. 

This chart gives you some idea of the tre
mendous growth of the NHI during its 20-
year history. The chart begins here in 1950, 
the year the Institute received its first ap
propriation. During the next six years, 
growth was slow and the annual appropria
tions remained below-often well below
$25 million. Then, beginning about 1957-58, 
when Senator Hill and Congressman Fogarty 
became interested in seeing what could be 
done. one can see how the appropriations 
have increased steadily over the years. 

In 1963, when President Johnson took 
office, the budget of this Institute was about 
$108 million. By last year, it had climbed 
to more than $162 million, showing the 
tremendous growth that has occurred dur
ing this period of time. Most of this growth 
occurred in the area of research and training 
grants. 

During 1967, NHI allocated about $127 
million for research grants. Of this sum, 
$44 million was spent for research in athero
sclerosis. This included roughly $26 mi111on 
for research into the causes of this disease, 
$14 million for treatment, and $4 million 
for diagnosis. 

The $14 mi111on allotted for the study of 
hypertension included $8.6 mi111on for re
search on causation, $3.3 million for treat
ment, and $2.1 million for diagnosis. The 
emphasis here indicates the importance of 
discovering the causes of these diseases, still 
largely unexplained. 

At this point I'd like to introduce our 
distinguished Director of the National Insti
tutes of Health, Dr. Robert Q. Marston, who 
will describe to you some of the Institute's 
specific accomplishments during the past 
20 years. 

Dr. ROBERT Q. MARSTON. Thank you, Mr. 
Secretary, Ladies and Gentlemen. NIH is 
proud of the accomplishments of the Heart 
Institute over the last 20 years, but I think 
it is important to point out that the scientists 
at the Heart IllSltitute are a part of a much 
larger group of scientists who a.re dedi
cated to research toward curing and control
ling all diseases that threaten the health 
and well being of our citizens. Work in other 
fields has made major contributions to the 
Heart Institute's efforts; and, indeed, the 
Heart Institute's :findings have often had 
even greater applicability in other areas. 

We build upon the advances of the past, 
on the work of others, and on the fruits 
of the work of the people in the Heart 
Institute. 

In pointing out some of the highlights, 
one can look at the problem of heart disease 
due to infection. There has been a decrease 
over the last 20 years in rheumatic fever 
and rheumatic heart disease to almost half 
of what occurred in 1950. This has been 
due primarily to the prophylactic use of 
penicillin. 

Similarly, in 1950, syphUitic cardiovascular 
disease was a major problem. Today it is 
essentially ceasing to be a problem in this 
country. 

Hypertensive heart disease remains one of 
the major problems today; but one can see 
the dramatic progress since 1950, not only 
in the decrease in deaths of all ages, but 
particularly the decrease in deaths under 
the age of 65. Indeed, one sees a decrease in 
the death rate down into lower age groups. 
Surgical procedures for correcting certain 
kidney disorders have made contributions 
to the reduction of the problems with hyper
tensive heart disease, but the main contri
bution has been the development and appli
cation of effective blood pressure-lowering 

drugs. And we hope that in other areas of" 
heart disease, such as coronary heart disease,. 
it will be possible to find drugs, such as those
that have an effect on lowering blood lipid 
levels, which may prove to be equally effec-· 
tive. 

There have been very dramatic develop
ments in all areas of cardiovascular surgery. 
Indeed, one can say that, over the last 20 
years, this field has developed and has essen
tially been perfected. Here we see pictures of 
a child with tetralogy of Fallot, a major cause 
of "blue babies," before and after operation 
to correct the condition. Not only has cardiac 
surgery allowed the correction of a variety 
of congenital defects by allowing prolonged 
access to the heart itself, but it is also possi
ble to correct abnormalities, particularly 
stenotic lesions of the heart valves, due to 
acquired heart disease. In this chart we see 
the decrease in the size of the heart follow
ing the installation of an artificial heart 
valve to replace the mitral valve which had 
been damaged, probably by rheumatic fever. 

Engineers, in addition to working with sur
geons and physiologists on the development 
of heart-assist devices and even total re
placements for the heart, have also made 
major contributions in the development of 
artificial pacemakers. These can restore nor
mal heart rate and rhythm when degenera
tive diseases have destroyed or impaired the 
conduction processes that normally control 
the patient's heartbeat. Some 20,000 people 
at present have such devices implanted, and 
about 10,000 additional patients are having 
pacemakers inserted each year. 

In ad di ti on, artificial pacemakers and de
fibrillation devices, used transiently after 
acute heart attacks, are saving many lives 
formerly lost to arrhythmias and cardiac 
arrest. 

Another advance stemming from the com
bined efforts of engineers and physicians has 
been an electronic device for relieving pain 
from angina. Here is depicted the use of a 
carotid sinus stimulator, which allows the 
patient to push a button and get almost 
instantaneous relief from chest pain due to 
advanced coronary atherosclerosis. 

Now, Dr. Berliner, who is now Director 
of Laboratories and Clinics, NIB and who 
formerly headed the NHI Intramural Re
search Program will talk in greater detail 
about some of these and other advances 
made during the last 20 years in the cardio
vascular field. 

Dr. RoBERT W. BERLINER. Mr. Secretary and 
distinguished guests. 

Dr. Marston has pointed out the dramatic 
reduction in the number of deaths from 
hypertensive heart disease that has taken 
place in the last 20 years. And, as he pointed 
out, this is largely due to progressive im
provement in the management of high blood 
pressure through the application of new 
and better blood pressure-lowering drugs. 
In turn, the development of these drugs has 
been greatly facilitated by increased under
standing of the way the small blood vessels 
that regulate blood pressure are controlled 
through the operation of the sympathetic 
nervous system. 

A great deal has been learned about the 
ways in which messages are transmitted from 
one element of this system of nerves to an
other by the release of chemical substances 
that carry the messages. These chemicals are 
released, not only at the nerve endings in 
heart and blood vessels, but also in the brain 
centers from which the impulses arise. 

Scientists working in NHI and other in
tramural labs in Bethesda have made a 
major contribution to our understanding of 
the processes whereby these chemical mes
sengers are formed and stored in brain and 
nerve tissues and also the ways in which 
their storage, release, and action are effected 
by drugs. Indeed, it ls by altering the manu
facture, storage, release, or action of these 
chemical messengers that the drugs which 
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are useful against hypertension produce 
their effects. For his contribution to our 
knowledge in this field, Dr. Bernard B. Bro
die, Chief of the Heart Institute's Labora· 
tory of Chemical Pharmacology, last year 
received the Lasker Award. 

However, an outgrowth of Dr. Brodie's work 
illustrates the point that we can never be 
sure where or how some piece of basic scien
tific work will turn out to have practical ap
plication. This work now appears to have 
made important contributions to a most 
promising development in a disorder far re
moved from hypertensive heart disease: a 
new treatment for Parkinson's disease, com
monly known as "shaking palsy." 

It has been found that dramatic improve
ment can be produced in many people with 
this disease by the administration of a sub
stance called Ir-DOPA. Ir-DOPA is a precursor 
of one of the chemical transmitters in the 
central nervous system. That is, when 
Ir-DOPA is acted upon by certain enzymes in 
the central nervous system, it is converted 
to one of the chemical transmitters. This 
particular transmitter has been found to be 
deficient in Parkinson's disease. The work in 
Dr. Brodie's Laboratory had helped to focus 
attention on the concentration of such trans
mitters in the central nervous system, so 
that the deficiency in Parkinson's disease was 
discovered. In addition, his work showed that 
the transmitters themselves cannot enter the 
nervous system. To raise the concentration 
of the transmitters, one must administer its 
precursor-in ·this case, Ir-DOPA-which does 
enter the central nervous system where it is 
converted to the active substance. Thus, this 
basic work on the physiology and pharma
cology of the sympathetic nervous system has 
had an unexpected payoff in what promises to 
be a remarkably effective treatment for a dis
ease that is thought to affect more than a 
million Americans. 

Dr. Marston showed an X-ray demonstrat
ing an artificial heart valve that had been 
used to replace a diseased one. These valves, 
although they usually bring about marked 
clinical improvemtmt, have been plagued 
with problems owing to the formation of 
blood clots on the foreign metal surfaces. A 
modification developed in the Heart Institute 
has remarkably reduced this difficulty. The 
solution was suggested by the results ob
tained when loose-weave plastic fabrics were 
used to replace segments of diseased blood 
vessels, a procedure that Dr. DeBakey has 
pioneered. Such replacements become lined 
by the ingrowth of body tissue so that, in a 
relatively short time, there is no longer an 
interface of blood with foreign material and 
clotting is no longer a problem. The solu
tion to the valve clotting problem then was 
to cover the fixed metal part with woven 
plastic cloth. This covering encouraged the 
ingrowth of tissue, so that the blood no 
longer made contact with a foreign surface. 
Continued administration of anticoagulants 
to prevent blood clotting is no longer neces
sary and the clotting problem is almost 
elminated. 

Finally, I would like to describe another 
use of the cardiac pacemaker. This applica
tion originated in the Heart Institute and, 
although it is still in the experimental stage, 
has provided interesting and promising re
sults. This is the use of an electronic device 
to relieve angina pectoris: that is, the chest 
pain that occurs upon exertion or excite
ment in some patients with disease of the 
coronary arteries. 

It is known that this pain comes on when 
parts of the heart muscle do not receive 
enough oxygen to meet their requirements. 
The situation can be improved either by in
creasing the blood supply to the heart or 
by reducing its oxygen requirement. Since 
our means of increasing the cardiac blood 
supply are very limited, it seemed worth
while to direct attention to reducing the 
heart's demand for oxygen. 

Fortunately, in the Heart Institute labora
tories, extensive studies had been done to 
define the factors that determine the heart's 
need for oxygen. The most important of these 
had turned out to be, first, the pressures 
against which it is required to pump; second, 
the frequency with which the heart con
tracts, that is, the pulse rate; and third, the 
rapidity or force with which each contraction 
occurs. All of these--blood pressure, heart 
rate, and force of contraction-are controlled 
by the sympathetic nervous system. As a re
sult, we can reduce heart oxygen require
ments acutely by reducing the input through 
the sympathetic nervous system. 

This can be done by providing stimuli to 
a structure in the neck called a carotid sinus 
nerve. The sympathetic nervous system in
terprets these electric stimuli to mean that 
the blood pressure is too high. Subsequently, 
this nervous system tries to reduce the blood 
pressure by dilating the blood vessels, by 
slowing the heart, and by reducing its force 
of contraction. When it does, the oxygen 
requirements of the heart are very sharply 
reduced and the pain of angina is usually 
dramatically relieved. 

The picture that Dr. Marston previously 
referred to shows a man who has a carotid 
sinus stimulator. A transmitter, worn ex
ternally, beams radio frequency signals to a 
receiver implanted under the skin. From 
there the signals are carried via implanted 
wires to the carotid sinus nerve in the neck. 
When the patient feels the pain of angina., 
or when he's about to undertake some activ
ity that he knows from experience will pro
duce angina, he turns on his transmitter and 
his pain is relieved or obviate. Several pa
tients who had been completely incapaci
tated from angina. have been rehabilitated 
by the use of this device. 

I have tried to point out a few of the con
tributions of our intramural program to prac
tical results in the management of heart 
disease, emphasizing the way in which basic 
research has contributed, often in ways that 
could not have been anticipated by the 
worker at the time the work was done In 
this connection I would like to note again the 
presence of Dr. Nirenberg, whose work has 
provided a key that promises to open many 
doors to the future of biomedical research. 
Although we do not know yet where or 
when it will find practical application, we 
feel certain that it will; and, at that time, 
the Heart Institute will again note with pride 
that it was privileged to support and pro
vide a home for his work. Thank you. 

I would like to introduce Dr. Theodore 
Cooper, NHI Director, to tell us something 
about the future of research in cardiovas
cular disease. 

Dr. THEODORE COOPER. Thank you, Dr. Ber
liner. 

Mr. Secretary, Ladies, and Gentlemen. 
In a sense, commenting on the future 

challenges confronting the Heart Institute is 
tantamount to reporting in some detail on 
our apparent failures, and in particular on 
our failure to stem the rising tide of coro
nary heart deaths in young men. As you can 
see from this chart, there is no doubt that 
the tide is still rising. Every year in the U.S. 
more than 123,000 young men-that is, men 
under 6&-<lie of this disease. 

Coronary heart disease is a complex disease 
which is likely to challenge us for some time 
to come. As an initial attack on this problem, 
we have some promising new treatments 
which we can apply to patients now suffering 
from coronary disease. In addition, we have 
been mounting an attack on the problem of 
sudden, pre-hospital deaths in adults, be
cause these constitute about half of all pa
tients who die from heart attacks. 

Moreover, we have gained some insight 
into what we call the risk factors which 
are associated with coronary heart disease. 
Much of the information on these risk fac
tors has been derived from a population 

study which the Institute has supported for 
the past 20 years at Framingham, Massa
chusetts. 

There are a number of these risk factors, 
but three are of special importance. These 
three are elevated blOod cholesterol, high 
blood pressure, and cigarettee smoking. And, 
a.I though we are not able to say at this time 
what the basic mechanisms are by which 
these factors act to produce a heart attack or 
coronary artery disease, the message here ts 
clear. Namely, that high blood cholesterol 
levels in combination with high blood pres
sure and cigarettee smoking increase the 
chance of having a heart attack more than 
five-fold. 

We use a score of 100 to designate the 
average risk of having a heart attack. An 
individual who has none of these risk fac
tors-that ls, he had normal blood pressure, 
normal blood cholesterol, and ls a non
smoker-would be rated at 68; thus his risk 
of a heart attack is less than average. How
ever, if he has all three risk factors working 
against him-elevated cholesterol, elevated 
blood pressure, and the cigarette habit--his 
score would be 535; hence his chances of 
having a heart attack are more than 5 times 
the average risk. 

What we do not know, and what we plan 
to concentrate upon in our research efforts 
during the next decade, is how to prevent 
heart attacks. And to do this, we must know 
what the causes are and how these often
lethal lesions are produced. Some of these 
problems can be attacked now. As you heard 
previously, the skills and knowledge of many 
new disciplines, like engineering, are becom
ing increasingly available to medical science. 
By working together and pooling new Ideas, 
resources, and techniques, I feel sure that, 
in the next 20 years, we will find some of the 
causes of coronary disease and also of con
genital heart disease, high blood pressure, 
and chronic lung diseases, all of which now 
take so many lives prematurely. 

Hand in hand with this, of course, we must 
continue our efforts to improve the treat
ment now available for people who suffer 
from heart attacks. This we plan to do and 
this we are doing. For example, the Institute 
is .attacking the underlying scientific prob
lems associated with heart transplantation. 
And the Institute also has an active, coor
dinated program of artificial heart develop
ment. Actually, temporary mechanical asslst
devices have already been used successfully 
in a few centers. In addition, we are develop
ing, testing, and Improving monitoring sys
tems and new drugs for the treatment of 
the disorders of heart rhythm, which are so 
often the cause of death for people who suf
fer from a wide variety of heart diseases. 

Let me re-emphasize that treatment really 
never equals prevention. Treatment and pre
vention both contain many difficult prob
lems; but with the continued support of the 
Congress and the public, Mr. Secretary, I a.m 
optimistic that substantial progress can be 
made toward the solution of these problems. 

Secretary COHEN. Thank you, Dr. Cooper. 
I'd like to introduce at this time, two dis

tinguished men that I did not introduce 
originally: they are Dr. Leonard Scheele, 
former Surgeon General, and Dr. Luther 
Terry, former Surgeon General. 

And now, since we have a minute or two, 
Dr. Cooper, why don't you tell us what's In 
the six exhibits here. 

Dr. COOPER. Here we have a left-ventricu
lar bypass pump which was developed by a 
team of scientists under the direction of Dr. 
DeBakey. It was one of the devices I men
tioned which has had successful clinical 
application under his sponsorship at the 
Methodist Hospital, Houston, Texas. This is 
an air-driven device which supports the 
pumping function of the main ventricle of 
the heart that pumps blOod into general 
body circulation. It takes up blood from the 
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left receiving chamber (atrium) of the 
heart and pumps it into the aorta. The pump 
can assume any part or, if necessary, all the 
circulatory duties of the left ventricle, which 
pumps whatever blood remains after the 
device has taken its share. The pump itself 
is mounted outside the body and can be 
removed when the patient's heart no longer 
requires pumping assistance. 

Here is a cardiac pacemaker of the type 
developed by Chardack and Greatbatch: 
pioneers in the application of engineering 
technology to diseases in which the con
duction system of the heart is so interrupted 
as to prevent or impair effective, coordinated 
contraction of the heart's pumping cham
bers. ike most modern pacemakers, it is 
completely implantable and is powered by 
long-life mercury batteries that require re
placement only every 2-3 years. The unit 
may be implanted under the skin of the ab
domen and the pacing stimuli conveyed to 
the heart by wire electrodes implanted in 
the heart muscle via an incision through 
the chest wall. Or, alternatively, the pace
maker may be implanted in a skin pouch 
beneath the patient's armpit and the pacing 
electrodes run into the heart via the jugular 
vien. The rate at which the device will pace 
the heart is set by the surgeon at the time 
of implantation, but can be changed later 1f 
this proves desirable or necessary. 

Here we have a mount of the Starr
Edwards valve. Currently, this is the valve 
most widely used in cardiac surgical circles 
for the treatment of acquired valvular dis
ease, usually of rheumatic origin. It has had 
several improvements over the past years. 
One improvement was to cover the metal 
struts of the cage with a loose-weave fabric, 
which encourages tissue ingrowth and re
duces the threat of clot formation. Another 
was the use of a lightweight metal (Stellite) 
ball instead of the smcone ball used in 
earlier models. The silicone ball tended to 
erode under prolonged exposure to blood 
flowing through the valve, eventually caus
ing the valve to become incompetent in some 
patients. 

On the far right is a device which is called 
an intra-aortic balloon pump. It is based on 
a simple concept, but appears very promising 
as a mechanical support to assist the pump
ing function of a depressed heart. This par
ticular one ls called the Kantrowitz-Avco 
pump, developed in Boston, or the environs 
of Boston. The balloon surrounds the end of 
a cardiac catheter, which is introduced into 
the aorta (the main artery carrying blood 
from the heart) via the femoral artery of 
the leg. The balloon, inflated as the heart 
refills between pumping strokes, helps raise 
blood pressure in the systemic circulation. 
Deflated as the heart contracts, it reduces 
the pressure the heart must work against in 
expelling blood, thus reducing the cardiac 
workload. 

In addition, we have here some other ex
perimental devices under development both 
at the Institute and by contractors for the 
Institute. Now over here, we have a Kolobow
Bowman assist device, developed in the Lab
oratory of Technical Development at the 
National Heart Institute. Dr. Bowman-I see 
he's in the audience today-is director of 
that team. The device has a rigid outer shell 
and an elastic inner jacket fitted around the 
pumping chambers of the heart. Suction, ap
plied to the outer shell, causes the elastic 
jacket to expand outward from the ventri
cles, allowing them to fill. When suction is 
released, the "elastic recoil" of the jacket 
causes it to squeeze down on the contracting 
ventricles, aiding them in ejecting blood. 

Another device here is the spiral coil arti
ficial lung which was also developed by 
Kolobov, of the NHI Laboratory of Techni
cal Development. This device features a 
membranous envelope wound loosely around 
a central core in the rigid outer housing. 
BloOd entering the lung flows across the out-

side surface of the envelope while a stream 
of oxygen is pulled through the envelope by 
the application of suction. Oxygen diffuses 
across the membrane to the blood; and car
bon dioxide, diffusing into the envelope from 
the blood, is subsequently flushed from the 
envelope by the oxygen stream. 

This membrane oxygenator appears very 
promising for use during acute respiratory 
crisis and possibly after open-heart surgery 
or during the acute phase of a heart attack, 
when low blood pressure or other serious 
heart catastrophes may reduce the capability 
of the cardiopulmonary system to oxygenate 
the blood adequately. 

On the main exhibit we have some addi
tional devices which are of interest in the 
field of cardiac replacement. And as you 
know, the whole field of cardiac replacement 
received a great impetus during the past 
year by the amazing success that surgeons 
and scientists have experienced with cardiac 
transplantation. There is always going to be 
a discrepancy between the potential number 
of patients needing heart replacement and 
the number of potential donors. Thus, area
sonable complement to the problem of car
diac replacement is the development of arti
ficial hearts. In this exhibit we have ex
amples of some prototypes of total cardiac 
replacements designed to do the same thing 
that a transplanted heart accomplishes now. 
At present, none of these are anywhere 
nearly ready for clinical application, but 
they illustrate several interesting approaches 
to the fundamental problem of artificial 
heart development. 

Dr. W111em Kolff, the developer of the first 
artificial kidney, is also active in the field of 
artificial heart development. This is a model 
of a heart replacement developed by his team 
Of scientists when he was at the Cleveland 
Clinic. He is now at the University Of Utah 
where he is continuing his work. His device is 
closely analogous to the human heart, in 
that it has two receiving chambers and two 
pumping chambers. It has necessary conduits 
to receive "used" blood returning to the 
heart from the systemic circulation, pump 
it to the lungs for oxygenation, then return 
it to the left side of the heart. The pumping 
chamber on the left side then pumps the 
blood into the systemic circulation to 
nourish the organs and tissues of the body. 

This device, like most blood pumps of con
temporary design, is powered by compressed 
air. It has been used successfully in experi
mental animals of large size for about a day 
or so. 

The major problem here, and, indeed, with 
all devices developed thus far, resides in the 
problem of obtaining a suitable material that 
is compatible with blood and body tissues. 
The Heart Institute has a major program 
segment devoted to attempting to under
stand better why so-called inert, non-toxic 
materials promote blood clotting and de
nature proteins and other blood constituents. 
Once this problem Of materials is solved, 1 
would predict that there will be an accelera
tion of development in the artificial heart 
field. 

Much of what I said concerning the Kolff 
heart can be applied to the Woodward total 
heart replacement demonstrated by this ex
hibit. It is another mechanical analogy of 
the normal heart. 

On the far right, we have another model of 
the DeBa.key left ventricular bypass device, 
which I described earlier. 

A different approach to cardiac pumping 
assistance is exemplified by the auxiliary 
ventricle designed by Dr. Adrian Kantrowitz. 
It works in series with the weakened ventri
cle. The device is installed across the aortic 
arch. It receives blood pumped into the aorta 
by the natural left ventricle. Then, while the 
ventricle refills, the pump gives the blood an 
extra "boost" to provide adequate blood pres
sure and to improve bloodfiow throughout 
the body. 

Again, with all these devices, the major 
scientific problem that we face for further 
development and improvement is the prob
lem of finding a material that does not make 
blood cot, which does not destroy blood cells, 
and which does not denature the proteins in 
the blood. 

Secretary COHEN. Mr. President, we've been 
reviewing here today the 20 year history of 
the accomplishments of the NHI. The bill 
leading to its establishment was sponsored 
by Senator Pepper, and was signed into law 
by President Truman in 1948. We've gone 
over the record of accomplishments. On this 
chart over here, you can see the increase in 
appropriations during recent years. When 
you took office, the budget for the National 
Heart Institute was $108 m1111on. In this last 
year, it was $162 mill1on. We have put to
gether, as a record of today's review, a book 
of the charts which are presented here and 
the story of the Institute. We would like to 
present it to you in commemoration of this 
20th anniversary. 

President JOHNSON. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Secretary. 

Senator H111, and distinguished Congress
man Pepper, distinguished members of Con
gress, honored guests, all. This is one birth
day party I am very glad to attend. All of 
you in this room-Congressmen, Federal offi
cials, doctors, and medical researchers-have 
contributed a great deal in the struggle 
against heart disease. I am particularly happy 
(to see that) Dr. Robert Hall, a distinguished 
cardiologist who looks after General Eisen
hower, is a guest here this morning. I don't 
know whether I should make this personal 
reference or not, but I've been forced to pay 
the Federal Government several hundred 
thousand dollars in taxes since Dr. Willis 
Hurst saved my life when I had a heart at
tack, and I'm happy President Eisenhower 
is going to continue to pay taxes after many, 
many attacks. I think this is largely due to 
the great advances that you good people in 
this room have forced us politicians to take, 
as well as to the work that the National Heart 
Institute is doing. 

There's one person that can't be here today 
that I wish could be. If he were here, he 
would certainly be justified in occupying the 
seat of honor. That person is Harry Truman. 
President Truman believed that the health 
of the people of this country should be his 
foremost concern, and it was during the days 
of his presidency. Those of us who share this 
belief often seem to regard it as a fact that 
was revealed in the Book of Genesis. But it 
isn't, and it wasn't, and building the Federal 
role in heal th and medical research, as Lister 
Hill and Claude Pepper know, is long and 
hard and sometimes bitter. But thanks to all 
of you today, there is a strong support in 
this country for the NIH from political lead
ers, from researchers, and, most important, 
from the people of this country. And all the 
people not supporting it will be supporting it 
if you'll give their names and addresses to 
Mrs. Lasker. (Laughter) 

In the 20 years since this Institute was 
founded, we have amassed more knowledge 
about the heart and a.bout its diseases than 
mankind gained in all the previous history. 
We've reduced the death rate from high blood 
pressure by nearly 50 % in the la.st 10 years. 
We've developed new surgical techniques. (We 
have some of the distinguished surgeons with 
us here this morning, I'm glad to say.) We've 
developed heart-lung machines, we've devel
oped open-heart surgery, and we've made 
many other breakthroughs. Intensive heart 
care units are today saving hundreds of lives, 
and everyone they save becomes a taxpayer 
and remains a taxpayer. And that we must 
not lose, because this investment pays off. 
Many of these advances would never have 
been achieved at all except for the Federal 
investment in health ca.re and biomedical 
research which was brought about under th

0

e 
leadership of you people, and particularly 
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Senator H111 and Congressman Pepper, and 
others. 

We have come a long way, but I know 
there's not a person in the room or at the 
Heart Institute, or a medical faculty any
where who feels that we've come nearly far 
enough. A family of diseases that still mur

ders more than a million citizens a year can-
not be said to be ready for a knock-out blow. 
High blood pressure kills 55,000 Americans 
every year. Twenty to 30,000 babies are born 
eaoh year with heart defects. Coronary heart 
disease kills more than 500,000 Americans 
every year and many die before the doctor 
ever gets there. 

Today, in this room, I think we should all 
pledge ourselves so that someday we can say 
to our grandchildren (I'm thinking in terms 
like that these days) that we met here in 
the East Room with the President and we 
started on the next 20 years. And in those 
years to come, I think we ought to expect 
that our accomplishments will be even more 
spectacular. So I want to send all of you 
away from here with a mission, with a charge, 
with a challenge. I would hope that each of 
you would be willing to be missionaries of 
progress in health legislation for the next 
20 years. I'm not talking about the past 
now; I'm talking about what's ahead of us. 
I wish we could make sure the path between 
the research laboratory and the congressional 
committee room is well worn. So stand before 
the American people and tell them what a 
good investment it is to spend a little money 
on thinning blood so that a man can live 
another 20 years and pay thousands of dol
lars in taxes every single year. Stand before 
the American people and argue for the funds 
that are essential if we're going to make this 
20 years better than the last. 

And if you do these things, I have no doubt 
that when we meet again, in the East room, 
God willing, 20 years from now, we will have 
an even happier birthday celebration. And on 
that day, I believe we can boast not only to 
have slowed down the killers (which you 
have-and at least a few presidents are evi
dence of that fact today), but we can brag 
that we have banished them; and that all 
of the fear, waste, and tragedy that went 
along with it is no longer with us. And if 
that happens, that will be my proudest mo
ment, because I have seen in my own life and 
in the lives of other dear people what you 
scientists can do if we will just give you a 
little of our concern and our care and our 
interest. I know what it is to watch the crisis 
days that I've gone through the last few 
weeks with President Eisenhower's illness. I 
have seen the great investment that we've 
made pay off in helping this man resist his 
problem. I know what it is to have your 
blood pressure go to zero--to go into shock. 
And I know it well enough that I would like 
to see the day come when that didn't hap
pen to anybody. And if It did happen to any
body, that you would have the Implements 
to get the same results that the good Lord, 
and Lady Bird, and Doctor Hurst, all work
ing together got back in 1955. some of you 
may agree It was a good result, and some of 
you may not. (Laughter.) 

PROHIBITION OF FEDERAL AID FOR 
RIOTING STUDENTS 

<Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
Congress last year passed laws against 
Federal aid for rioting college students. 
Those laws are not being enforced. 
. The New York Times recently reported 
that of 549 students arrested this school 
year for participf"llting in campus disord-

ers at embattled San Francisco State 
College, 122 were receiving Federal fi
nancial assistance. 

It is estimated that one of every six 
college students holds a scholarship, loan 
or grant from the Office of Education or 
a bank loan guaranteed by the Govern
ment. 

Congress made it quite clear last year 
that the American taxpayers had no in
tention of financing revolution and an
archy. Student protests that exceed legal 
limits must not be permitted. When law 
violations do occur, and the students ar
rested are receiving Federal scholarship 
assistance, that aid should be terminated. 

Just this week President Nixon issued 
a call for strong enforcement of law and 
order on the college campuses. He will 
be supparted by the vast majority of 
American people in this regard. He has 
the tools within his own executive agen
cies to combat the wave of lawlessness, 
and he should be strongly urged to en
force the laws passed by the the Congress 
last year. Every Federal agen.cy dispens
ing aid to colleges and universities should 
at once insist on full compliance with 
the law and a proper and peaceful at
mosphere on the campus. The minority 
of students who attend college only to 
disrupt the education of the majority 
should suffer the immediate loss of Fed
eral aid. Colleges and universities which 
refuse to take adequate measures to 
guarantee the safety of the students who 
do wish to continue their education in a 
lawful manner should be required to 
comply with the law without further de
lay. 

Congress adopted these new laws to 
give the executive branch the necessary 
tools to meet the campus crisis. We ex
pect every effort be made to enforce the 
law. 

DESIGNATING THE BIRTHDAY OF 
MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR., AS A 
LEGAL HOLIDAY 
(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise for 
the purpose of advising my colleagues 
that today I and 24 other Members of 
this House have introduced a bill that 
would make the birthday of the late Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr., January 15, a 
legal public holiday. I think that we need 
not spend too much time reviewing the 
life of one of America's greatest citizens, 
and certainly one of the Nation's most 
prominent figures in the few years that I 
have been privileged to serve in the 
House. 

I would hope that in addition to the 
nearly one-half million letters and peti
tions that have come in from across the 
country in suppart of the bill, that we 
as Members of this great body, will indi
cate our esteem and support of this great 
leader for peace, for nonviolence, for 
humanitarianism and for justice by des
ignating him the first black American 
to be honored in this way. 

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point 
in the RECORD two telegrams which I have 
receivr<i, together with a press release 

and list of the sponsors of this legisla
tion. 

ATLANTA, GA., 
February 25, 1969. 

Congressman JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
Rayburn Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We are truly pleased with the sincere ini
tiative taken by the co-sponsors and you to 
make the birthday of Dr. Martin Luther 
King, Jr., a national and legal holiday. Un
fortunately, overloaded schedule will not 
permit my presence at the press conference 
on the bill today. However, the SCLC has 
committed itself to make certain that the 
Nation supports this legislation and that the 
Congress responds positively to this mandate. 
Please see that we receive copies of this his
toric bill. 

RALPH DAVID ABERNATHY, 
President, SCLC. 

ATLANTA, GA., 
February 25, 1969. 

Congressman JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
Cannon House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Deeply regret that a prior commitment pre
vents me from being with you today. I sup
port you and the other distinguished Con
gressmen in your efforts to make January 15, 
Martin Luther King Jr.'s birthday, a national 
holiday. 

CORE'ITA SCOTT KING. 

CONYERS ANNOUNCES INTRODUCTION OF MAR
TIN LUTHER KING, JR., BmTHDAY HOLIDAY 
BILL; REV. A. D. KING PRESENT AS NEARLY 
ONE-HALF MILLION MESSAGES OF SUPPORT 
DISPLAYED 
Congressman John Conyers, Jr. (Dem

Michigan) today announced re-introduction, 
with 24 co-sponsors, of legislation to make 
the birthday of the Dr. Martin Luther King, 
Jr. a legal public holiday. Congressmen 
Conyers, Henry Reuss (Wis.), William Ryan 
(New York), George Brown (Calif.) and Ben
jamin Rosenthal (New York) were joined in 
a press conference by Rev. A. D. King. brother 
of the late Dr. King and Rev. Delaney, also 
of the Southern Christian Leadership Con
ference. The conference table was piled with 
nearly one-half million letters and petitions 
which have been received in support of the 
legislation. 

"We are overwhelmed at the number of 
persons who have written to us and various 
radio stations in support of the bill," said 
Conyers. "The impressive thing ls not 
just the amount of mail, but the fact that 
much of it has come from persons who, sel
dom, if ever, write to Congressmen. This 
obviously is an issue which has great mean
ing to millions of Americans, and we are 
delighted that so many have taken the time 
to make this simple, personal gesture in 
memory of the late Dr. King. I, and everyone 
else involved greatly appreciate these letters, 
and wish that it were possible for each to be 
answered individually." 

This bill was originally introduced during 
the tragic days following Dr. King's untimely 
death in Memphis last April. Conyers then 
re-introduced the b111 on the opening day of 
the 91st Congress. Several nationally known 
entertainers learned of the bill and made 
radio tapes which have been played across 
the country. "As a result of the efforts of 
Sammy Davis, Jr., Ruby Dee, Ossie Davis, Bill 
Cosby, Joe Williams, Diana Ross and the Su
premes, Diahann Carroll, Dick Gregory, and 
Nancy Wilson," said Conyers, "my oftice has 
been literally deluged with mall. I hope the 
sincerity and volume of this continuing sup
port has a very positive impact on the legis
lative process and we can look forward to 
observing the Martin Luther King, Jr. Birth
day Holiday next January 15th." 

Although she could not be present for the 
press conference, Mrs. Coretta King, widow 
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of the late Dr. King, sent a tape expressing 
her gratitude for the encouraging support for 
the holiday honoring her husband. In the 
tape, which will be sent to radio stations 
throughout the country, she urged that per
sons begin to contact their own Congressmen 
and Senators to indicate their interest in 
passage of the King Holiday Bill. 
SPONSORS OF THE MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR., 

BmTHDAY HOLmAY BILL 

Frank Annunzio, Illinois, Alphonso Bell, 
California, Jonathan Bingha.tn, New York, 
Richard Bolling, Missouri, John Brademas, 
Indiana, George Brown, California, Mrs. Shir
ley Chisholm, New York, Wllllam Clay, Mis
souri, John Conyers, Jr., Michigan, John Cul
ver, Iowa, Charles C. Diggs, Jr., Michigan, 
Don Edwards, California, Don Fraser, Min
nesota, Seymour Halpern, New York, Charles 
Joelson, New Jersey, Edward Koch, New 
York, Allard Lowenstein, New York, Abner 
Mikva, Illinois, Mrs. Patsy Mink, Hawaii, 
Richard Ottinger, New York, Ogden Reid, 
New York, Henry Reuss, Wisconsin, Benja
min Rosenthal, New York, Wllliam Ryan, 
New York, Louis Stokes, Ohio. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to join our distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. CON
YERS), in introducing a resolution to des
ignate the birthday of the late Reverend 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., January 15, 
as a Federal holiday. 

Martin Luther King, Jr., dedicated his 
life to securing equal justice for all 
Americans. The inspirational leadership 
he provided to the civil rights movement 
in both the South and the North helped 
make possible the enactment of the land
mark Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968, 
and the Voting Rights of 1965. Beyond 
that he eloquently articulated the need 
for America to commit itself to righting 
the abject misery which still character
izes the life of millions of poor Ameri
cans-black and white. His final great 
effort--the 1968 Poor People's Campaign 
-focused attention on the plight of mil
lions of Americans-who suffer from per
vasive poverty and the lack of an equal 
opportunity to share in America's abun
dance. 

Dr. King rejected the notion that hate, 
violence, and oppression are inevitable 
and instead, by appealing to America's 
conscience, tried to draw out our better 
instincts for justice and fair play. In his 
own lifetime he became a symbol of the 
struggle to make real the American ideals 
of equality and equal opportunity. In 
that effort he surely made a vital contri
bution to our national life. 

I was privileged to work with Dr. King 
on many occasions during the course of 
his career, and I never failed to be im
pressed by the magnitude of his commit
ment and the steadfastness of his cour
age. In an era of our national history 
marked by racial strife and intolerance, 
he was a man of all races; a leader who 
fought for dignity and an equal chance 
for black and white; a critic who never 
doubted that American society could be 
redeemed. 

I recall a visit with Dr. King in the 
summer of 1962 when he was jailed dur
ing the civil rights struggle in Albany, 
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Ga. In a basement cell of the Albany 
jail he told me of his goals and aspira
tions for a free America. I returned to 
the Congress and called for the immedi
ate adoption of legislation aimed at curb
ing the denial of rights which was then 
rampant in Albany, Ga., and insuring 
equal access to public accommodations. 
But the Congress did not adopt that leg
islation until 1964. 

I was with Dr. King again in Selma, 
Ala., when he was released from jail 
where he had been imprisoned for lead
ing demonstrations for the guarantees 
of voting rights. Again Martin Luther 
King, Jr., was the head of a movement 
that dramatized for the entire Nation 
outrageous denials of fundamental con
stitutional rights. And again his actions 
contributed to the adoption of corrective 
legislation, the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 
At the moment of his death he was mak
ing plans to lead another movement 
aimed at dramatizing the deplorable con
ditions which beset the ghetto areas of 
our cities and the deprived rural areas 
of our country. We will never know 
whether his leadership would have moved 
the Nation and Congress to action. But 
we do know that his tragic death left an 
emptiness and sadness in all of us. As a 
nation, we could ill afford the loss of a 
leader of Dr. King's compassion and 
dedication. 

Surely there can be no question of the 
magnitude of Martin Luther King's con
tribution to this country. The goals and 
aspirations which he championed are 
goals for which every American must 
continue to struggle until the dream he 
had of one America becomes a visible 
and substantive reality. The official .cele
bration of Dr. King's birthday would re
mind future generations of his great con
tribution and of the need to carry on his 
work. I urge the Congress to adopt 
promptly this resolution to make Martin 
Luther King's birthday a national holi
day. 

NOEL THOMAS DOWLING, HARLAND 
FISKE STONE PROFESSOR IDAERI
TUS OF CONSTITUTIONAL LAW 
<Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, Prof. Noel 
Thomas Dowling, an outstanding author
ity in the field of constitutional law 
and one of America's foremost educators, 
died at the age of 83 on February 11. 

Noel Thomas Dowling was Harland 
Fiske Stone professor emeritus of con
stitutional law at the Columbia Law 
School, and for 35 years, preceding his 
retirement from regular teaching duties, 
he was nationally recognized as one of 
the most influential scholars and teachers 
of the law. 

His record as a teacher, unusually 
broad, and his abilities were clearly the 
product of his vast experience, combined 
with giant intellect. 

A native of Ozark, Ala., he spent his 
undergraduate years at Vanderbilt Uni
versity before attending Columbia Uni
versity, where he received a master's 
degree in 1911, and a law degree from 

the Columbia Law School the following 
year. Entering the Army in World War 
I, he served as a major in the office of 
the Judge Advocate General, and as As
sociate Director of the War Risk Insur
ance Bureau, which later was renamed 
the Veterans' Administration. When the 
war ended, he assumed a place on the 
faculty of the University of Minnesota. 

About this time, the growing legal reP
utation of Noel Thomas Dowling at
tracted the attention of Harlan Fiske 
Stone, dean of the Columbia Law School, 
later to serve as Chief Justice of the 
United States. At Stone's urging, Pro
f essor Dowling accepted a position on the 
Columbia Law School faculty, in 1922, 
and in a short time was firmly established 
as one of the leading authorities on con
stitutional law. His advice was sought by 
Congress on numerous occasions, as well 
as by executive agencies, and many pri
vate companies of major significance. 
Among his many public services, Prof es
sor Dowling shared in establishing legis
lative drafting bureaus in both Houses of 
Congress and served as a frequent ad
viser to the Agricultural Adjustment Ad
ministration and the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

During World War II, Professor Dowl
ing served on the board apPointed by the 
Secretary of the Navy to review the or
ganization and practices of naval courts. 
In consequence of this, he later received 
the Distinguished Public Service Award 
"for exceptionally meritorious service to 
the Navy,'' the Navy's highest civilian 
honor. 

Professor Dowling was a frequent con
tributor to many legal periodicals and 
newspapers of note. His books on legal 
matters and procedure are numerous, 
and all are highly respected. 

In 1954, at the bicentennial celebra
tion of Columbia University, Professor 
Dowling was honored by the presenta
tion of the honorary degree of doctor of 
laws. The citation accompanying the 
honorary degree described him as: 

Expert in military law, advising our Navy 
on court procedures; called often, responding 
willingly, to public duty; as author, counsel
ing his profession in important publications; 
honored by many, but most by grateful stu
dents for lessons of integrity, scholarly in
dustry, and high professional competence. 

Mr. Speaker, as one of Professor 
Dowling's grateful students, I am deeply 
saddened by his passing. He belonged to 
a select group of legal scholars at Co
lumbia Law School who earned for that 
institution prestige and fame but, at least 
of equal importance, who knew how to 
teach and enjoyed teaching. Professor 
Dowling had a contagious enthusiasm for 
the law which stirred his students, and 
his deep commitment to the principles 
embedded in our Constitution inspired 
those who studied under him. 

His influence upon several generations 
of law students was profound, and his 
significant contribution to the develop
ment of our legal institutions will endure 
for generations to come. 

Prof. Noel Thomas Dowling shall be 
missed by everyone familiar with his 
work, and everyone familiar with his 
warm and generous spirit. I want to ex
tend my deepest sympathy to Mrs. 
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Dowling and his two daughters, Janet 
and Elizabeth. 

I include at this point in the RECORD 
the obituary which was published in the 
New York Times on February 13, 1969: 
NOEL T. DOWLING, LAW PROFESSOR, 83-Co

LUMBIA SCHOLAR Is DEAD--EXPERT ON CON

STITUTION 

Noel Thomas Dowling, Harlan Fiske Stone 
Professor Emeritus of Constitutional Law at 
Columbia University, died Tuesday in his 
home at 520 East 77th Street. He was 83 years 
old. 

Professor Dowling, who for 35 years was one 
of the nation's most influential scholars and 
teachers of constitutional law, was a native 
of Ozark, Ala., and the son of a circuit-riding 
Methodist minister. 

He graduated from Vanderbilt University 
in 1909 and received a master's degree from 
Columbia in 1911 and a law degree from the 
Columbia Law School the next year. In 1954, 
at its bicentennial celebration, Columbia 
conferred upon him the honorary degree of 
Doctor of Laws. 

The citation accompanying the honorary 
degree described him as "expert in military 
law, advising our Navy on court procedures; 
called often, responding willingly, to public 
duty; as author, counseling his profession in 
important publications; honored by many, 
but most by grateful students for lessons of 
integrity, scholarly industry and high profes
sional competence." 

STONE CALLED HIM TO COLUMBIA 

In World War I, Professor Dowling served 
as a major in the Judge Advocate General's 
Office and as associate director of the War 
Risk Insurance Bureau (now the Veterans' 
Administration). Afterwards, he taught law 
at the University of Minnesota. 

Harlan Fiske Stone, later to be Chief Jus
tice of the United States, was dean of the 
Columbia Law School and in 1922 was in
strumental in calling Professor Dowling to 
join his faculty. 

Among his many public services, Profes
sor Dowling shared in establishing legislative 
drafting bureaus in both Houses of Con
gress. Government agencies, such as the Agri
cultural Adjustment Administration and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, and private in
surance companies that he served as con
stitutional consultant sought his advice in 
developing and defending legislation. In 1937, 
he assisted the Attorney General of Alabama 
in litigation sustaining the constitutionality 
of the Social Security Act. 

During World War II, he served on a board 
appointed by the Secretary of the Navy to 
review organization and practices of naval 
courts. He received the Distinguished Public 
Service Award "for exceptional meritorious 
service to the Navy," the highest honor the 
Navy can bestow upon a civilian. 

BOOKS USED IN MANY SCHOOLS 

Professor Dowling was a contributor to 
legal periodicals and newspapers. His books 
include: "Cases on Constitutional Law," one 
of the most widely used law school tex,ts; 
"American Constitutional Law,'' with Richard 
A. Edwards, a casebook for political science 
courses, and books on conflict of laws, public 
utilities and legal method. With Joseph P . 
Chamberlain and Paul R . Hays, he wrote 
"The Judicial Function in Federal Adminis
trative Agencies." 

In 1941, Mayor Fiorello H . La Guardia 
named him chairman of a fact-finding board 
in a city bus strike. Within 24 hours, Pro
fessor Dowling reported resumption of transit 
service. 

He became professor emeritus in 1954 but 
continued to teach actively until 1958, and 
after that he continued his work as an 
adviser to the Legislative Drafting Research 
Fund at Columbia. 

Surviving are his widow, the former Eliza
beth Brown Molloy, and two daughters, Janet 
C. B. Dowling and Elizabeth M. Dowling. 

A funeral service will be held Saturday at 
2 P.M. at the Brick Presbyterian Church, Park 
Avenue and 91st Street. 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR URGENT HOUSING NEEDS 
(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I have today 
introduced an omnibus supplementary 
appropriation bill to fund fully several 
vital housing and urban development 
programs which did not receive the full 
amounts authorized by Congress for 
fiscal year 1969. This bill would appropri
ate an additional $100 million to the 
homeownership and rental housing pro
grams-sections 235 and 236-$35 million 
to the rent supplement program, $187.5 
million for model cities urban renewal, 
and $650 million for overall urban re
newal. An increase in funds in each of 
these programs to the level specified 
would bring the appropriation for each 
to the full amount authorized by Con
gress for fiscal year 1969. 

This bill is identical to H.R. 5562, 
which I introduced on January 30, and 
combines in one overall form individual 
bills which I have previously introduced 
in this Congress. Those bills are H.R. 
4305-which would appropriate $50 mil
lion to section 236-H.R. 4602-which 
would provide an additional $50 million 
to section 235-H.R. 3840-which would 
make $35 million more available for the 
rent supplement program-H.R. 4603-
which would provide $187.5 million for 
urban renewal in the model cities pro
gram; and H.R. 4604--which would in
crease appropriation for overall urban 
renewal programs by $650 million. 

I am joined today in introducing this 
bill by 29 other Members who are co
sponsoring this legislation. A list of the 
cosponsors is appended at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

There is no more urgent priority fac
ing Congress than the crisis of housing 
and jobs in our cities. With the passage 
of the 1968 Housing and Urban Develop
ment Act, Congress showed signs of rec
ognizing the true dimensions of this 
problem. But then Congress failed to ap
propriate the full amounts authorized for 
the rent supplement program, the sec
tion 235 homeownership and section 236 
rental assistance programs for lower in
come families, and model cities and 
urban renewal. If the goal of revitalizing 
our cities is to be realized, adequate fi
nancial resources must be committed to 
that task. 

The Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1968 proposed a goal over the next 
decade of the construction and rehabili
tation of 6 million housing units for low
and moderate-income families. That act 
states: 

The Congress finds that the supply of the 
Nation's housing is not increasing rapidly 
enough to meet the national housing goal, 
established in the Housing Act of 1949, of the 
realization as soon as feasible of the goal of a 

decent home and suitable living environment 
for every American family. The Congress re
affirms this national housing goal and de
termines that it can be substantially 
achieved within the next decade by the con
struction or rehabilitation of 26 million 
housing units; 6 million of these for low- and 
moderate-income families. 

The President's National Advisory 
Commission on Civil Disorders also rec
ommended the annual construction of 
600,000 units of low- and moderate-in
come housing. However, President John
son, in the first annual report of the 
Nation's housing goals, was forced to re
duce production goals for fiscal year 1969 
and fiscal year 1970 to take into account 
the fact that Congress did not appro
priate the full amount authorized for 
fiscal year 1969. 

Today housing conditions continue to 
grow worse. Some 7 .8 million families 
still cannot afiord to pay for decent, 
wholesome housing. Some public omcials 
have decided that shortages will have to 
be met by the private sector. But, as the 
December 1968 report of the President's 
Committee on Urban Housing points out, 
private enterprise alone cannot correct 
these housing deficiencies. That report 
states: 

We concluded that new and foreseeable 
technological breakthroughs in housing pro
duction will not by themselves bring decent 
shelter within economic reach of millions of 
house-poor families in the predictable 
future. To oridge the gap between the 
marketplace costs for standard housing and 
the price that lower-income families can 
afford to pay, appropriations of Federal sub
sidies are essential and must be substantially 
increased. 

The magnitude of the problem con
fronting us is clear. Yet, in the first year 
of the 10-year housing goal established 
by the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1968 production schedules have 
not been met. One reason for this lag 
is the failure of Congress to provide ade
quate funding for programs which could 
reduce the critical shortage in housing 
which today exists in our major urban 
areas. Therefore, I previously introduced 
five supplemental appropriation bills to 
insure that these programs will receive 
the full amounts authorized by Congress 
for fiscal year 1969. 

The omnibus bill which we are intro
ducing today combines the necessary 
supplementary appropriations in one 
package, so that the many citizens 
groups which are concerned with meet
ing our housing goals can readily iden
tify the legislation which would help to 
realize those goals. 

The National Committee for a Con
frontation With Congress, which was so 
instrumental in the adoption of the 
"jobs in housing" concept and the 10-
year goal of 6 million units of low- and 
moderate-income housing embodied in 
the Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1968, is particularly concerned about 
the importance of full funding. This 
knowledgeable grassroots organization 
will be mobilizing public opinion and 
rallying support for supplemental appro
priations in order to implement the 1968 
act. 

Let me discuss each of these amend
ments now in greater detail. 
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SECTION 236 

This bill proposes an additional appro
priation of $50 million for fiscal year 
1969 to carry out the low-income rental 
and cooperative housing programs ad
ministered under section 236 of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 
1968. The supplemental appropriation 
requested in my bill represents the dif
ference between the amount authorized 
for fiscal year 1969-$75 million-and 
the amount actually appropriated-$25 
million. 

Section 236 assistance benefits reduce 
the market interest rate--which includes 
principal, interest, and cost of insurance 
premium-to an amount commensurate 
with an interest rate of 1 percent. The 
tenant pays no more than 25 percent of 
his income. 

The 1968 Housing and Urban Develop
ment Act envisioned a total of 720,000 
units of housing to be funded over a 3-
year period. But, at the present $25 mil
lion level, only 33,000 to 40,000 units 
could be funded during the current fiscal 
year. If the section 236 program were 
funded at the full $75 million level, it 
could produce 99,000 to 120,000 units and 
enable us to keep pace with production 
goals. 

SECTION 235 

The President's National Advisory 
Commission on Civil Disorders called for 
a massive attack on slum housing and 
the establishment of an ownership sup
plemental program to open opportuni
ties for low-income families to become 
homeowners. Full funding of the section 
235 program would help to meet the need 
articulated by that Commission. 

This bill provides a supplemental ap
propriation for the section 235 home
ownership program. This program pro
vides subsidy payments based on the 
difference between 20 percent of the 
homeowner's monthly income and the 
monthly mortgage payment. 

The 3-year authorization for the sec
tion 235 program in the 1968 Housing 
and Urban Development Act proposed a 
production goal of 500,000 units during 
that period of time. But only 33,000 units 
can be funded at the current appropria
tion level of $25 million. My bill, by 
bringing the appropriation to the full $75 
million authorized, would allow 100,000 
units to be funded, again allowing us to 
keep pace with goals specified in the 
1969 act. 

RENT SUPPLEMENTS 
Each year the rent supplement pro

gram has been starved for funds, and 
each year it has required a prolonged 
struggle in Congress to retain the pro
gram. The administration's fiscal year 
1969 budget request for rent supplements 
was slashed by over 50 percent, from $65 
million to $30 million. This drastic re
duction has already produced adverse ef
fects on the operation of the program. 
Within the next month the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development's 
authority to enter into contracts for an
nual rent supplement programs will be 
completely exhausted. By increasing the 
appropriation for this program from $30 
million to $65 million-as this bill pro
poses--35 ,000 more units of housing 
could be financed during the current fis-

cal year. This also would enable us to 
reach the 10-year goal of 6 million hous
ing units for persons of low and moderate 
income. 

The rent supplement program is the 
private sector complement to the low
rent housing program. Under the pro
gram the Federal Government pays an 
amount equal to the difference between 
25 percent of the tenant's monthly in
come and the market rental cost. The 
aim of the program is to enable private 
enterprise to take a larger measure of 
responsibility in fulfilling our housing 
needs. But, as with other housing pro
grams, inadequate funding has resulted 
in the program having very little impact. 
If we are to gain more momentum in 
tackling the needs of low-income fam
ilies, then this program must be ade
quately funded. 

MODEL CITIES AND URBAN RENEWAL 
The final component of this omnibus 

supplementary appropriation bill would 
provide additional funds for the urban 
renewal program-in both the model city 
neighborhoods program and the overall 
urban renewal program. An additional 
$187,500,000 would be appropriated for 
model city neighborhoods for use in fiscal 
year 1969, and $650,000,000 in additional 
funds would be appropriated to the ur
ban renewal program provided for by 
the Independent Offices and Department 
of Housing and Urban Development Ap
propriations Act of 1968. In the latter 
case, the appropriation would be brought 
from $750 million to the full authoriza
tion of $1.4 billion. 

Presently there is a large backup of 
applications for urban renewal programs 
which must be funded if we are to rid 
our cities of the slums and meet the 
10-year national housing goals. 

Since one of the essential components 
of the model cities program is a substan
tial increase in the supply of standard 
housing of low and moderate cost as well 
as creating the maximum opportunities 
for employing the residents of the area 
in all phases of the program and en
larged opportunities for work and train
ing the appropriation to the model cities 
program will serve double duty by help
ing to create additional job opportu
nities for low- and moderate-income 
families as well as increasing the amount 
of decent housing that is so desperately 
needed. This kind of investment in the 
future--which through one allocation 
provides both jobs and housing-should 
be given top priority by Congress. 

It is the duty and responsibility of this 
Congress to insure that the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1968-unlike 
its predecessors-achieves the goals 
which were first outlined in the 1949 
Housing Act. Twenty years ago Congress 
promised to facilitate the realization as 
soon as feasible of the goal of a decent 
home and a suitable living environment 
for every American family. It is now 
time to fulfill that promise and liberate 
millions of long-suffering Americans 
from the blight of inadequate housing. 

The following Members of Congress 
have joined in cosponsoring this legis
lation: 

JOSEPH P. ADDABBO, of New York; 
FRANK J. BRASCO, of New York; 

George E. BROWN, of California; 
PHILLIP BURTON, of California; 
JOHN CONYERS, JR., of Michigan; 
EMILIO Q. DADDARIO, of Connecticut; 
DON EDWARDS, of California; 
LEONARD FARBSTEIN, of New York; 
DONALD M. FRASER, of Minnesota; 
JACOB H. GILBERT, of New York; 
HENRY GONZALEZ, of Texas; 
SEYMOUR HALPERN' of New York; 
HENRY HELSTOSKI, of New Jersey 
JAMES J. HOWARD, of New Jersey; 
EDWARD I. KOCH, of New York; 
ALLARD K. LOWENSTEIN, of New York; 
SPARK M. MATSUNAGA, Hawaii; 
ABNER J. MIKVA, of lliinois; 
THOMAS P. O'NEILL, of Massachusetts; 
RICHARD OTTINGER, of New York; 
CLAUDE PEPPER, of Florida; 
BERTRAM L. PODELL, of New York; 
HOWARD w. POLLOCK, of Alaska; 
ADAM CLAYTON POWELL, of New York; 
THOMAS M. REES, of California; 
OGDEN R. REID, of New York; 
BYRON G. RoGERS, of Colorado; 
BENJAMIN s. ROSENTHAL, of New York; 

and 
JAMES H. SCHEUER, of New York. 

REPRESENTATIVE HARSHA INTRO
DUCES A BILL TO INCREASE PER
SONAL INCOME TAX EXEMPTION 
TO $1,200 

<Mr. HARSHA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing a bill which would increase 
the personal income tax exemption to 
$1,200. This would include the exemp
tion for a spouse, for a dependent, and 
for old age and blindness. 

This doubling of the present exemption 
of $600 would be an overdue step in the 
necessary direction of equity and justice 
for the too-long-overburdened taxpayer. 

The present exemption was adopted in 
1948; obviously, it is no longer realistic. 
In the nearly 21 years since this exemp
tion was established, the cost of living 
paced by the cost of Government, has 
increased many times. This has resulted 
in an inflationary trend which has de
creased the value of the relatively few 
dollars which the wage earner has been 
permitted to retain after his taxes have 
been deducted. 

Actually, the increase to a $1,200 ex
emption would not match the rate by 
which the cost of living has increased 
and dollar value has decreased. It would, 
however, permit a major improvement 
in the taxpayer's position while posing 
no threat to the Government's Position. 
To adjust itself to the relatively small 
revenue reduction the Government 
would merely have to trim a bit of the 
more obvious fat from its economic mid
riff and, in so doing, become a bit more 
healthy. 

In other words, this would constitute 
a welcome move toward greater fiscal in
tegrity and a demonstration of better 
faith toward the taxpayer. 

I, for one, cannot subscribe to the 
theory that the way to fight the inftation 
which Government causes is to permit 
Government to siphon off a greater share 
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of the dollars which the Government ar
bitrarily decides it can spend a bit more 
wisely than the individuals who earn it. 

The results of last November demon
strated that I am not alone in that posi
tion. I would, therefore, suggest that the 
time has arrived when the Congress 
begin to give the people the fiscal justice 
which they deserve and demand. 

A doubling of the personal income tax 
exemption would be a very proper be
ginning. 

ON HONORING THE LA TE REVEREND 
MARTIN LUTHER KING 

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

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, although 
the tragic events of the spring of 1968 
have become a part of history, the deaths 
of Martin Luther King and Senator 
Robert Kennedy weigh heavily on the 
minds of every American. 

Early in this session, I received letters 
from the pwpils in a fifth-grade class at 
School No. 9 in the inner-city of Roch
ester, N.Y. 

Although young people of a ft·ee nation 
should not have to know grief and the 
anguish of a lost hero or loved one, these 
10- and 11-year-old youngsters feel 
deeply the scar of Martin Luther King's 
death on our Nation. As has been done 
with other great Americans, they would 
like to memorialize Dr. King and his 
thought and accomplishments by honor
ing his birthday. 

The thoughts of these youngsters, as 
recorded in letters to their Congressman, 
are worthy of the attention of our col
leagues and accordingly I have included 
them as follows: 

ROOM 104, ANDREW No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I think that 
Dr. Martin Luther King's birthday should be 
a holiday, but I don't want to stop going to 
school, Martin Luther King wants us to get 
an educa tion. 

Dr. King was a great man, who wanted us 
to live with the white men. He didn't want 
any fighting, all he wanted was peace before 
he died. And when he died he wanted to be 
carried, n ot in a hearse but in a wagon drawn 
by two mules. 

The way he died was brave. So keep us in 
school and let us get a good education and 
grow brave like Dr. King. 

Yours truly, 
JUDY WASHINGTON. 

ROOM 104, ANDREW No. 9, 
Rochest er, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I like him. 
He liked color people and white. He helped 
people when they had no money. Dr. Martin 
Lurther King was a famous Negro leader. Ile 
spoke lots of speeches to people. He went to 
church on every Sunday . He made many 
speeches trying to make peace. 

Yours truly, 
MICHAEL THOMAS. 

ROOM 104, ANDREW No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochest er, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: Martin Luther 
King was a very great m an and everyone 
loved him. He always said "I have a dream" 
that he wishes that he saw the little "Black 
and White" children walking to school to
gether. But someone had to go shoot him. 
He was nice to everyone and never did any
thing to hurt their feelings. He would always 

preach and say things that were right. He 
was such a great man and his name was 
famous, but anywhere you go you will hear 
his name. He was a very famous man and 
I think on his birthday we should stay home 
and or march like they did when he died. 

Sincerely yours, 
SHARON LATTA. 

ROOM 104, ANDREWS No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: Would you 
please try to do something about Martin 
Luther King's birthday. Martin Luther King 
was a great negro leader. He would have been 
a world known man if he had not have been 
killed. How many more leaders would have 
died for togetherness for their country. This 
day January 15, should be remembered by 
all. 

Yours truly, 
WILLIE TONEY. 

RooM 104, ANDREWS No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I think that 
we should have Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.'s 
Birthday saluted and children not go to 
school. I don't mean to stay home and play 
not just lay around in the house either. But 
mean something that will let people know 
the way we feel about him. And I think 
January 16th, 1969 should be a National 
Holiday for us and every one else to salute 
his birthday. 

I hope someone will stop this violence 
that's going on. I hope someone will stop 
violence. 

Hope is always in my mind. 
Yours very truly, 

CRYSTAL BROWN. 

RooM 104. ANDREWS No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I want to tell 
you why we like Martin Luther King. He was 
a famous man like George Washington and 
Columbus. So we think that January 15, 
should be a National Holiday. 

Yours truly, 
JEROME BROWN. 

ROOM 104, ANDREWS No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FRANK HORTON: Mr. 
Horton, Dr. Martin Luther King is a famous 
man throughout the world just as George 
Washington and Abraham Lincoln. So be
cause of this we should make his birthday a 
Nat ional Holiday. 

He was a spokesman of the people and he 
settled matters without a fight . 

We celebra te George Washington's and 
Abraham Lincoln's as a National Holiday and 
so we should celebrate his (Dr. Martin Luther 
King's) birthday the same way. 

Yours truly, 
FRANK SZABO. 

ROOM 104, ANDP..EWS No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester , N.Y., Januar y 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I like him 
cause he is a good man. Dr. Martin Luther 
King was a famous negro leader. He was a 
great man. He spoke lots of times. He went to 
Church every Sunday. His famous saying was, 
"to get something don't use violence." 

Yours truly, 
DONALD WYATT. 

ROOM 104, ANDREWS No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON : I really love 
Dr. Martin Luther K ing. My mother bought 
a pict ure that you can plug it up and it wlll 
light up. He is a great man. And do you know 
why I love him, because he did great deeds 
for our country. I think we suppose to have 
his birthday a national holiday, because ev
erybody liked him. If I would have catch 
that man who killed him I would have killed 

him to. I'm glad Mrs. Martin Luther King 
didn't marry another man like Jackie Ken
nedy did. She loved her husband. And I still 
think that we should make his birthday a 
national holiday. 

Yours truly, 
ELOISE. 

RoOM No. 104, ANDREWS, No. 9, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: January 15, 
should be a holiday because it's Martin Lu
ther King's birthday. I think it should be a 
holiday because he was a famous man like 
Benjerman Franklen and George Washington. 
I! some people have a problem he could 
sometimes help them with it. We Martin 
Luther King and if we help him he'll help 
us. When he's walking with the march he 
stops and makes a few speeches. 

Yours truly, 
RoNALD BROWN. 

RooM 104, ANDREWS No. 9 ScuooL, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I think that 
you should have Dr. Martin Luther Kings 
birthday a holiday. Can you tell me Why it 
is not a holiday. We have respect for Dr. 
Martin Luther Kings. 

He did not lake to fight or kill he want 
peace. for our country. He was a nice man. 
Be for he died he said he was free free at 
last. Dr. Martin Luther Kings mame his son 
after him and his mane was Martin Luther 
Kings' Jr. All the presidents went to Dr. 
Martin Kings Death. Dr. Martin Luther King 
was buried in Atlanta, Georgia. 

Yours truly, 
ANNETTE JACKSON. 

ROOM 104, ANDREWS, No. 9, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I think that 
you should have Dr. Martin Luther King 
birthday for a Holiday can you tell me why 
they did not have his birthday for a Holi
day? I do not know. Dr. Martin Luther should 
have a birthday for a Holiday. Do you think 
that Martin Luther King should have his 
birthday for a Holiday? I think you do not 
like Martin Luther King because You do not 
want to give him his birthday for a Holiday. 
And he was such a nice man and you do not 
like him. Can you write me and tell me why 
you do not have his birthday for a Holiday. 
Just send the lettle to No. 9 School to me. 
And say "Hello," to his family for me. Thank 
you. 

Your truly, 
SHERYL SLOAN. 

RooM 104, ANnuws No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester, N.Y. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I hope it can 
be possible to have Mr. King's birthday as 
a holiday, because he is a famous Negro man. 
He wasn't afraid of anything. It would be 
a good idea, but I know that Dr. Martin 
Luther King would want us to have good 
schooling. . . . I will pray for him every 
night. 

Yours tru ly, 
MERDELL. 

ROOM 104, ANDREWS No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I think that 
Martin Luther King was a good man, because 
he tried to help us every body. Martin Luther 
King was not an outsider. 

Dr. Martin Luther King went to church 
every Sunday. I like Martin Luther King 
because he tried to help us. I think that Jan
uary 15 should be a holiday because that 
is the birthday of Dr. Martin Luther King. 
Dr. Martin Luther King loved every body 
in the world. 

Dr. Martin Luther King died for us. 
Yours truly, 

KALEB WATSON. 
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ROOM 104, ANDREWS No. 9 SCHOOL, 

Rochester, N.Y. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: Dr. Martin 

L. K. was a great man, and he made great 
speeches. When he died, he was not riding 
in a funeral car, he was pulled by two mules. 
Before he died, he said, when I die I want 
to be pulled by two mules. I stayed up and 
watched his funeral. 

Yours truly, 
ATHENA CHATMAN. 

RooM 104, ANDREWS No. 9, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FRANK HORTON: I think 
that (Dr. Martin Luther Kings) birthday 
should be a national holiday because he was 
a Nobel peace prize winner whose life was 
notably lacking in peace. As an embattled 
young minister he once owned a gun but got 
rid of it because to him possessing the 
weapon symbolized not defence but only his 
own spiritual death. He was an advocate of 
brotherhood who was jailed repeatedly, 
kicked, spat on, stabbed nearly to death, and 
finally murdered. 

Yours truly, 
STEVEN DOTSON. 

ROOM 104, ANDREW SCHOOL No. 9, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I feel very bad 
about Mrs. King's husband. He was a very 
famous Negro, so I'm going to ask, Mr. Hor
ton, what he ls going to do about his birth
day, Jan 15. 

Yours truly, 
JAMES. 

ROOM 104, MARTIN LUTHER J. 
ANDERSON No. 9 SCHOOL, 

Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I think that 

he should be worshiped on his birthday and 
I think that we should not fight on his birth
day. 

Yours truly, 
GEORGE. 

RooM 104, ANDREWS No. 9 SCHOOL, 
Rochester, N.Y., January 16, 1969. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: I wish that 
on January 15th that it should be a national 
holiday. Because on that day is Doctor Martin 
Luther King's Birthday. Because he is a 
great man and he gave his life for the peace 
of America. He tried to make it a better 
America. He had a dream that he would 
make it a better place to live. And I am only 
one of a thousand people who want it to be a 
holiday in his memory. 

Yours truly, 
ROMAN WHITMORE, Jr. 

ROOM 104, ANDREWS SCHOOL No. 9, 
Rochester, N.Y. 

Congressman FRANK HORTON. 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HORTON: Enclosed are 
the thoughts and questions of my fifth grade 
class. 

These children are very sincere in what 
they have written to you. They know the 
Reverend Dr. King as the first real leader of 
their race. They are groping so hard for an 
identity with him that it would be unfair 
for you and I to let this pass unattended. 
Don't you think it ls our duty to make Janu-

• ary 15, a national holiday and to give these 
children the type of hero they can be proud 
of. 

I'm sure that it will be a very proud day 
for them when they receive your answers to 
their questions. 

Thank you. 
JEROME J. OCHS. 

Mr. Speaker, my reply in part to these 
young Americans, concerned about the 
loss of an outstanding leader, is as 
follows: 

Thank you very much for your letter about 
Martin Luther King. I, too, think that Dr. 
King was a great man and a great American. 

His goal was an America where men, 
women and children of all races have the 
opportunity to Uve and prosper together 
in friendship. His creed of non-violence and 
his work for the rights of his people won for 
Martin Luther King one of the highest 
honors the world can bestow, the Nobel Peace 
Prize. 

As time passes, and the greatness of Martin 
Luther King ls recognized by the test of 
history, his birthday, along with those of 
President John F. Kennedy, Senator Robert 
F. Kennedy, President Franklin Roosevelt, 
President Woodrow Wilson, President Abra
ham Lincoln and others, may one day be 
established as a National Holiday. Today, 
only the father of our country, George Wash
ington, is so honored. 

Because of your great pride in Dr. King, 
I have written a personal letter to President 
Richard Nixon, asking that he proclaim Jan
uary 15th of each year, Martin Luther King 
Day. 

I am very proud of you and your class
mates. By writing to your Congressman about 
a problem you are concerned with, you are 
learning to exercise your rights as a citizen 
of a democracy. 

Mr. Speaker, let there be no question 
that our young people do have compas
sion and understanding. Let us hope that 
they will never lose it. For on compas
sion and understanding, we can build a 
better and peaceful world. 

CONGRESSMAN HORTON SUBMITS 
LEGISLATION TO REDUCE THE 
SOCIAL SECURITY TAX ON SELF
EMPLOYED 
(Mr. HORTON asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous material.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, farmers 
and other small businessmen are pain
fully aware of the axiom "security does 
not come cheap." This is particularly 
true when applied to our social security 
laws as they affect the self-employed. 

Under newly enacted social security 
rates, a premium self-employment tax 
of 1 percent is scheduled for 1969 and 
1970. While employees will pay 4.4 per
cent, the self-employed person will pay 
5.4 percent of his income for social se
curity taxes. 

Last year basic social security costs 
took as much as $460.20 per person from 
the self-employed. Another $39 went for 
me di care. In addition, increases in both 
these programs are scheduled for the 
years ahead. 

By 1971, the self-employed will be pay
ing a combined employment-medicare 
tax of 7 Y2 percent on the first $7 ,800 of 
income. This means that the farmer, 
owner of a small business, or self-em
ployed person may have to pay up to 
$585 a year for themselves and up to 
$440.70 for each employee they may hire. 

It does not make sense to subsidize 
Federal programs designed to aid farm
ers and small businessmen while retain
ing laws on the social security books 
which penalize these same people with 
taxes at 150 percent of the rate paid by 
employees with the same income. 

I am introducing a bill today which 
would relieve self-employed persons from 
these excessive social security tax bur-

dens by scaling self-employment taxes 
down to the same rate that employees 
pay. The future tax rates would be ad
justed upward to correspond with the 
Social Security Amendmen~ of 1967. 

This legislation is primarily designed 
to aid the small or part-time farm.er and 
businessman who earns $7 ,800 or less a 
year. 

It is necessary, Mr. Speaker, because 
more and more self-employed are becom
ing disenchanted with the worries and 
demands of being their own boss. 

In a survey conducted last year by 
the National Federation of Independent 
Business, 78 percent of the 250,000 small 
business firms responding to the ques
tionnaire supported this bill, which I 
originally introduced in the 90th Con
gress. 

Surprisingly, the same survey also in
dicated that lower and lower aftertax 
earnings of the self-employed are making 
the salaried employee position more and 
more attractive for many self-employed. 
They reason the fewer headaches and 
less problems of the employed status are 
more desirable than fighting the battle of 
the self-employed. 

The National Federation of Independ
ent Business has strongly endorsed the 
concept and provisions of my bill. 

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that like-minded 
colleagues in the House who are con
cerned with the future of America's small 
businessmen will join with me in support 
of this measure. 

This Nation cannot afford to lose the 
initiative and creative genius of even one 
self-employed American who is forced 
to, or chooses to go out of business for 
himself because of inequitable and costly 
self-employment tax rates. 

Historically small business has kept 
our economy healthy, competitive and 
growing. Equitable social security tax 
laws will help small business to remain 
the backbone of the Nation. 

CONGRESSMAN HORTON INTRO
DUCES THE "AL SKINNER BILL" 
TO EXTEND SOCIAL SECURITY 
BENEFITS TO LOW-INCOME PER
SONS OVER 72 
(Mr. HORTON asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra
neous matter.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
most rewarding privileges of a Member 
of Congress is the privilege of translating 
the ideas of citizens directly into legisla
tive proposals. 

One of the most distinguished public 
servants I know, and one who is him
self a devoted public servant, is Sheriff 
Albert Skinner, of Monroe County, N.Y. 

In the 90th Congress Sheriff Skinner 
informed me of a serious problem that 
is faced by many aged citizens over 72 
years of age. These people find them
selves ineligible for $35 monthly payment 
which the 89th Congress authorized for 
persons over 72, because they are recipi
ents of State or local government pen
sion payments. 

Under the present provisions of section 
228 of the Social Security Act, benefits 
are reduced based on the amount of 
other government pensions, received by 
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the potential recipient, while some other 
forms of income are not oounted in the 
benefit reduction formula. 

Thus, many persons receiving very 
small amounts of government pension, 
say $1,000 or less per year, receive 
reduced social security payments, while 
others with substantially greater sources 
of n'Onpension income continue to re
ceive the full $35 per month. 

I have also reintroduced today legis
lation which would effectively remove the 
retirement test from social security pay
ments under title II of the act. Instead 
of the present earned income limitation, 
this bill substitutes a $7 ,000 per year 
limitation on income from all sources, 
thus removing the penalty unjustly 
placed on aged citizens who do not have 
large investment income to draw on dur
ing retirement. 

The bill which I propose today would 
seek to apply the same theory to section 
228 benefits. Instead of penalizing low
income recipients of Government pen
sions, my bill would reduce the over-72 
benefits only where the recipient has 
yearly income exceeding $2,500-$3,750 
for a couple. 

This would mean that persons whose 
Government pension income is inade
quate to provide a decent level of sup
port would be eligible for the full $35 
monthly payment. Those who have ade
quate income from nonpension sources 
would not receive the special over-72 
benefit, which is paid to persons who 
have little or no social security covered 
employment. 

Mr. Speaker, Al Skinner, although he 
serves the people of Monroe County as 
sheriff, is alert to their problems in many 
areas outside the realm of his law
enforcement duties. I should like to 
thank him publicly again this year for 
communicating this particular problem 
tome. 

I hope that my colleagues will give this 
bill the full and prompt consideration it 
deserves. 

CONGRESSMAN HORTON INTRO
DUCES A BILL TO SPEED SOCIAL 
SECURITY DISABILITY PAYMENTS 
(Mr. HORTON asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, in addi
tion to the other bills I introduced today 
to benefit the retired Social Security 
recipient living on a fixed income, I am 
also submitting a measure designed to 
speed disability payments to social 
security claimants. 

The 6-month waiting period after ap
plication now required by law requires 
too many seriously disabled persons to 
undergo unnecessary financial hardships. 

Generally those most in immediate. 
need of disability benefits are those suf
fering from readily identifiable dis
abilities such as blindness or loss of limb. 
The validity of these handicaps can 
usually be identified in only a few days 
or weeks. 

My bill directs the Social Security Ad
ministration to give immediate payment 
to any claimant who has been blinded, 

has lost a limb or is otherwise suffering 
from a disability which can be immedi
ately determined as one of protracted 
duration and seriousness. 

The 6-month waiting period now re
quired by law thwarts and frustrates the 
purpose of the program. The disability 
insurance program was established to 
provide incapacitated persons with suffi
cient sums of money to insure their well
being during periods of major crisis. 

This bill would eliminate needless suf
fering and financial hardship now en
dured by such claimants who have to 
foot the costs incurred during the first 
6 months of their disability. 

The Social Security Administration 
has already established an unofficial pro
cedure for processing hardship claims 
within 10 days of notice. They can handle 
1,400 such claims weekly. 

This procedure could easily be adapted 
to speed insurance disability relief to per
sons qua.Iif ying under the provisions of 
my bill. The incapacities qualifying under 
this legislation are certain to persist 
during the 12 months required for com
pensation under the act. 

CONGRESSMAN HORTON INTRO
DUCES LEGISLATION TO LIBERAL
IZE THE SOCIAL SECURITY RE
TffiEMENT TEST, PROVIDE SO
CIAL SECURITY STANDARDS-OF
LIVING INCREASES, AND IN
CREASE WIDOW'S AND WID
OWER'S BENEFITS 
<Mr. HORTON asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am vi
tally concerned with the role of the re
tired citizen in our economy today. 
Neglected and shoved aside after retire
ment, the older American is paying the 
cost of inadequate social security laws 
and feeling the pinch of an economy 
influx. 

More than any other segment of our 
society, the older American is the one 
hardest hit by inflation. 

To help make our social security laws 
more equitable, I am introducing three 
measures which are designed to pull the 
retired citizen back into the mainstream 
of American life by making his living 
more comfortable, and encouraging him 
to participate in the pursuits of our 
society. 

This Nation has programs in desperate 
need of skilled and experienced guidance. 
Yet, our social security laws discourage 
retirees from accepting new employment. 

We should encourage, not discourage, 
the participation of retired citizens in 
our economy. This Nation needs their 
talent, expertise, and leadership. 

One good way to tap the talents of the 
elderly in all pursuits of American society 
and economy is to substitute a rational 
income test for the present retirement 
earnings income test. 

The first bill I am introducing today 
would not allow a beneficiary's payments 
to be reduced unless the beneficiary's in
come was more than $5,960 a year. 

Income under the provisions of this bill 
would have the same meaning as it does 

for income tax purposes. Under present 
law, each beneficiary under age 72, with 
the exception of disabled workers and 
disabled children, can earn up to $1,680 
a year. If more than that amount is 
earned, a recipient's benefits are reduced 
by $1 for each $2 he earns between 
$1,680 and $2,880. When more than $2,880 
is earned, $1 is reduced for each $1 
earned. 

Any persons earning less than $140 a 
month gets paid benefits regardless. 

Mr. Speaker, it is easy to see this test 
is really a tax on earnings. Moreover, it 
applies only to income derived from work. 

When a person has a large income 
from non-work sources, he receives full 
Social Security benefits regardless of his 
outside income. 

In my bill, income has the same mean
ing as it does for income tax PUrPOSes. 
But, the amount of income is computed 
without regard to any exclusions, exemp
tions, off sets, reductions or deductions 
which might be applied for income tax 
PUrPOSes. 

Instead of penalizing our retired Social 
Security recipients, this legislation would 
encourage our older citizens to play a 
truly meaningful role in American society 
with dignity, security, and respect. 

Mr. Speaker, the burden our older 
Americans bear in an inflated econ
omy is shocking. Infiation cost our re
tired elderly a regressive tax of 4 per
cent last year alone. 

The second concept I am offering 
today provides an automatic standard
of-living increase in social security, 
old-age, survivors, and disability pay
ments whenever there is a 3-percent rise 
in the Consumer Price Index. I am also 
submitting a similar proposal for retired 
railroad workers which applies this for
mula to the Railroad Retirement Act of 
1937. 

This legislation would allow social 
security recipients and railroad retirees 
to receive a percentage increase in bene
fits which exceeds the rise in consumer 
prices by an amount based on the corre
sponding rise in real per capita income. 

This formula is designed to enable 
qualified recipients to share in produc
tivity and real income improvements 
made by the economy. While most re
tired workers over 65 do not currently 
contribute to improvements in national 
productivity, their past membership in 
the labor force entitles them to share 
partially in the strength of the econ
omy. 

A standard-of-living increase such as 
I have proposed in these bills would al
low beneficiaries to keep pace with in
flation. The real value of benefit dollars 
should remain at the level set by Con
gress in the initial legislation authoriz
ing these increases. 

In considering the needs of today's • 
widowed citizens, Mr. Speaker, I think it 
only equitable that social security re
cipients who are widows and widowers 
should receive the full benefits of their 
late spouse's pension. 

The third bill in my social security 
package increases widow's and widower's 
benefits from the present 82 percent to a 
full 100 percent of the late SPouse's pen
sion. 
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Depriving widows and widowers of the 
money a late spouse has contributed to 
the social security fund serves no mean
ingful purpose. It is a law without con
science. 

Economy measures enacted by Con
gress should not hit hardest those least 
able to bear the burdens of slowing down 
an overheated economy. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel our social security 
laws should enable and encourage re
cipients to play a truly meaningful role 
in the American way of life. They should 
not restrict, penalize, and deprive our 
social security recipients of the little they 
already have. 

PURDUE UNIVERSITY CELEBRAT
ING ITS CENTENNIAL 

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

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, Pur
due University-Indiana's land-grant 
university-is this year celebrating its 
centennial. 

The university is 16th in size among 
U.S. colleges and universities. Its enroll
ment on five campuses totals 36, 700 stu
dents in the fall of 1968. 

Purdue ranks first in the Nation in 
the number of BS degrees granted in 
engineering. 

It has the largest graduate enrollment 
in pharmacy in the country. 

It has ranked 13th or higher in Ph. D. 
degrees awarded in the United States 
since 1953. 

It has cooperative and technical aid 
programs in Argentina, Brazil, and Af
ghanistan, as well as worldwide research 
in sorghum production. 

It ranks ninth in the Nation in the 
number of doctorates awarded in biology, 
sixth in chemistry, fourth in engi
neering, third in agriculture, and first 
in pharmacy. 

It enrolls more students in science 
courses than any other American uni
versity. 

If the General Assembly of the State of 
Indiana had not established Purdue Uni
versity in May 1869, and this university 
had never existed, the economic and so
cial environment of the people of Indi
ana and of the Nation, as well, would be 
affected. Nearly 100,000 young men and 
women have graduated from Purdue 
University during its history. Had there 
never been a Purdue, there would be va
cant fields on the farmlands of Indiana, 
since 90 to 95 percent of all of the red 
wheat grown in Indiana traces its origin 
to varieties developed by Purdue; cattle 
feeders would not have the benefit of 
improved rations brought about by the 
development of Purdue Supplement A; 
housewives might still have to use their 
own recipes for cakes and other pastry 
mixes, for Purdue developed the first 
commercial cake mix in the research lab
oratories of the university; the entire 
country roadmarking system, so valuable 
to firemen, doctors, and others perform
ing emergency services, would be missing. 
This was a development of Purdue's engi
neering school. 

In sports, Purdue has excelled in its 

championship football and basketball 
teams and become . well-known for its 
contributions to intercollegiate com
petitions. The beginning of the Intercol
legiate Conference of Faculty Represent
atives, known widely as the "Big Ten," 
began in 1895 when Purdue President 
James Smart called a meeting of the 
presidents of seven Midwestern univer
sities to consider regulation and control 
of intercollegiate athletics. 

Purdue has also excelled in its musical 
organization: its "All American" march
ing band with its majorette corps, with 
350 members, believed to be the largest 
university band in the Nation, its concert 
and varsity bands, as well as its world
famous men's glee club. 

One of Purdue's greatest assets is its 
president, Dr. Frederick L. Hovde. A 
graduate of the University of Minnesota, 
a Rhodes scholar at Oxford University, 
and a past lecturer in chemistry, he has 
been president of Purdue University since 
1946. In addition, he has served on the 
National Defense Research Committee 
and as head or as member of numerous 
educational and scientific committees 
and task forces. He has received several 
awards recognizing his athletic, war, and 
educational achievements, and has been 
awarded honorary degrees by 18 colleges 
and universities. 

In the field of space, Purdue has made 
a significant and unique contribution to 
the Nation. She is known as the "Mother 
of Astronauts" and has given two of her 
finest sons in Virgil S. Grissom and Roger 
B. Chaffee to the search for knowledge 
beyond the stars. In addition, Neil Arm
strong, a 1955 Purdue graduate in aero
nautical engineering, was commander of 
Gemini VII and is commander of Apollo 
10, and may be the first human being to 
set foot on the trackless soil of the moon; 
and Eugene A. Cernan in Gemini IX 
added greatly to the U.S. store of space 
knowledge with a 2-hour space walk 
which, up to that time, has been a record. 

These facts amply illustrate that Pur
due University is not just another insti
tution of higher learning, but a univer
sity with a role and a mission to serve the 
people of Indiana and the Nation. 

As Purdue University looks forward to 
its second century of service to the Na
tion, we the members of the congres
sional Indiana delegation take this op
portunity to extend to Purdue University 
our very best wishes. 

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION 
ACT OF 1969 

<Mr. MIZE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, I speak today 
in support of the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1969, an act which I have 
cosponsored with many of our colleagues. 

This proposal strengthens the role of 
the legislative branch of the Federal 
Government, by providing for: 

First. More penetrating and effective 
congressional committee review of im
portant legislative business. 

Second. More comprehensive, thor
ough, and manageable control over the 
fiscal affairs of the Nation, through in-

c],"eased use of electronic data process
ing equipment, and modern management 
techniques. 

Third. A qualitative and quantitative 
improvement in the information avail
able to Members of Congress as a basis 
for important decisions which must be 
made by Congress alone. 

Fourth. Improvement of Congress as 
an institution, through the establish
ment of a permanent Joint Committee 
on Congressional Operations, the re
moval of postmasterships and rural mail 
carriers from the patronage system, ap
pointment to the service academies on a 
merit basis, and other measures appro
priate at this time. 

Fifth. Increased supervision of lobby
ing activities involving the work of the 
Congress, and the transfer of lobbying 
records and responsibility for their pu~ 
lication to the General Accounting Office. 

MEASURES TO RESTORE PUBLIC CONFIDENCE 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation represents 
a dramatic, yet cautious attempt to facil
itate professional competence on Capitol 
Hill, and promote professionalism in the 
discharge of the public duty. Further, 
this proposal, through its modest initia
tives, sets a course for the Congress 
which will lead to bolder initiatives, and 
ultimately to a restoration of public con
fidence in the Congress as a vital institu
tion. 

We have been told that these times are 
an "era of decline" for parliamentary 
democracy. Instant communications, the 
demands of society, the imponderable 
measure of sufficiency and proper em
ployment of the forces of national de
fense, and the seemingly unlimited ca
pacity of technology to achieve long
cherished goals in science and commerce, 
have all led to increased dependence on 
the executive branch of the Government 
for direction in human affairs. Congress, 
in contrast, has been viewed as cumber
some and inefficient. 

CONGRESS IS COEQUAL YET UNEQUAL 

The executive must never be permitted 
to retreat from the challenges of the 
times-everyone would agree to that. But 
the Congress, by the same token, should 
not be permitted to fail in its constitu
tional responsibility as a coequal branch 
of the Government of the United States. 
By failing to provide itself with the 
means to maintain the historic balance 
as an independent, coequal partner, the 
Congress has in effect fallen short of its 
constitutional duty. 

This failure is exemplified by a review 
of the most basic congressional preroga
tive: control of the Nation's fiscal af
fairs. The White House has at its com
mand the most modern management 
cost-control techniques, electronic data 
processing, and a host of other tools to 
aid in preparing the budget. The Con
gress, in whom is vested the responsibility 
of appropriation for the public welfare, 
has no comparable machinery for review 
of that same budget. 

We all know, Mr. Speaker, as a prac
tical matter, that the Federal budget is 
sufficiently complex to frustrate any in
dividual Member's systematic analysis. 
Members of Congress can only grasp at 
straws in their review of Presidential 
requests for funds. 
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Corpora..te executives could not man
age modern business without fully com
petent personnel for assistance and ad
vice, nor could they manage private 
enterprise without the aid of manage
ment technology. 

Coequal, yet unarmed, the Congress 
enters the contest each year at hopeless 
disadvantage. The President, his advis
ers, and the vast machinery of the exec
utive branch represent our competitors 
in determining the proper level and di
rection of Federal expenditure. Without 
stat! or equipment to advise realistic al
ternatives, and without the capacity to 
exercise fine-tuned management control, 
the Congress can only react with quill
and-ledger crudeness to the electronic 
data sophistication of the executive 
advocates. 

If it has not been in the national in
terest for the Federal budget to have 
doubled in the past 4 years-and I do not 
think that it has been-the Congress 
must bear the constitutional responsibil
ity for the increase. That the executive 
has advanced these requests with per
suasiveness is irrelevant. The simple fact 
is that the Congress has been incapable 
of responding to the requests of the ex
ecutive with well developed, constructive, 
convincing arguments in the alternative. 

Congress must bear full responsibility, 
as the Founding Fathers intended, for 
review and control of the spending poli
cies of the Federal Government. But the 
dominant influence of congressional 
opinion on the fiscal policies of the Na
tion has diminished because Congress 
has neglected to equip its Members with 
the proper administrative weapons for 
their tasks. 

Mr. Speaker, the Legislative Reorgani
zation Act of 1969 would provide the 
management tools Members must have. 
to do the job. 

CONGRESSIONAL vrrALITY MUST REFLECT NA-
TIONAL vrrALITY 

No doubt those Founding Fathers of 
imaginative mind and boundless spirit, 
such as Jetierson, Washington, and 
Franklin, who were scientists and en
gineers as well as statesmen, could fore
see the probability-at least-of the 
modern technological explosion. The vast 
western expanse of the land, the rest
less imagination and industry of the peo
ple, and the evident national desire to 
create an empire on the North Ameri
can Continent, could never be expected 
to become stagnant. 

One crucial institution adopted at the 
Constitutional Convention was the Con
gress. That body was to reflect the habits 
and ambitions of the people, and pro
vide a nat ional atmosphere of energy 
and commitment to just causes for all 
time. It was further to provide a check 
upon the executive branch, through 
elected representatives of the people. The 
Founding Fathers of this Nation no doubt 
believed that the people would never be 
disappointed in the Congress as an in
stitution, for the Congress was made con
tinuously responsible to the people. 

Today we cannot permit ourselves to 
frustrate that historic purpose through 
failure to adopt reforms which will fa
cilitate the reestablishment of our proper 
congressional role. 

Mr. Speaker, the essence of congres-

sional responsibility is fiscal control. To
day, we cannot adequately perform that 
task, and that is the most compelling 
case for adoption of the Legislative Re
organization Act of 1969. 

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM CAN INSPIRE THE 
NATION 

Many young men and women in this 
Nation and abroad are disillusioned. 
They feel the institutions upon which 
society is based cannot provide a forum 
for the debate of their most heartfelt 
views. 

Perhaps if Congress were to initiate 
substantive reform, and thus demon
strate that institutions can perfect them
selves from within, the lesson would not 
be lost upon the community at large. 
With evolution, not revolution, lies our 
best hope for meeting the challenges 
ahead. 

Those that truly love their country, 
and its cherished system of government, 
will surely applaud etiorts to perfect that 
system. Static government stagnates, and 
the restless energy of the people will not 
long tolerate such inaction. There are 
pressing problems to be resolved. 

REPRESENTATIVE SKUBITZ INTRO
DUCES LEGISLATION TO ELIMI
NATE HEALTH DANGERS TO COAL 
MINERS 
(Mr. SKUBITZ asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) · 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I am in
troducing a bill which, if enacted into 
law, would be a long step forward in the 
elimination of the health dangers to coal 
miners resulting from the inhalation of 
coal dust. 

Although there are no deep shafts in 
my congressional district today, there 
was a day when deep-shaft mining was 
a major industry in the southeast corner 
of my State of Kansas. I know the dan
gers that come when the coal dust level 
is too high-not only to health but also 
as a cause of mine explosions as well. 

My father was a miner, as were my 
grandfathers and six uncles. I. too, 
worked in the mines for a short time. 

We are deeply concerned with air pol
lution caused by the automobile and in
dustry in general. Our concern is en
hanced because it atfects us personally. 
Is it not time we think of the health of 
those who help produce the real wealth 
of this country? 

I do not say this bill is perfect. I do 
not know whether the standards of 3 
milligrams of respirable dust per cubic 
meter of air is too high or too low. 

One way to find out is to hold hearings 
on this measure and the other bills which 
have the same objective. 

The reason I introduce this bill is be
cause this whole matter must be brought 
out in the open and discussed. 

EARTHQUAKE STUDY BILL 
INTRODUCED 

<Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
his remarks and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker. 
last December, Dr. Donald F. Hornig, 
then Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology, released a very important 
report entitled "Proposal for a 10-Year 
National Earthquake Hazards Program
A Partnership of Science and the Com
munity." This report was prepared by an 
ad hoc interagency working group of the 
Federal Council for Science and Tech
nology under the chairmanship of Wil
liam T. Pecora, Director of the U.S. Geo
logical Survey. Other Federal agencies 
participating in the study were: The Na
tional Science Foundation, the Depart
ments of Commerce, Agriculture, De
fense, Housing and Urban Development, 
Transportation, and Interior; and the 
Atomic Energy Commission and Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration. 

The report recommended a 10-year 
program tcr-

Map in detail areas of the United 
States likely to be subjected to economi
cally significant earthquakes: 

Improve knowledge of geology to de
termine the instability of geological ma
terials under earthquake motion, and to 
predict earthquake intensity; 

Develop better criteria for site plan
ning and design of structures to mini
mize potential earthquake damage; 

Search for ways to predict significant 
earthquakes, in order to provide earth
quake risk warnings and permit emer
gency; measure to be taken; 

Determine whether it may be possible 
or useful to relieve subsurface stresses; 
and 

Analyze the socioeconomic aspects of 
earthquakes, including the physical, 
social and opportunity damages, the 
psychological aspects, and the costs of 
prevention measures. 

The report notes that "many moderate. 
a few severe and probably one great 
earthquake can be expected within the 
United States between now and the year 
2000." Losses from an earthquake like 
that which occurred in San Francisco in 
1906 would be $3 to $15 billion plus per
sonal injuries. 

Many areas in coastal California, in
cluding the area I represent in the First 
District, are subject to this hazard and 
other areas are not immune. The largest 
earthquake in U.S. history occurred in 
New Madrid, Mo., in 1811-12. If this 
earthquake were repeated today, it would 
strongly affect the cities of Memphis and 
St. Louis. The earthquake of November 
9, 1968, in southern Illinois shows this 
area is still active. Other destructive 
quakes have occurred in Charleston, S.C.; 
St. Lawrence Valley, Alaska; and Hawaii. 
Even the city of Philadelphia was shaken 
by a small earthquake in December 1968. 

The report points out that urban areas 
are growing in areas of earthquake risk. 
In California alone construction in 
earthquake prone areas is about $10 bil
lion per year and may reach $20 billion 
per year in 10 years. Potential dollar 
losses are thus accelerating rapidly. The 
entire cost of the recommended 10-year 
program could be offset by a reduction of 
a few percent of the loss a single great 
earthquake might bring a few years from 
now. 

The report's subtitle "A Partnership of 
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Science and the Community" empha
sizes the joint efforts needed to meet this 
national hazard. The report highlights 
areas where present knowledge is inade
quate to enable city planners, construc
tion engineers and designers of public 
utilities to take proper account of earth
quake risk. 

Dr. Hornig noted that potential losses 
from earthquake could nevertheless be 
reduced substantially through applica
tion of present information in earth
quake engineering and seismology. He 
ref erred to the Field Act in California as 
an example of that State's leadership in 
protecting its schoolchildren from this 
hazard by setting standards for earth
quake-resistant school construction. 

Dr. Hornig expressed his hope that re
search and use of existing knowledge to 
reduce earthquake losses would proceed 
simultaneously, and that the Federal 
Government would join with State and 
local governments to protect all Ameri
cans from this natural hazard to life and 
property. 

The legislation which I am introducing 
today would authorize the Secretary of 
the Army, acting through the Chief of 
Engineers, to undertake investigations on 
the effects of earthquakes and seismic 
sea waves, or tsunami, on engineering 
structures. This legislation implements 
one of the recommendations of this very 
important report-the development of 
better criteria for site p1'anning and 
design of structures to minimize poten
Ual earthquake damage. 

The need for such legislation has been 
amply demonstrated by the difficulties 
encountered in collecting adequate infor
mation on the great Alaskan earthquake 
of March 1964. At the direction of the 
President, the Office of Science and Tech
nology undertook to assemble a com
prehensive scientific and technical ac
count of that catastrophe. In this en
deavor it was assisted by the National 
Academy of Sciences, and the latter 
called upon the Corps of Engineers to 
undertake a broad program of data col
lection and analysis. The special and 
time-consuming arrangements that were 
required in this instance clearly revealed 
the need for legislation which will en
able some Fedeml agency, having a 
nationwide or ganization, to provide lead
ership and to take immediate action to 
collect engineering data when disastrous 
earthquakes occur. Moreover, the Alas
kan experience demonstrates, as have 
many previous seismic disturbances, that 
not enough is known about the effects of 
earthquakes or about designing engi
neering structures to withstand such 
effects. 

The Corps of Engineers not only has 
a nationwide organization-it has within 
that organization a wide range of 
technical talent, as well as much experi
ence in dealing with natural disasters. 
Moreover, in designing and constructing 
dams, shore protection works, seawalls, 
levees, buildings and other engineering 
works, the Corps of Engineers has a great 
need for better information on the ef
fects of earthquakes and seismic waves, 
and for imp rove d methods of designing 
structures to withstand the effects of 
these phenomena. 

Other Federal agencies, the States, ed-

ucational institutions, scientific founda
tions, private firms and individuals, can 
and will make important contributions 
to the attainment of the objectives of the 
proposed legislation. It is not my purpose 
for the Corps of Engineers to enter into 
competition with, or to obviate the need 
for, any of the activities now underway. 
Rather, the Corps of Engineers should 
seek to complement these activities by 
undertaking the studies necessary to 
overcome deficiencies in engineering data 
collection and should relate findings to 
structural design criteria. 

REPRESENTATIVE WYLIE COSPON
SORS RESOLUTION EXPRESSING 
SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT CUR
RENT CHILD, YOUTH, AND MILI
TARY REDUCED AIR FARES ARE 
CONSISTENT WITH THE FEDERAL 
AVIATION ACT OF 1958 

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

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
cosponsoring a resolution expressing the 
sense of Congress that current child, 
youth, and military reduced air fares are 
consistent with the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958. 

Up until last month, when a Civil Aero
nautics Board decision interpreted them 
as discriminatory, half fare tickets were 
an important factor in U.S. air travel. 
They allowed families to fly on their va
cations together, when it might otherwise 
have been monetarily impossible. They 
stimulated our youth to travel greater 
distances for better educational oppor
tunities. And most important, they gave 
the members of our armed services more 
time to be with their loved ones and less 
time in traveling when on leave. 

The cosponsors of this resolution, Mr. 
HUNT, Mr. LUKENS, Mr. ScHERLE, and I 
do not feel that half fare tickets, issued 
on a standby basis, are discriminatory to 
full fare passengers in any way. They in
volve only those unpaid for seats that 
would otherwise remain vacant. We feel 
that the Civil Aeronautics Board decision 
misinterprets the intent of Congress. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITI'EE 
ON IMMIGRATION, CO:MMI'ITEE 
ON THE JUDICIARY, TO SIT DUR
ING GENERAL DEBATE TODAY 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Immigration of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary be permitted to 
sit during general debate today. 

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

There was-no objection. 

REPUBLICAN CONGRESSIONAL 
CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE 

<Mr. BROWN of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
his remarks and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-

er, the remarks of the distinguished 
Democratic member from San Diego, 
Calif., pertaining to the delicious bill of 
f.are offered to our Republican colleagues 
by the congressional campaign commit
tee brings to my mind a recent communi
cation enclosed in a letter sent to me by 
one of my constitutents. This communi
cation was signed by the distinguished 
Republican Member from San Diego, the 
chairman of the Republican Congres
sional Campaign Committee. I dismissed 
the letter as merely another fund solici
tation sent to the Republican faithful, 
rather a normal procedure. However, 
since the letter refers to a massive, but 
secret, program to win control of the 
Congress by defeating many of my es
teemed Democratic colleagues, I think 
it appropriate to include it in the RECORD 
at this point to indicate how the funds 
are being raised to provide this delectable 
menu described by my California col
league. Only the names have been de
leted to protect the innocent. 

The letter follows: 
NATIONAL REPUBLICAN 

CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT.l'EE, 

Washington, D.C., February 7, 1969. 
DEAR MRs. B---T: We learned plenty in 

the last elections. I think we learned how to 
take control of the House in 1970. 

It is true that while we only increased our 
numbers by 4 this election, we have picked 
up 52 seats in both Special and General Elec
tions since 19'64. But we are still 26 seats 
short of winning control of the House. We 
now have 192 Republican Members in the 
House. We must give each of these Con
gressmen special help because they will be 
targets for defeat in 1970 by the Democrats. 

But now we know what we have to do in 
1970. Hardly a day has gone by since the 
election that we haven't had a top-level 
meeting. The best political minds here on 
Capitol Hill. The best from back home. Re
sult: the 1970 Victory Program. 

Here I have to ask you to trust me. De
tails of the Program must be kept top secret. 
The plan would lose much of its vote-getting 
power if the Democrats learned about this 
new approach. But I am free to say this 
much: the Program is starting right now. 
And it is going to cost more than we have 
spent in any non-election year in our history. 
I wish I could tell you more at this time. 
But you can appreciate the need for secrecy. 

We can't finance the 1970 Victory Program 
with out your help, Mrs. B-t. Last time 
you sent us a most generous check. Would it 
be too much to ask you for that plus an 
ext ra $10 this time? I know it is asking a lot. 
But we want a Republican Congress in 1970. 
The 1970 Victory Program gives us the key. 
And you, Mrs. B--t, can help get that 
program started. Thank you, once again, for 
your wonderful help! 

Gratefully, 
BOB WILSON, 

Chairman. 
P .S.: Please enclose t he top part of this 

let ter when you send your check? It would 
help our volunteers. Thank you. 

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE 
PHILIP N. BROWNSTEIN, RETIRED 
COMMISSIONER OF THE FEDERAL 
HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 

<Mr. McCORMACK <at the request of 
Mr. ALBERT) was granted permission to 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and to include extra neous mat
ter.) 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, Philip N. Brownstein retired as 
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Commissioner of the Federal Housing 
Administration. 

He stepped down after 33 years of 
service to the Federal Government and 
to the people of the United States. I 
bring this to the attention of the Mem
bers of the House because Mr. Brown
stein's career typifies what is best in the 
civil service. 

Mr. Brownstein's story smacks of the 
Horatio Alger, Jr., concept. 

He started with the FHA in 1935 as a 
truck driver's helper. Fresh out of high 
school in his native Indiana, willing to 
work and wanting to learn. He did both. 
He worked by day and studied by night. 
In a few short years, he had his law 
degree. 

After service with the Marine Corps 
during World War II, he returned to the 
Federal Government and worked with 
the Veterans' Administration where his 
star began to rise. It was in 1963 that 
President John F. Kennedy appointed 
Philip Brownstein as Commissioner of 
the FHA, the same agency where he had 
started off by helping a truck driver. 

This set the stage for an extremely 
productive period in his Federal career, 
one that has benefited the agency, the 
agency's image, and more importantly, 
one that has benefited the low- and 
moderate-income families who make up 
a broad economic belt in the United 
States. He first turned his attention to 
the mechanics of the FHA operation, and 
within a short period of time, he had 
taken the swirling papers and put them 
in a no-nonsense track of accomplish
ment. The FHA was on a processing par 
with almost all private lending organi
zations and, in some cases, it exceeded 
their standards for dispatch and etn
ciency. 

He then tackled the more ditncult 
task-that of weaning away the FHA 
from its suburban orientation and bring
ing it back to the cities where it could 
do the most good. It was a conversion 
that was not without sweat and cries of 
anguish. But Philip Brownstein suc
ceeded and in so doing gave the FHA 
a new outlook on what its role should 
be in providing better housing for all 
the people of our country, and for the 
poor and disadvantaged in particular. 
This approach led to the vast housing 
rehabilitation project in the Roxbury
Dorchester area of Boston. This is the 
largest single rehabilitation project in 
the country, and one which already has 
had a salutory effect on this neighbor
hood and the wonderful people who live 
there. 

Many are living better, in more secu
rity and at prices they can afford, thanks 
to the diligency and skill which Philip 
Brownstein brought to his job. 

There is still much to be done in the 
field of housing. We have not yet reached 
a position where we in the Federal Gov
ernment can rest comfortably on our 
laurels. The needs of our poor are espe-
cially pressing, but at least we have 
started to provide them with the housing 
they need. We have provided the tools 
and the training for the men who can 
carry out the job. We have shown them 
the way to succeed. 

The man who has consistently stood 
in vanguard was Philip Brownstein and 
to him we owe a debt of gratitude and 
a debt of thanks. He has served well the 
needs of his country. 

RETIREMENT OF RICHARD L. EM
BLY, HOUSE PRESS GALLERY 
SUPERINTENDENT 
(Mr. ALBERT asked and was given 

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

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, next Fri
day the House of Representatives will 
lose the services of one of its most loyal 
and devoted aids. 

Richard L. Embly, superintendent of 
the House Press Gallery, has elected to 
retire on February 28, 1969, after com
pleting 30 years of service to this body. 

Dick is the quiet and efficient admin
istrator who skillfully assists all of us 
each day in the dissemination of news to 
our constituents and in communicating 
the deliberations of the House of Repre
sentatives to the reading public. 

Dick's successor as superintendent of 
the House Press Gallery will be Benjamin 
C. West, who has served the Press 
Gallery with distinction for nearly 28 
years. 

Those of us who know Mr. West have 
every confidence that his service will 
meet the high standards set by Mr. 
Embly. 

Originally from Maryland, Dick was 
appointed to the Press Gallery staff in 
1939. Only 10 members of this House 
have served longer than has Dick Embly. 

Dick has been a familiar figure at na
tional political conventions and he has 
played a key role in the preparation of 
daily press facilities at those events and 
at other similar activities. Dick Embly is 
a good friend-respected by the House 
of Representatives and by his colleagues 
in the newspaper industry. 

I am sure that all Members of the 
House join me in wishing good health 
and happiness to Dick Embly and his 
lovely wife in his retirement years. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I will gladly yield to the 
distinguished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I am pleased to join with the distin
guished majority leader in paying trib
ute to Richard L. Embly on the occasion 
of his retirement as superintendent of 
the House Press Gallery. 

Perhaps few persons are aware of the 
extent to which the Press Gallery super
intendent and his staff assist in the flow 
of information from the House side of 
the Capitol to the public via the press. 
Dick Embly has performed a valuable 
role in that process. He has helped to 
make the actions of the House clear to 
newsmen covering "The Hill," and he 
has served as a conduit between news 
sources in the House and the press. 

Throughout all of his three decades 
on the Press Gallery staff, Dick Embly 
has served quietly but most capably. He 
has been of great seTVice to this House. 

There are but a few individuals who 

have served as superintendent of the 
House Press Gallery since it was estab
lished nearly a century ago. Dick Embly 
has the distinction of being only the 
third man to serve in that capacity. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure my colleagues 
join me in expressing the appreciation of 
the House for the services of Richard 
L. Embly. I wish Dick Embly and his 
wife, Elizabeth, every happiness in his 
retirement years. 

Mr. ALBERT. I thank the distin
guished gentleman from Michigan for 
his remairks. 

ABM QUESTION 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr. CoHELAN) is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

<Mr. COHELAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, we have 
taken this opportunity today to schedule 
this discussion of the ABM question in 
the hope that it would help focus-for 
ourselves, for the administration, and for 
the public-the difficult issues associated 
with the deployment of an anti-ballistic
missile defense. 

I do not expect that we will today re
solve our doubts or our dif!erences. But 
I do hope that we will come away with a 
greater understanding and appreciation 
of the enormous magnitude of the ABM 
decision. 

Last year when the House had its first 
opportunity to pass on the appropria
tions for the construction of an anti-bal
listic-missile system, I introduced the 
amendments to delete all funds for ABM 
deployment. At that time neither the 
Congress nor the public had much dis
cussed the serious implications of ABM 
deployment. Today we are more fortu
nate in that we have the benefit of a full
scale public debate of the consequences 
of ABM--on domestic priorities, on na
tional security, international policy, and 
even on safety in our cities. I would hope 
that today's proceedings add to this im
portant national debate. 

In preparing for House consideration 
of the ABM deployment last spring, I 
conducted an extensive study of the 
available literature. I solicited the views 
of knowledgeable Congressmen, defense 
planners, industrialists, scientists, and 
foreign policy experts. 

After this research, I concluded that it 
was not in the national interest for the 
United States to deploy an anti-ballistic
missile system. 

This conclusion was based on my find
ings that the ABM threatens to escalate 
the arms race and is not necessary to a 
strong bargaining position with the Sovi
ets; that it would probably not save lives 
in case of a Soviet nuclear attack; that 
it is not necessary to our defense against 
China; that the ABM would cost enor
mous sums that could be better spent at 
home; and that even if built that it 
would probably not work very well for 
very long. 

In the months that have followed, 
nothing has occurred to cause me to alter 
these conclusions, and a good deal has 
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happened which has reinforced my con
victions. 

I would like today to review the rea
soning that led to my opposition to ABM 
deployment, and to comment on some of 
the issues which have been raised since 
last spring. · 

I hope my colleagues who are present 
will feel free to volunteer any contribu
tions they may choose to make in the 
course of the discussion. 

First. ABM deployment threatens to 
escalate the arms race and is not neces
sary to a strong bargaining position with 
the Soviets. 

Deterrence has been the defense of 
every nuclear nation against nuclear at
tack for the past two decades. 

The United States and the Soviet 
Union have achieved the ultimate deter
rent-an assured destruction capability. 
The offensive forces of both are so vast, 
and so invulnerable, that either country 
can absorb a surprise nuclear attack and 
still with absolute certainty destroy the 
attacking country; thus making any 
nuclear attack against them positively 
suicidal. 

Both countries have responded over 
time to meet weapons advances by the 
other side which threatened the certainty 
of their assured destruction capability. 
Since responses must anticipate the worst 
plausible actions by the other side and 
since long leadtimes require deci~ions 
based on relatively uncertain informa
tion, each side has overreacted to de
ployments by the other side. Today both 
the Soviet Union and ourselves possess 
such vast nuclear arsenals that we can 
destroy one another several times over. 

We had until recently arrived af a 
plateau in nuclear armaments, with both 
sides relatively secure in the credibility 
of their deterrent. Now however, techno
logical advances like ABM and MIRV 
threaten to coax us off the plateau and 
into the whirlwind of a resumed nuclear 
arms race. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. GIAIMO. The gentleman has re
ferred to the ABM and the MIRV in re
lation to our defensive capability. It 
seems to me that we should not in this 
discussion combine both the ABM and 
the MIRV together. It may well be that 
deployment of the ABM at this time 
could escalate both the Soviet Union and 
the United States into another phase of 
the expanding nuclear capability. But 
I do not think we should confuse a de
fensive weapon such as the ABM which 
is questionable in its defensive c~pabili
ties, with an offensive weapon such as 
the MIRV, which should stand or fall on 
its own merits. I can envision my own 
support for MIRV's at the same time that 
I oppose strenuously the deployment of 
the ABM system. 

Mr. COHELAN. As the gentleman so 
well knows, the MIRV question is tied 
in with the anti-ballistic-missile system 
but I agree with the gentleman. Th~ 
MIRV is an offensive system. It is a sys
tem that we are now going into further 
development. It is, in effect, a break
through technologically and it gives us 

an even greater capability than we now 
possess. It is essentially an escalation of 
the arms race. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. GIAIMO. My point is this: For 
example, I am convinced that there are 
adequate and suffi.cient reasons why we 
should not deploy the ABM system at 
this time. The possible escalation of the 
arms race is one of the reasons. 

On the other hand, I probably lean 
toward the theory that we may well want 
to deploy a MIRV system. So I believe 
they should both be treated separately 
and not treated in the same discussion as 
if they both would accomplish the same 
objective or that both must stand and 
fall together. 

Mr. COHELAN. I think it is hard to 
carry on a discussion about strategic 
posture unless you discuss all of the 
weapon systems and the remarkable 
technological breakthroughs which have 
taken place, which, of course, have the 
effect of escalating the arms race be
cause with each increment, with 'each 
addition to the system, we get a response 
from the other side and, of course the 
whole thing escalates. But I would ~gree 
with the gentleman that today we are 
trying to focus on one aspect of the 
strategic posture of this country which 
we feel is going to escalate the arms 
race, and that, of course, is the anti
ballistic-missile system. I feel that if we 
have to make any bets, I would prefer 
to bet on offense rather than on this sys
tem. But there is still a case to be made 
against the advance of further offensive 
systems. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. The gentleman has stated 
and rightly so, that in the confrontatio~ 
we have with the Soviet Union today, our 
offensive capability can saturate their 
defenses just as theirs are acknowledged 
to have the ability to saturate ours. Those 
who support the anti-ballistic-missile 
system make reference to the fact that 
the Soviets are building what is referred 
to as an ABM system around Moscow. 
They make this argument with some 
trepidation. 

In the hearings before the Department 
of Defense Subcommittee of the House 
Committee on Appropriations for 1969 
C~airman GEORGE MAHON, of Texas: 
raised the question specifically with Dr. 
John Foster, who is the Director of Re
search and Development for the Depart
ment of Defense. On page 454 of part 2 
of those hearings the following appears: 

Mr. MAHON. What kind of attrition could 
the Soviet ABM system, which is based on 
the so-called Galosh missile and is deployed 
around Moscow, place on our ICBM's? Could 
we, for the most part, negate this system 
today without neglecting other important 
targets? 

Mr. FosTER. Mr. Chairman, to answer the 
latter part of the question, we can negate 
the Moscow system without neglecting im
portant targets. The U.S. inventory, both cur
rent and planned for the future, is adequate 
to ensure penetration of the Moscow area 
defense system by sheer exhaustion of the 

defenses. That is to S'tt.y, we calculate the 
maximum number of intercepts that their 
ballistic missile defense system could make· 
then we program a number of missiles int~ 
that area equal to the number they could 
intercept plus the number necessary to as
sure destruction of the targets. 

The point I make is the leading expert 
of the Division of Research and Engi
neering of the Department of Defense 
and one of the leading strategists makes 
the point the Soviet ABM system is not 
any kind of obstacle or any kind of de
fense to the American offensive capa
bility. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. 

I would like to make one other com
ment at this juncture which is not in 
my prepared remarks. What we are 
really talking about here is whether or 
not we are going to go forward without 
furt~er expansion of U.S. strategic forces. 
I think one of the most important pieces 
of literature on this subject, which I com
mend to my colleagues, was written by 
Prof. George Rathjens of the Massachu
setts Institute of Technology in a little 
paper called "The Future of the Strategic 
Arms .Race---The Options of the 1970's". 
He pomts out that in the line against fur
the! expansion of U.S. strategic forces, 
w1:1f c~ v:as held during the early and 
mid-.sixt1es, up until 1966, in nearly all 
the important procurement as distinct 
from research and development decisions 
the strategic systems were negative. ' 

There was a decision not to deploy a 
rail mobile Minuteman-and my col
leagues on the Armed Services Commit
tee at that time will recall the extensive 
discussions about this and the MLF and 
other systems for dispersion of the sys
tem .. Ther~ was. a decision not to deploy 
a rail moblle Mmuteman and a decision 
not to proceed with the B-70 bomber 
force. This House voted the authoriza
tion for the B-70 when many of us ar
gued it was not going to be used and 
indeed it was rejected. And there w~s the 
cancellation of Skybolt and the decision 
not to go ahead with the full ABM sys
tem and new strategic manned aircraft. 
Consequently the budget for strategic 
forces dropped from over $11 billion in 
1962 to less than $7 billion for fiscal year 
1966 as the major strategic weapons pro
~ams came to fruition without any ma
JOr new procurement decisions. 

So one of the things involved in look
ing down the road is, are we or are we 
not going to expand U.S. strategic forces 
and, of course, is there a need for it? ' 

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

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Hawaii. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, the 
course that has been charted for this 
Nation by the proponents of the Senti
nel anti-ballistic-missile system is one 
that is fraught with perils. To gain the 
unwitting acceptance of the American 
taxpayer, a so-called thin ABM system 
with an estimated price tag of $4 to $G 
billion, is initially advocated. The evi
de~ce. reveals that this is in the nature of 
a J~or model: since it avowedly would 
be directed agamst a possible nuclear at-
tack from Communist China, as distin
guished from one of much greater mag-
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nitude and destructiveness which could 
emanate from Russia. 

As if to employ the time-honored ra
tionalization of "yes, we can afford the 
cheaper model," proponents in the same 
bre&th tell us that the cost of a full
scale model, that is, a Russia-oriented 
ABM system, has been pegged at $20 to 
$60 billion. 

If history is to teach us any lessons, 
then we ought to face honestly the three 
conclusions to which we are led inevita
bly by any consideration of the proposed 
construction of a Sentinel system. 

The first is that the actual cost of 
either ABM system, whether it is ca~ed 
Communist China-oriented or Russi~
oriented will greatly exceed the esti
mated ~st. This conclusion requires no 
explanation. The implements .o~ war 
have never given rise to unanticip~ted 
price reductions, nor have they remamed 
at the level of estimated costs. 

The second conclusion is that if we 
start with the cheaper model, so. to 
speak, it will be merely a matter of t.ime 
before we move on to the high-pnced 
one. As a matter of principle, we have 
good reason to believe that the propo
nents of the "thin" ABM system .are 
being less than candid. If ~he Sentmel 
is as effective as they clarm, whether 
viewed in its deterrent or destructive 
aspect then it would make more sense 
to con~truct the Russia-oriented system 
which would then be able to cope also 
with Communist China, admittedly the 
inferior nuclear power. It would make no 
sense at all to erect such a costly defense 
system which is aimed at possible acts 
of war or aggression by the lesser ~f two 
potentially hostile powers. There IS the 
disturbing thought, therefore, that the 
"thin" ABM system is but a prelude to 
the time when, from coast to ?oast, s:nd 
in Hawaii and Alaska, this entire Nation 
will be saturated with ABM sites. 

This brings me to the third and final 
conclusion. This is the assumed invinci
bility of the Sentinel ABM system by 
many of its proponents. History would re
mind us of the lesson of another era, 
when the leaders of another nation con
ceived of a defense scheme and becan;e 
convinced, before it was ever tested m 
battle, of its invulnerability. It was 
called the maginot line. Today, we know 
that the term "maginot line" is linked 
with costly failure and badly misplaced 
faith. 

If this Nation's goal is peace, as Ameri
cans know it is, then we ought ~o lead 
the rest of the world in acts which are 
consistent with the achievement of our 
national goal. The speedy ratification of 
the nuclear nonproliferation treaty is 
such an act. The establishment of a De
partment of Peace is anothe~. But ~he 
establishment of an ever-mcreasmg 
number of ABM sites is definitely 
inimical to our efforts to bring peace. to 
areas in the world where it does not eXISt, 
and to strengthen it in other areas where 
its existence is precarious. And from all 
the information I have been able to 
gather, the ABM is practically ineffective 
as a weapon for our national defense. 
The money could be put to much better 
use in countless other areas of our na
tional life, or in the promotion of better 

relations between and among nations 
through positive nonmilitary programs. 
If we mean to seek peace then let us 
seek it by peaceful means. 

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York (Mr. FARBSTEIN). 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

First I want to join with the gentle
man in the position which he has taken 
that the anti-ballistic-missile system, 
whether it is the thin or the thick, will 
defend nothing. I believe that is the po
sition he has taken. 

I voted against the appropriation for 
the antiballistic missile. That very same 
date, peculiar as it may seem, young m~n 
were demonstrating in front of tbe city 
hall in New York because they had no 
jobs. When I weighed these things in 
the balance, it appeared to me, in view 
of the knowledge we had as to the eff ec
tiveness of this anti-ballistic-missile 
system and the need of our people for as
sistance for their suffering, that the 
needs of our people came first. That is 
the reason why I voted against that ap
propriation. 

Nothing has happened to date to 
change my mind. I would still vote 
against any appropriation for any a;nti
ballistic-missile system because I belleve, 
for comparative purposes, it is useless ex
cept that it will sustain and maintain the 
present military-industrial complex. 

I think that the needs of our people 
are too great today. I think that our 
people demand that their way of life be 
bettered rather than that the military
industrial complex be treated in such a 
fashion as to increase their profits. 

I am satisfied, Mr. Speaker, that they 
should make money, but let them make 
it in civilian pursuits and not in a man
ner which would urge the expenditure 
of so much of our wealth simply because 
these organizations seek profits. 

Mr. Speaker, I will not pursue this line 
very much further. All I say is I want to 
thank the gentleman from California for 
permitting me to raise my voice at this 
moment. 

Mr. Speaker, the nonproliferation 
treaty and the antiballistic missile ~ep
resents opposite approaches to achiev
ing national security. It would be inc~n
sistent for the United States to ratify 
the proposed treaty on nonproliferation 
with an article VI which will pledge its 
signers to seek disarmament negotia
tions and then proceed with deployment 
of an ABM system, which would have 
the effect of accelerating the atomic 
arms race. 

To my mind, the discussion taking 
place today on the floor of the U.S. House 
of Representatives is a part of the dialog 
which will decide the path this country 
is to follow. The question is whether the 
United States places its reliance purely 
on military technology by adopting the 
costly ABM or whether it complements 
its currently great military capability 
with mutually beneficial attempts to 
negotiate reduction in the cost of arma
ments and curb proliferation of atomic 
weapons. 

Before I could reject the peaceful ap
proach for the purely military one, I 
would have to be convinced that the 
miiltary approach offered unquestioned 
greater security to this Nation, and then 
I still might have my doubts. The ABM 
doe!; not appear to off er this unques
tioned greater security. 

I arrive at my conclusion by asking 
three questions. First, is the ABM sys
tem technologically feasible? Second, is 
it desirable in terms of safety to the 
American people and the objectives it 
is meant to carry out? And third, what 
are the consequences in terms of the 
international arms race and stability in 
our cities? 

I. TECHNOLOGICAL FEASmll.ITY 

There is serious question of the tech
nological feasibility of developing an ef
fective ABM system. Former Secretary 
Robert McNamara told an audience a. 
year and a half ago: 

If we could build and deploy a genuinely 
impenetrable shield over the United States. 
we would be willing to spend not $40 billion. 
nut any reasonable multiple of that amount 
that was necessary. The money in itself is not 
the problem. The penetrab111ty of the pro
posed shield is the problem. 

He also quoted all of the science ad
visers to Presidents Eisenhower, Ken
nedy, and Johnson, as well as former Di
rectors of Research of the Department of 
Defense, as being opposed to mounting 
ABM's against a possible Soviet attack. 
Almost all of these men have declared 
themselves opposed to any ABM deploy
ment at this time. These are extremely 
competent men, not professionally biased. 
who are in the best position to appreci
ate the technical inadequacies of ABM's. 

In more specific terms, these and other 
experts see the current ABM as having 
severe technological limitations which 
make it vulnerable to certain types of 
weaponry and thus ineffective as a missile 
defense. First, the Sentinel system is ef
fective only against high-altitude mis
siles. Missiles fired from submarines or 
surface vessels, which come in at low alti
tude, could as a consequence stand an ex
cellent chance of getting through such 
a defense. Second, the ABM operates on 
radar. Missiles encased in paint that ab
sorbed-rather than reflected-radar 
beams might be able to totally evade 
the ABM defense as would missiles which 
scattered aluminum or other particles. 
that could disrupt radar .. 

Third, and most fundamentally, we are 
told that man has yet to develop a de
fense against aircraft which is capable
of destroying more than one plane in 20. 
Even assuming that the ABM could be
developed to destroy eight or nine out of 
10 much faster missiles it encountered, 
it would only take a single miss of a 
missile with a nuclear warhead to destroy 
New York City and 5 million people. 
Partial success would not be enough for 
an ABM system. It would have to be suc
cessful in knocking down every enemy 
missile to have any value at all. 

Beyond this, the fast pace of weapons 
technology represents an additional fac
tor to be weighed in considering techno
logical feasibility. An ABM system de
veloped today might be useless against a 
missile developed 10 years from now. In 
1960, for example, missiles had a single 
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nuclear warhead. The Nike-Zeus, the 
proposed ABM of that period, would have 
cost between $20 and $30 billion and been 
ineffective against today's missile with 
multiwarheads by the time it was fully 
operational 5 or 6 years later. 

These considerations suggest seriously 
whether an ABM system is today techno
logically feasible. 

II. DESIRABILITY 

Of greater significance than feasibil
ity is whether in fact the characteristics 
of the proposed system make it desira
ble. To me as a human being concerned 
for the safety of my family and friends 
as well as for the survival of my coun
try, the safety of any nuclear ABM sys
tem is of prime importance in weighing 
its desirability. I would think that safety 
to the population would also be the con
cern of the Defense Department. Yet, 
while the Department was describing the 
proposed system's "umbrella character" 
which, it declared, meant an ABM site 
need not be located nearby to protect a 
city, it went ahead and selected sites for 
the location of dangerous nuclear bomb
carrying ABM's right next to our largest 
cities including, I might add, my own 
city of New York. 

The location of ABM's near large pop
ulation centers creates the Possibility 
that enemy fire might be drawn to a city 
which otherwise might not be aimed at 
civilian population centers. The Army's 
reply to those who express this concern 
is that the population centers are prime 
targets in any event. But who knows? 
Today, the Soviets might believe in at
tacking population centers; 10 years 
from now, they might be more interested 
in purely military targets. But if we 
should decide to keep the ABM's in large 
population centers like New York, then 
if the enemy decides to strike at the 
ABM's on the edge of Manhattan, they 
would in the process devastate New York 
City. If, on the other hand, they decided 
to attack both types of targets, we will 
have helped them kill two birds with one 
stone. 

Location of ABM sites near large cities 
also creates the chance that if one of 
the clusters of H-bomb warheads in the 
ABM system should accidentally explode, 
the consequent loss of life could be cata
strophic. The Army's reply to those who 
share this concern is that "there has 
never been an accidental nuclear explo
sion. The control devices are so good and 
so involved that an accidental explosion 
is not a danger ." This sounds like a good 
attitude, the voice of experience. Many 
military personnel get accustomed to 
living with dangers. A soldier knows that 
the grenade he carries could blow him to 
bits if the pin were accidentally pulled; 
but after living with it on his belt for a 
year, he forgets about the slight danger. 
Even so, most civilians would pref er not 
to live on a powder keg without some 
very good reason for doing so. Nor did 
we hear much about the near-accidents, 
but in the case of one H-bomb dropped 
accidentally in North Carolina in 1961, 
it was reported that five of the safety 
devices had failed. Since there were six, 
there was no detonation. This threat to 
personal safety of large numbers of our 
citizens makes me question the desira
bility of the ABM system. 

It also concerns me that the proposed 
ABM defense system involves exploding 
our own H-bombs over our own cities, 
in the hope of intercepting enemy ICBM's 
there. 

The ultimate test of the desirability of 
something is to examine its fundamental 
aim. In the case of the ABM system, 
there is a great deal of confusion. We 
were originally told that an ABM system 
would be ineffective against the advanced 
Russian missile system, and that a "thin" 
and relatively inexpensive system would 
serve against the threat of the more 
"primitive" Chinese ICBM system. Sub
sequently, however, it was pointed out 
that the Chinese could quickly discover 
the "technological vulnerabilities" of the 
system and be able to make a few adap
tions which would make even their more 
"primitive" system invulnerable to an 
American ABM. We have been hearing 
less about the Chinese since then. But if 
its objective is not to protect against the 
"suicidal" Chinese, what is the objective 
of the ABM system? 

Even though we were previously told 
it was ineffective against the advanced 
Russian missile system, we are beginning 
to hear that it is to be used against the 
Russians. Secretary of Defense Laird 
testified before the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee last week that the ABM 
system could be used as a bargaining 
point with the Soviets on arms control. 
If it is not meant to be used against the 
Russians and is ineffective against their 
missiles, how are we going to use it as a 
point of negotiation? 

Even more confusing is the apparent 
disagreement between Secretary of State 
William Rogers and Secretary Laird over 
the desirability of beginning the ABM 
system before disarmament negotiations 
begin. If it is meant solely as a bargain
ing point, why invest a great deal of 
money on something that hopefully will 
not have to be completed? 

There appears to be no generally 
agreed upon aim for the ABM system, 
which leads one to think that its real 
aim is simply to secure increasingly 
heavy appropriations for what former 
President Eisenhower called the ''mili
tary industrial complex." We are al
ready being told that the "thin" Chi
nese system will have to be "upgraded" 
and will cost twice the original estimate. 

m. CONSEQUENCES 

If the technical feasibility of the ABM 
is at best questionable and the desirabil
ity of the system is more than doubtful, 
the consequences of its deployment can 
be termed nothing less than cata
strophic. 

First, the likelihood of an attack and 
its intensity would probably be increased 
by our decision to deploy ABM's. The 
natural Soviet response to an American 
ABM system according to several au
thorities would be to build more missiles 
to penetrate it, just as we have already 
responded to their small ABM deploy
ment around Moscow by adding more 
deliverable warheads. The Russians 
would also probably deploy a serious 
ABM system in response to ours; we 
would respond to that; and so on in an 
upward spiral. Intensification of the 
arms race increases the chances of nu-

clear war. As former Secretary of De
fense McNamara declared in the same 
speech first announcing the decision to 
seek the ABM: 

If we opt for heavy ABM deployment-at 
whatever price, we can be certain that the 
Soviets will react to offset the advantage we 
would hope to gain. It is futile for each of 
us to spend $4 billion, $40 blllion or $400 
billion, and at the end of all the spending, 
and at the end of all the deployment and at 
the end of all the effect, to be relatively at 
the same point of balance on the security 
scale that we a.re now." 

The heavy financial drain has to come 
from somewhere in terms of the Federal 
budget. It will no doubt come at the ex
pense of our cities and of the poor and 
underprivileged. This further delay in 
making the kinds of investment that 
need to be made to upgrade the stand
arti of life in the cities and throughout 
our Nation may well result in the crea
tion of a society not worthy of defend·· 
ing militarily. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The ABM system in which the Ameri
can people are being asked to invest their 
future security is neither technologically 
feasible, desirable in terms of safety to 
the American people and the objectives it 
is meant to carry out, nor are its con
sequences anything less than cata
strophic. A comparable investment in 
cleaning up our cities, air, water, and so 
forth, training our youth for jobs, 
strengthening our natural resources, and 
attacking the misery which breeds dis
order both in our own society and in the 
developing countries will do far more to 
build American security and our leader
ship for peace. 

<Mr. FARBSTEIN asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman, and I now yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

It is on the point raised recently by the 
gentleman from New York as well as my 
distinguished colleague from Hawaii 
<Mr. MATSUNAGA) that I wish to com
ment. 

With regard to the question as to what 
other purposes these very large sums of 
money might be more adequately used 
for, it seems to me, if I might say so, that 
this question is one that has given me the 
greatest concern. As one who has spon
sored legislation consistently trying to 
eliminate poverty and unemployment 
and the increasing ghettos that mark the 
large cities of the United States of Amer
ica, I think that these questions raised 
by the two previous speakers are very, 
very relevant indeed. I think the gentle
man from Calif omia (Mr. CoHELAN) has 
done us a great service. I would report to 
you in the State of Michigan and in the 
city of Detroit the concern is overwhelm
ingly with not only why a thin ABM sys
tem but what else might be done not only 
with the potential sums of money to be 
used but the actual sums of money al
ready expended. It is in this vein that I 
urge all of the Members of this body to 
join with the gentleman in the well in 
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carefully reviewing the grave and Im
portant question which he has so timely 
presented here on the floor of the House 
today. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. 

I want to comment that it should be 
absolutely clear to every one of us, cer
tainly our minority report which we 
delivered last year made it perfectly 
clear, that as far as the defense of this 
country is concerned, we believe the se
curity of our country is the primary con
sideration. But we also feel it is our re
sponsibility as representatives of the peo
ple to give a much more careful analysis 
to defense expenditures and particularly 
to weapons systems of this character 
which affect the balance of our nuclear 
forces. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield to me on that point? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. This is on the question as 
to what sort of defense the ABM system 
would be. Again I ref er to the hearings of 
the Committee on Appropriations and 
the interchange between the gentleman 
from Texas, Chairman GEORGE MAHON, 
and Dr. Foster. Mr. MAHON commented 
upon a statement that Dr. Foster had 
made in his testimony before the com
mittee that: 

The sophisticated and economic strength 
of the Soviet Union permit that country to 
hold a large part of the United States popu
lation hostage. 

This was a statement that Dr. Foster 
had made to the Committee on Appro
priations. Mr. MAHON asked this ques
tion: 

In your opinion, is there anything we coUld 
do today that would make your statement 
Invalid? Is this just a fact of life based on 
the unilateral strength of the U.S.S.R., with 
which we must llve ad infinitum? 

Dr. Foster replied as follows: 
One hopes not, Mr. Chairman. 
I have tried to explain in the statement 

that we are making a major effort In re
search and development of the ABM defense 
1n the hope that it may be possible to evolve 
a defense. 

In other words, we do not have one at the 
present time, but in the hope that we may 
evolve a defense that will protect our Ameri
can people against an all-out Soviet attack. 

As you know, we do not feel that current 
technology permits this capabillty. 

Then Mr. MAHON asks this next ques
tion: 

I do not detect a great deal of optimism 
that the United States will be able to perfect 
an airtight ABM system that would give us 
the security against attack that we would 
llke to have? 

Dr. FosTER. No, sir; I do not believe there ls. 

Then Dr. Foster goes on to say: 
On the other hand, we must realize that 

in the late 1950's very few belleved that it was 
technically realistic to attempt to intercept 
an Incoming ballistic missile. Now, just ten 
years later, we have demonstrated that is a 
straightforward matter, and it is a question 
of the economics of offense versus the eco
nomics of defense. 

But, Mr. Speaker, the point is how. 
Even Dr. Foster admits-and he is one 
of the proponents of the ABM system-

he admits that there is much to be ac
complished in evolving this kind of a de
fense. In other words, one can only draw 
the implication from what he says that 
there are very great limitations in his 
own mind on the Sentinel ABM system, 
but not on the cost thereof. The cost 
would escalate at a tremendous rate. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentle
man. 

I would like to join in commending the 
gentleman for the leadership that he has 
shown in constantly raising the issue 
with regard to the ABM system and the 
value of proceeding with the deployment 
of it. 

I think it is literally impossible to 
exaggerate the importance of this issue. 
I think it is undoubtedly the most im
portant issue that will come before this 
Congress, because it not only signals a 
whole new dimension in the arms race 
between ourselves and the Soviet Union, 
but it will also determine how we are 
going to use our resources in the coming 
years, whether we are going to use them 
on highly dubious military devices, or 
whether we are going to use them for the 
crying needs of our cities and the coun
try as a whole. 

I do feel, Mr. Speaker, it is regrettable 
that this discussion here today is so one
sided. I commend the gentleman for his 
initiative in taking this special order, but 
I feel it is a pity we do not have a debate. 
All those who are speaking agree, al
though I know that there are a great 
many Members in the House who do not 
agree with the views expressed. Perhaps 
the time will come when we will have 
an opportunity to debate all the aspects 
of this system. 

Mr. COHELAN. As you know, when our 
little group circulated the letters in the 
House, we invited all Members to appear 
and take part in this discussion. It is a 
matter of great regret to me that we do 
not have an adversary proceeding as it 
is in order that we thoroughly ventilate 
this perplexing problem. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I believe 
that the subject which we are discussing 
today is literally one of the most im
portant ever to come before this House. 
For the proposed deployment of an ABM 
system represents a major new dimen
sion in the strategic arms race between 
this country and the Soviet Union. It also 
constitutes a major turning point in the 
ordering of our own priorities for the 
use of ·the resources available to the Fed
eral Government. 

I shall not seek to duplicate what 
others have already said about the ABM 
both here and in the Senate. They have 
told us of the ABM's exorbitant costs 
and dubious utility; of the risks of acci
dental explosion close to urban centers; 
of the cycle of force and counter-force 
which the ABM will inevitably stimulate 
further. They have told us of the urgent 
needs of our own society to which re
sources sought for the ABM might better 
be dedicated: of persistent hunger and 
substandard housing; of polluted air and 

water; of choking cities and inadequate 
transportation systems; of failing 
schools, unequal opportunity, and wasted 
lives. 

In the light of this overwhelming testi
mony, Mr. Speaker, I believe we in Con
gress, and the entire American people, 
must stand firm in opposition to deploy
ment of an ABM system. I shall myself 
vote against any appropriations for site 
acquisition or for procurement of any 
components of such a system, and I 
would urge my colleagues to do likewise. 
I shall also undertake, insofar as possi
ble, to stimulate concerned citizens to 
learn about the ABM system, for I be
lieve that knowledge in this case will 
breed informed opposition. To this end, 
I am taking the lead in convening in the 
near future a meeting of community 
leaders in the New York City area to 
discuss the proposed ABM system and, 
hopefully, to agree on the means of most 
effectively insuring against its deploy
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, the letter which I am 
sending to these community leaders sets 
forth my position on this question. The 
text is as follows: 

DEAR FRIEND: When Secretary of Defense 
Laird announced a temporary halt in con
struction of a "thin" ABM system, millions 
of Americans breathed a sigh of relief. The 
voice of the American people seemingly had 
been heard-

Protesting the emplacement of nuclear 
missiles in metropolitan areas; 

Protesting against a massive investment in 
new weapons systems which leading wit
nesses from the scientific community said 
would be largely Ineffectual; 

Protesting against the fuellng of a new 
stage of the world arms race on an unprece
dented scale; 

Protesting the warped sense of priorities 
which advocated billions for dubious defense 
measures at the expense of urgent programs 
o! human betterment at home and abroad. 

But the relief may well be only temporary. 
On February 9, the Secretary of Defense ap
peared on nationwide television (on "Face 
the Nation"). In his remarks, he laid such 
heavy stress on Soviet missile deployment 
that his own predilections In favor of bigger 
and better missilery were evident. When his 
current review of the ABM ls concluded next 
month, it thus seems very llkely that he will 
decide to proceed as originally planned with 
the Sentinel system. 

Where would such a green light for mis
siles leave us? The Sentinel system, you may 
recall, is designed to protect the United 
States against a "primitive" Chinese missile 
threat at a cost of $5 billion or more. For 
the price, we will get 15 sites equipped with 
long-range Spartan missiles, short-range 
Sprint missiles, or both. These sites will be 
tied to a complex radar network which will 
locate incoming missiles and guide the long
range Spartans to intercept the threat well 
outside the atmosphere. For missiles which 
get past the Spartans, the short-range 
Sprints will make a final try at close-in 
interception. 

There are just a few problems with this 
simple picture. For one, there ls little rea
son to expect the Chinese .to build a missile 
threat tailored precisely to fit our defenses. 
It would be simpler for them to fire short
range missiles from submarines, carry 
atomic weapons in with manned aircraft, or 
sail nuclear bombs into our harbors aboard 
cargo vessels bearing false registry-all of 
which would render the Sentinel system Ir
relevant. For another, the "thin" system 
would be far from infallible. It could be 
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overwhelmed by a concentration of attacking 
missiles or inexpensive decoys against a sin
gle sector, for example. Even without such 
a concentration, the odds are that some mis
siles would get through even if the Sentinel 
system functioned perfectly. And based on 
recent studies of the performance levels 
achieved by complex defense systems engi
neered in pa.st years, perfect functioning is 
very unlikely. 

Other problems exist, too. The explosion 
of a nuclear weapon creates a "shadow" effect 
which temporaily blacks out radar coverage. 
Thus the first long-range Spartan missile 
might successfully destroy the first attacking 
missile, only to leave our elaborate radar in
stallations blind for several minutes to the 
next wave of attacks. And penetration aids
well-known, cheap, and easy to develop-
can confuse even a working radar into send
ing missiles after decoys, thus further re
ducing the probability of a successful de
fense. 

If the system won't really work against the 
"primitive" Chinese threat, what about the 
greater and more sophisticated Russian 
threat? Not here, either-unless we move to 
a "thick" system, at a cost variously esti
mated from $50 to $110 b1llion. Even then, 
we can assume the Russians would make 
comparable investments in improving their 
offensive missiles to penetrate our defenses
and in improving their own defenses--so that 
we would return in the end to a state of 
"sufficiency" in which we could assure each 
other's destruction. This, of course, is where 
we are today. What, then, is to be gained by 
spurring the arms race to these new heights, 
thereby diverting resources from essential 
domestic needs in both nations? But, Secre
tary Laird says, the "thin" system will at 
lea.st be useful as a bargaining counter with 
the Soviets in the forthcoming talks (which 
we hope will get underway soon) on limiting 
offensive and defensive missiles. Why should 
they? If, as no one denies, the "thin" sys
tem is worthless against the sophisticated 
Russian offensive missiles, why should they 
lend it any weight in an eventual bargain? 

In the meantime, millions of Americans 
could get used to having megaton nuclear 
warheads in their communities-and per
haps in their back yards. For the sites thus 
far investigated or selected are all in close 
proximity to the large urban centers that lie 
under their theoretical defensive umbrellas: 
11 miles from the center of Boston, for in
stance, or 25 miles from the Chicago Loop. 
As m111tary spokesmen have correctly said, 
there has never been an accidental detona
tion of a nuclear weapon and such an event 
is very unlikely. But it is not impossible, as 
they will also admit, and Spartan missiles 
would carry megaton warheads capable of 
totally devastating a five-mile radius around 
their silos. The fallout, of course, would carry 
much further--all the way to downtown 
Chicago, for example, if prevamng northwest 
winds happened to be blowing at their usual 
brisk pace. Even without an accidental ex
plosion, the sites would certainly make the 
cities they are supposed to defend look like 
more appealing targets for a.n enemy attack. 

What about New York? The Defense De
partment announced in November 1967 three 
sites which are already under consideration 
and has said that it may look at several 
others this spring before reaching a final 
decision. Central Park is not among the can
didates, but the potential locations are not 
much more distant from midtown Manhat
tan. Cavens Point and Tenafly, both in New 
Jersey, are being evaluated, as is Sands 
Point, New York. Any one of these would 
bring megaton nuclear warheads within 16 
miles of Times Square. Cavens Point, which 
juts into New York harbor from Jersey City, 
would reduce the distance to about 6 miles. 
My own 23rd Congressional District Iles only 
a llttla more than a mile from the proposed 

site near Tenafly, on the west bank of the 
Hudson River north of the George Washing
ton Bridge. 

Is the decision irrevocable? Are we com
mitted beyond recall to massive new ex
penditures on armaments, to a frantic pur
suit of national security through ever
greater weaponry? Have we forsaken all 
chance of seeking world peace through a 
rule of law, through negotiation, through 
agreement on arms limitation and other mat
ters of vital mutual interest? Or have we still 
a chance to change our course, to abandon 
the ABM and reduce military spending, to 
re-order our national priorities, and to put 
our resources to work for human betterment? 

I believe that it is not too late. The voice 
of the American people has been heard once, 
and has temporarily checked the ABM sys
tem. That voice must be heard again, louder 
and clearer, if the halt to deployment ls to be 
made permanent and the pressure for grow
ing arms spending reversed. I urge you to 
join in this effort. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman wants 
a quorum call, I shall be glad to make it. 

Mr. COHELAN. I think that those who 
have a contribution to make know 
the time and place of the meeting 
and I rather suspect that under the 
circumstances a quorum call would be 
inappropriate. 

Mr. GROSS. I just wanted to be ac
commodating. 

Mr. COHELAN. I was hoping that my 
dear friend from Iowa would join in the 
discussion. 

Mr. GROSS. At another time. 
Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle

man from Maryland. 
Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 

I, too, want to compliment the distin
guished gentleman from California for 
his leadership in developing this discus
sion. I could say a great deal on this 
subject, but I really think I shall con
fine my remarks to just one aspect of 
the problem. 

It does seem to me that it has been 
pretty well conceded by both the pro
ponents of the program and by the op
ponents of the program that an ABM 
system cannot at the present time, or 
for the foreseeable future, defend the 
United States against a nuclear attack. 

Consequently, it seems to me that the 
main question concerning whether we 
ought to move on an ABM system would 
be, What about the future? Is it possible 
that we ought to be keeping research 
interest in this problem that would en
able us to move ahead quickly if the 
time ever came that it was possible to 
develop an ABM system, and so that 
the United States would not be helpless 
if the Russians got it first, and we were 
not in any position to even get started 
on it? 

So it does seem to me that the real 
question before us, then, is the state of 
the art sufficiently advanced to justify 
putting money into hardware at this 
stage, and do we have an advantage over 
putting money into hardware at this 
stage that we would not have i! we al-

lowed this whole thing to go for, say, 
another 5 years until the state of the art 
was sufficiently advanced? 

I put this question to Secretary of 
Defense McNamara in the hearings on 
the 1968 Department of Defense appro
priations, and here was his reply: 

My opinion is that we are most likely to 
advance the state of the art without a pro
duction program than we are with one. That 
may sound paradoxical, but I think it ls 
true for this reason; any one of these pro
grams-posture A let's say at $10 billion, if 
you would hold it to that, or posture B at 
$20 billion-ls a fantastically large weapons 
program, larger than any other single 
weapons program in the history of the world. 
It would take so much attention from West
ern Electric and Bell Laboratories and the as
sociated scientists and engineers, that I am 
sure the research program for advancing the 
state of the art would suffer. 

Now, if this is true, if what Secretary 
of Defense McNamara was telling us at 
the time is true, then I believe this is a 
powerful reason for giving pause at this 
time for the whole program so that we 
can wait until we can see the whole 
picture. 

Mr. COHELAN. I am especially grate
ful to the gentleman from Maryland for 
this particularly important contribution 
because, as my colleagues know, Dr. 
LONG serves as a member of the Subcom
mittee on Appropriations for Military 
Construction and probably knows more 
about this system than most of us do and 
certainly on the classified side of the ma
terial I am sure he is well informed. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Washington. 

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I want to carry on with the subject 
raised by the gentleman from Maryland. 
There is what might be classed as a tech
nical iron curtain around military pro
grams that prevents congressional debate 
on these topics. I speak from personal 
experience on this aspect of the ABM 
issue, because my interest in the ABM 
system was first aroused when it was in
dicated that one of the primary sites 
would be centered within the metropoli
tan area of the city of Seattle at a sur
plus Army fort. There were a variety of 
reasons why the citizens did not want 
this fort used for the ABM including 
their desire that the land be used for 
other purposes such as recreational or 
educational use. 

During the course of our discussion 
with the Army a committee of scientists 
from the University of Washington and 
from other institutions in the area began 
to deal with this subject. These are men 
from the physics department and allied 
fields. They are not men who were social 
scientists with no expertise in the tech
nical field or for some reason had a social 
reason for opposing the ABM. These men 
have a technical interest. Many of them 
have worked for the Defense Depart
ment, and other Government bodies. 
They became willing, during the course 
of the debate on the ABM site to come 
forward with technical publications and 
describe in detail how the system would 
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work and what would happen to the city 
of Seattle, and the Nation if this system 
were deployed at this time. 

I believe the gentleman from Calif or
nia would agree with me that the pri
mary issue today in this Congress is the 
deployment and site acquisition for this 
system. And as other of my colleagues 
have just mentioned, once this system 
commences then from a technical view
Point, there will not be forward-looking 
research and development in the general 
sense but all energies will be directed to
ward hardware and then trying to up
date or change the obsolete hardware. 

Mr. COHELAN. If the gentleman will 
forgive me for interrupting at this point, 
what there will be, will be a constant get
well program. 

Mr. ADAMS. Exactly. 
Mr. COHELAN. Those of us who have 

been involved in this R. & D. know 
that we are constantly faced with the 
problem of more and more money for 
get-well programs. 

But it is not my purpose to discuss 
other missile systems, today. 

Mr. ADAMS. We will not go back to 
the Nike-Zeus today? 

Mr. COHELAN. That is right. 
Mr. ADAMS. I would like to refer the 

Members, and particularly the members 
of the Committee on Appropriations and 
Committee on Armed Services and those 
other Members who support this gystem 
who have not read some of the recent 
technical articles on this subject, to some 
reference materials. First, I placed in the 
RECORD on July 11 of last year a report 
of scientists from our area as regarding 
the gystem. 

Next the Scientific American maga
zine of March 1968 set a complete de
tailed explanation of the proposed Sen
tinel system which I will later ask to be 
included with my remarks. 

Finally, I want to point out that this 
information is not classified, it is not 
overly technical, and every Member is 
very capable of exercising an informed 
value judgment as to whether this sys
tem should be built. 

If you talk about the thin system, for 
example, it should be known that all 
the Chinese have to do against the Sen
tinel, with its Spartan and Sprint missile 
systems is to send forth one missile and 
explode it in the atmosphere to create 
an electronic blackout and then send a 
second missile right behind the first one 
and it wlll go through the system. 

Another example is the problem of the 
Sprint system being built within a city if 
several of these explode at one time the 
entire area is subject to fallout. 

Another example detailed in the Sci
entific American magazine article is the 
effect of the Spartan ABM missile on the 
incoming offensive missile. The missile 
is to be killed by the X-rays from the 
Spartan which melt the missile shield or 
by neutrons which fuse the inner work
ings of the missile. What happens then 
is the movement of the missile is not af
fected, and continues to come on in. 

So the defenders will undoubtedly fire 
the Sprint missiles to be sure that the 
missile is dead. 

If you fire several Splints in a metro
politan area and do not have a fallout 

program, you can inundate the entire 
area with fallout even if a low yield mis
sile is used. 

Therefore, you must lock down the 
system and make it entirely automatic 
so the def enders do not panic. If you do 
that, however, the recent statistics reveal 
that our electronic program and guid
ance systems together with the radar 
computers and other various sophisti
cated electronic products that are neces
sary, are not working well. In fact, the 
recent evaluation shows the effectiveness 
of these systems has dropped in the past 
10 years because of this detailed sophisti
cation to below a 50 percent effectiveness. 
We have been able to correct some of 
these by working with them on a day to 
day basis in actual use until they func
tion, but you will never be able to test 
this system in that fashion. It will be 
utilized only when needed. There is no 
other way to test it. 

Mr. COHELAN. This has been dis
cussed at some length but I would like 
the gentleman to cite the article to which 
he has referred. 

Mr. ADAMS. Thfo is the Scientiflc 
American of March 1968, and I would 
ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, to 
revise and extend my remarks and to 
include within my remarks portions of 
the article in the Scientific American of 
March 1968. 

The SPEAKER pro tempare. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, my deep 

personal interest in the ABM system 
started with the propasal that a po-ssible 
surplus World War I coast artillery fort 
in Seattle would be used as an ABM site. 
This area known as Fort Lawton was 
once declared surplus in 1936, and since 
then there have been various proposals 
for the use of this site as a regional park, 
campus for a local educational institu
tion, or other public use. 

Originally, the argument was made 
that this was the best location that could 
be used for an ABM site because of cer
tain technical reasons. Fortunately, how
ever, a group of scientists at the Univer
sity of Washington in the physics de
partment and other related scientific 
areas indicated to me that this was not 
the case, and made specific reference to 
published articles in the a via ti on press 
which described the system in detail. 
These scientists were also willing to take 
a public Position that this site was not 
only unnecessary but would probablY be 
detrimental to the defense of the metro
politan Seattle area, since this would 
bring attacking missiles into the area. 

I then exchanged a great deal of cor
respondence with the Department of De
fense and received special briefings from 
those in charge of the Sentinel system 
to check the information I had received. 
Since that time I have read many dis
quieting reports on the effectiveness of 
the new technical systems utilizing 
radar-computer technology. 

On July 11, 1968, I placed in the CoN
GRESSION AL RECORD the report I had re
ceived from the Seattle Association of 
Scientists of the Federation of American 
Scientists, dated May 29, 1968, which de
scribed in detail many of the technical 

defects in this system, the cost of the sys
tem, and questioned whether this system 
could even be effective as a thin system 
against the Chinese. 

Today, I will refer to Portions of an 
article in Scientific American for March 
1968, and place them in the RECORD at 
this point, which describe the system in 
detail and why it is dangerous to believe 
that it can even be effective against a 
Possible Chinese attack; and after that 
I want to discuss with you the general 
status of the anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem: 

ANTI-BALLISTic-Missn.E SYSTEMS 
(NOTE.-The U.S. is now building a "light" 

ABM system. The authors argue that offen
sive tactics and cheap penetration aids could 
nullify the effectiveness of this system and 
any other visualized so far.) 

(By Richard L. Garwin and Hans A. Bethe) 
• • • 

Known as the Sentinel system, it will pro
vide for long-range interception by Spartan 
antlmissile missiles and short-range inter
ception by Sprint antimissile missiles. Both 
types of missile will be armed with thermo
nuclear warheads for the purpose of destroy
ing or inactivating the attacker's thermonu
clear weapons, which will be borne through 
the atmosphere and to their targets by re
entry vehicles (RV's). The Spartan missiles, 
whose range is a few hundred kilometers, will 
be fired when an attacker's reentry vehicles 
are first detected rising above the horizon by 
perimeter acquisition radar (PAR). 

If the attacker is using his available pro
pulsion to deliver maximum payload, his re
entry vehicles will follow a normal mini
mum-energy trajectory, and they will first 
be sighted by one of the PAR's when they are 
about 4,000 kilometers, or about 10 minutes, 
away (see illustration on page 26]. If the 
attacker chooses to launch his rockets with 
less than maximum payload, he can put 
them either in a lofted trajectory or in a 
depressed one. The lofted trajectory has cer
tain advantages against a terminal defense 
system. The most extreme example of a de
pressed trajectory is the path followed by a 
low-orbit satellite. On such a trajectory a re
entry vehicle could remain below an altitude 
of 160 kilometers and would not be visible to 
the horizon-search radar until it was some 
1,400 kilometers, or about three minutes, 
away. This is FOBS: the fractional-orbit 
bombardment system, which allows intercon
tinental ballistic missiles to deliver perhaps 
50 to 75 percent of their normal payload. 

In the Sentinel system Spartans will be 
launched when PAR has sighted an incom
ing missile; they will be capable of inter
cepting the missile at a distance of several 
hundred kilometers. To provide a light shield 
for the entire U.S. about half a dozen PAR 
units wlll be deployed along the northern 
border of the country to detect missiles ap
proaching from the general direction of the 
North Pole (illustration not shown). Each 
PAR will be linked to several "farms" of 
long-range Spartan missiles, which can be 
hundreds of kilometers away. Next to each 
Spartan farm will be a fann of Sprint mis
siles together with missile-site radar (MSR), 
whose function is to help guide both the 
Spartans and the shorter-range Sprints to 
their targets. The task of the Sprints is to 
provide terminal protection for the impor
tant Spartans and MSR's. The PAR's will 
also be protected by Sprints and thus will 
require MSR's nearby. 

Whereas the Spartans are expected to in
tercept an enemy missile well above the up
per atmosphere, the Sprints are designed to 
be effective within the atmosphere, at alti
tudes below 35 kilometers. The explosion of 
an ABM missile's thermonuclear warhead 
will produce a huge flux of X rays, neutrons 
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and other particles, and within the atmos
phere a powerful blast wave as well. X rays, 
particles and blast can incapacitate a reentry 
vehicle. 

• 
One of us (Bethe) will now describe (1) 

the physical mechanisms by which an ABM 
missile can destroy or damage an incoming 
warhead and (2) some of the penetration 
aids available to an attacker who is deter
mined to have his warheads reach their 
targets. 

Much study has been given to the pos
sibility of using conventional explosives 
rather than a thermonuclear explosive in the 
warhead of a defensive missile. The answer 
is that the "kill" radius of a conventional ex
plosive is much too small to be practical in a 
likely tactical engagement. We shall con
sider here only the more important effects 
of the defensive thermonuclear weapon; the 
emission of neutrons, the emission of X rays 
and, when the weapon is exploded in the at
mosphere, blast. 

Neutrons have the ability to penetrate 
matter of any kind. Those released by defen
sive weapons could penetrate the heat shield 
and outer jacket of an offensive warhead and 
enter the fissile material itself, causing the 
atoms to fission and generating large 
amounts of heat. If sufficient heat is gener:. 
a.ted, the fissile material will melt and lose its 
carefully designed shape. Thereafter it can 
no longer be detonated. 

The kill radius for neutrons depends on 
the design of the offensive weapon and the 
yield, or energy release, of the defensive 
weapon. The miss distance, or distance of 
closest approach between the defensive and 
the offensive missiles, can be made small 
enough to achieve a kill by the neutron 
mechanism. This is particularly true if the 
defensive missile and radar have high per
formance and the interception is made no 
more than a few tens of kilometers from the 
ABM launch site. The neutron-kill mecha
nism is therefore practical for the short
range defense of a city or other important 
target. It is highly desirable that the yield 
of the defensive warhead be kept low to mini
mize the effects of blast and heat on the city 
being defended. 

The attacker can, of course, attempt to 
shield the fissile material in the offensive 
warhead from neutron damage, but the mass 
of shielding needed is substantial. Witness 
the massive shield required to keep neutrons 
from escaping from nuclear reactors. The 
size of the reentry vehicle will enable the 
defense to make a. rough estimate of the 
amount of shielding that can be carried and 
thus to estimate the intensity of neutrons re
quired to melt the warhead's fissile material. 

Let us consider next the effect of X rays. 
These rays carry off most of the energy 
emitted by nuclear weapons, especially those 
in the megaton range. If sufficient X-ray 
energy fa.Us on a reentry vehicle, it will cause 
the surface layer of the vehicle's heat shield 
to evaporate. This in itself may not be too 
damaging, but the vapor leaves the surface at 
high velocity in a very brief time and the 
recoil sets up a powerful shock wave in the 
heat shield. The shock may destroy the heat 
shield material or the underlying structure. 

X-rays are particularly effective above the 
upper atmosphere, where they can travel to 
their target without being absorbed by air 
molecules. The defense can therefore use 
megaton weapons without endangering the 
population below; it is protected by the in
tervening atmosphere. The kill radius can 
then be many kilometers. This reduces the 
accuracy required of the defensive missile 
and allows successful interception at ranges 
of hundreds of kilometers from the ABM 
launch site. Thus X-rays make possible an 
area defense and provide the key to the Sen
tinel system. 

On the other hand, the reentry vehicle 
can be hardened against X-ray damage to a 

considerable extent. And in general the de
fender will not know if the vehicle has been 
damaged until it reenters the atmosphere. 
If it has been severely damaged, it may break 
up or burn up. If this does not happen, how
ever, the defender is helpless unless he has 
also constructed an effective terminal, or 
short-range, defense system. 

The third kill mechanism-blast-can 
operate only in the atmosphere and requires 
little comment. Ordinarily when an offensive . 
warhead reenters the atmosphere it is de
celerated by a force that, at maximum, is on 
the order of 100g. (One g is the acceleration 
due to the earth's gravity.) The increased 
atmospheric density reached within a shock 
wave from a nuclear explosion in air can 
produce a deceleration several times greater. 
But just as one can shield against neutrons 
and X-rays one can shield against blast by 
designing the reentry vehicle to have great 
structural strength. Moreover, the defense, 
not knowing the detailed design of the reen
try vehicle, has little way of knowing if it 
has destroyed a given vehicle by blast until 
the warhead either goes off or falls to do so. 

The main difficulty for the defense is the 
fact that in all probability the offensive re
entry vehicle will not arrive as a single object 
that can be tracked and fired on but will be 
accompanied by many other objects de
liberately placed there by the offense. These 
objects come under the heading of pene
tration aids. We shall discuss only a few of 
the many types of such aids. They include 
fragments of the booster rockets, decoys, fine 
metal wires called chaff, electronic counter
measures and blackout mechanisms of sev
eral kinds. 

The last stage of the booster that has pro
pelled the offensive missile may disintegrate 
into fragments or it can be fragmented de
liberately. Some of the pieces will have a 
radar cross section comparable to or larger 
than the cross section of the reentry vehicle 
itself. The defensive radar therefore has the 
task of discriminating between a mass of de
bris and the warhead. Although various 
means of discrimination are effective to some 
extent, radar and data processing must be 
specifically set up for this purpose. In any 
case the radar must deal with tens of ob
jects for each genuine target, and this im
poses considerable complexity on the system. 

There is, of course, an easy way to dis
criminate among such objects: let the whole 
swarm reenter the atmosphere. The lighter 
booster fragments will soon be slowed down, 
whereas the heavier reentry vehicle will con
tinue to fall with essentially undiminished 
speed. If a swarm of objects ls allowed to 
reenter, however, one must abandon the con
cept of area defense and construct a terminal 
defense system. If a nation insists on retain
ing a pure area defense, lt must be prepared 
to shoot at every threatening object. Not 
only is this extremely costly but also lt can 
quickly exhaust the supply of antimissile 
missiles. 

Instead of relying on the accidental targets 
provided by booster fragments , the offense 
wm almost certainly want to employ decoys 
that closely imitate the radar reflectivity of 
the reentry vehicle. One cheap and simple 
decoy ls a balloon with the same shape as the 
reentry vehicle. It can be made of thin plastic 
covered with metal in the form of foll , strips 
or wire mesh. A considerable number of such 
balloons can be carried unlnflated by a single 
offensive missile and released when the 
missile has risen above the atmosphere. 

The chief difficulty wi·th balloons is putting 
them on a "credible" trajectory, that ls, a 
trajectory aimed at a city or some other 
plausible target. Nonetheless, if the defending 
force employs an area defense and really seeks 
to protect the entire country, it must try t o 
intercept every suspicious object, including 
balloon decoys. The defense may, however, 
decide not to shoot at incoming objects that 

seem to be directed against nonvltal targets; 
thus it may choose to limit possible damage 
to the country rather than to avoid all dam
age. The offense could then take the option of 
directing live warheads against points on the 
outskirt of cities, where a nuclear explosion 
would still produce radioactivity and possibly 
severe fallout over densely populated regions. 
Worse, the possibility that reentry vehicles 
can be built to maneuver makes it dangerous 
to ignore objects even 100 kilometers off 
target. 

Balloon decoys, even more than booster 
fragments, will be rapidly slowed by the 
atmosphere and will tend to burn up when 
they reenter it. Here again a terminal ABM 
system has a far better chance than an area 
defense system to discriminate between 
decoys and warheads. One possibility for an 
area system is "active" discrimination. If a 
defensive nuclear missile is exploded some
where in the ploud of balloon decoys travel
ing with a reentry vehicle, the balloons will 
either be destroyed by radiation from the 
explosion or will be blown far off course. The 
reentry vehicle presumably will survive. If 
the remaining set of objects is examined by 
radar, the reentry vehicle may stand out 
clearly. It can then be killed by a second 
interceptor shot. Such a shoot-look-shoot 
tactic may be effective, but it obviously 
places severe demands on the ABM missiles 
and the radar tracking system. Moreover, it 
can be countered by the use of small, dense 
decoys within the balloon swarms. 

Moreover, it may be possible to develop 
decoys that are as resistant to X-rays as the 
reentry vehicle and also are simple and com
pact. Their radar reflectivity could be made 
to simulate that of a reentry vehicle over a 
wide range of frequencies. The decoys could 
also be made to reenter the atmosphere--at 
least down to a fairly low altltude--ln a way 
that closely mimicked an actual reentry 
vehicle. The design of such decoys, however, 
would require considerable experimentation 
and development. 

Another way to confuse the defensive 
radar ls to scatter the fine metal wires of 
chaff. If such wires are cut to about half the 
wavelength of the defensive radar, each wire 
will act as a re:llecting dipole with a radar 
across section approximately equal to the 
wavelength squared divided by 271". The actual 
length of the wires is not critical; a wire of 
a given length is also effective against radar 
of shorter wavelength. Assuming that the 
radar wavelength is one meter and that one
mil copper wire ls cut to half-meter lengths, 
one can easily calculate that 100 million chaff 
wires will weigh only 200 kilograms ( 440 
pounds). 

The chaff wires could be dispersed over a 
large volume of space; the chaff could be so 
dense and provide such large radar reflection 
that the reentry vehicle could not be seen 
against the background noise. The defense 
would then not know where in the large re
flecting cloud the reentry vehicle is con
cealed. The defense would be induced to 
spend several interceptors to cover the entire 
cloud, with no certainty, even so, that the 
hidden reentry vehicle will be killed. How 
much of the chaff would survive the defen
sive nuclear explosion ls another difficult 
question. The main problem for the attacker 
is to develop a way to disperse chaff more or 
less uniformly. 

An active alternative to the use of chaff ls 
to equip some decoys with electronic devices 
that generate radio noise at frequencies 
selected to jam the defensive radar. There 
are many variations on such electronic 
countermeasures, among them the use of 
j ammers on the reentry vehicles themselves. 

The last of the penetration aids that will be 
mentioned here is the radar blackout caused 
by the large number of free electrons released 
by a nuclear explosion. These electrons, ex
cept for a few, are removed from atoms or 
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molecules of air, which thereby become ions. ment. By this means we will have in
There are two main causes for the formation creased by many times the number of 
of Ions: the fireball of the explosion, which deliverable warheads at our disposal. The 
produces ions because of its high tempera- end result will be that we will have even 
ture, and the radioactive debris of the ex- greater deliverable destructive power 
plosion, which releases beta rays (high- than we had before the deployment of 
energy electrons) that ionize the air they 
traverse. The second mechanism is important their ABM system. To expect the Rus
only at high altitude. sians to respond in any other way to our 

The electrons in an ionized cloud of gas ABM deployment would be naive and 
have the property of bending and absorbing • wishful thinking. In fact it is reasonable 
electromagnetic waves, particularly those of to say that the large increase in Russian 
low frequency . Attenuation can reach such deployment of ICBM's which has oc
such high values that the defensive radar is curred in the last year can be directly at-
prevented from seeing any object behind the . . . . . 
ionized cloud (unlike chaff, which confuses tributed to their anticipation of our ABM 
the radar only at the chaff range and not system. 
beyond). ABM's are therefore not our defense, 

Blackout is a severe problem for an area but our ICBM's which maintain our de
defense designed to intercept missiles above terrent capability, are. Because of the 
the upper atmosphere. The problem is ag- action-reaction mechanism-just de
gravated because area-defense radar is likely scribed-ABM's can strategically be in
to employ low-frequency (long) waves, which terchanged with ICBM's. If we deploy 
are the most suitable for detecting enemy . 
missiles at long range. In some recent popu- an AB~ S_!Stem. to protec~ our l.\;Imute
lar articles long-wave radar has been hailed men, this is equivalent to increasmg the 
as the cure for the problems of the ABM mis- number of deliverable Minutemen that 
sile. It is not. Even though it increases the we can return to the attacker. A more 
capability of the radar in some ways, it makes direct way to accomplish the same is to 
the system more vulnerable to blackout. simply build more hardened Minutemen 

Blackout can be caused in two ways: by missiles. However, the use of ABM's does 
the defensive nuclear explosions themselves add a new dangerous dimension to our 
and by deliberate explosions set off at high . . . . 
altitude by the attacker. Although the former nation~l security. This danger is the PS!-
are unavoidable, the defense has the choice chological factor that the country or its 
of setting them off at altitudes and in loca- leaders may feel that they are truly pro
tions that will cause the minimum blackout tected. In this case we or the Russians 
of its radar. The offense can sacrifice a few might then feel that the concept of win
early missiles to cause blackout at strategic ning an all-out nuclear war makes sense, 
locations. In what follows we shall assume for which could produce such a war. The 
purposes of discussion that the radar wave- ABM system can only increase the arms 
length is one meter. Translation to other . . . 
wavelengths is not difficult . race without changmg our defensive pos-

As shown by the prect::ding article, 
even if the missile were "killed" by X-ray 
penetration the missile would continue 
to appear on the radar screens as ap
proaching the target and the defense 
would not know whether it was "dead" 
or "alive." The defense would have to 
be fully automated otherwise the de
f enders would undoubtedly fire all their 
short-range missiles at the incoming 
vehicle. 

It is sometimes claimed that an anti
ballistic-missile system will be good be
cause it is defensive and it is better to 
place one's resources in a defensive race 
than in an offensive race. A related argu
ment is to say that it is better to have 
imperfect defense than to have no de
fense at all. Both of these statements are 
not valid because unless the ABM is a 
perfect shield, which it is not, it is in 
reality no defense at all. Our present de
fense against an all-out nuclear attack 
from the Soviets, which will not be 
changed by our deployment of any fore
seeable ABM system, is our second-strike 
capability which permits us to absorb a 
first strike and respond with enough de
structive power to destroy the Soviet 
Union as a civilized country. Under these 
conditions neither country would be able 
to win an all-out nuclear exchange which 
robs any rational motive for such a war. 
The reaction of the Soviets to our de
ployment of the present Sentinel system 
will be exactly as our reaction was to 
their ABM system. It was not to build 
another ABM system but to revamp all 
of our present warheads so as to make 
them more capable of penetrating any 
foreseeable future Russian ABM deploy-

ture, and adds the dangerous psycho
logical dimension of giving us a false 
sense of security. 

There might be some who would still 
want to maintain the fiction that the 
thin ABM system is to be oriented only 
against the Chinese and therefore the 
Russians need not react. Recent pro
nouncements have made it clear that the 
system is to be intended against the 
Russians to be used either as a negotiat
ing point or as a first step to developing 
technology for an anti-Soviet system. 
However, there is another important ar
gument against a so-called thin Chinese 
oriented system. If we start off with a 
"thin" system, there will come a period 
when such a system can be penetrated 
by the Chinese. The point at which this 
will occur is a matter of debate. Some 
people feel that this will occur even be
fore the system is built. However, when
ever such a point is reached the same 
reasoning that justified the anti-Chinese 
system in the first place will require the 
United States to modify and expand the 
system so as to keep it in step with the 
development of the Chinese offensive 
capabilities. 

This means that such a system will in
evitably be expanded into a "thick" sys
tem. The Army clearly had this in mind 
in their initial plans for deploying these 
missile sites near population centers, 
even though such location is not a re
quirement for the Sentinel system, but is 
a requirement for a "thick" system which 
depends on point defenses of Sprint bat
teries around each population center in 
the United States. 

Furthermore, for a "thick" system to 
have any hope of being effective, it must 

be coupled with a major fallout shelter 
program. To ignore the need for a major 
fallout shelter program when proposing 
a "thick" system is misleading, to say the 
least, since the effect of exploding short
range Sprint nuclear missiles around a 
metropolitan area will create a tremen
dous fallout problem even with low yield 
missiles. The psychological impact on our 
society of such a fallout program and 
its threatening nature to the Soviets has 
been amply discussed in the past when 
this idea was resoundingly rejected by 
the American people. 

Now we have also heard that we should 
begin deployment in order to get arms 
control talks started. If we want to get 
the Russians to take their ineffective 
ABM apart, then we must have an inef
fective system of our own to take apart. 
Frankly, I cannot believe that this argu
ment is more than a last-ditch attempt 
to justify deployment for its own sake. 

Another, even worse excuse is that we 
must deploy this ineffective system in 
order to learn how to build a good one. 
Anyone in technology knows the differ
"ence between R. & D. and deployment. 
We are supposed to accept deployment 
in the guise of research. But deployment 
means the end of research. R. & D. has 
to be done before the system is built. 
When we deploy, we freeze the design. 
Deployment of an ineffective system can 
only slow up our search for effective 
defense. 

I urge my colleagues on the Armed 
Services Committee, the Appropriations 
Committee, and Foreign Affairs Commit
tee to hold public hearings on whether 
to deploy this system now or continue 
research and development while the 
President and his Executive departments 
carry on negotiations with the Russians 
on the whole subject of the arms race. 

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for arranging this debate so 
as to give us an opportunity to put our 
remarks in the RECORD. 

What we see here today is really a dis
cussion of the classic salami tactics. 

We are told that a thin ABM system 
will cost $5 billion and that a thick ABM 
system will cost $50 billion. But from past 
experience with Government figures, we 
know that the thin system will cost $50 
billion and the thick ABM system will 
cost $500 billion. This is the cost that we 
should address ourselves to. It is the 
whole concept of employing this kind of 
situation at this time when we are on 
the verge, at least in the other body, of 
discussing the nuclear nonproliferation 
treaty. 

What we are doing is escalating. I want 
to tell you this is some race, Mr. Speaker. 

I want to refer to what occurred 1n 
New York in the late fifties and the early 
sixties when this question was up to im
pose upon the State the bomb shelters. 
That was the answer in the late fifties 
and early sixties. They were going to 
spend billions of dollars, and today as 
we look back on that we see that it is an 
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utter joke. But if we had let them do 
what they wanted to do, and if we had 
not stopped it, we would have been stuck 
with these garages underground, which 
could not even be used, of course, for 
cars. 

But there is something that I also 
would like to bring to your attention, and 
that is the safety of the cities them
selves. We have a situation where they 
tell us that these missiles are safe, that 
the antiballistic missiles are no danger 
to the cities in which they are physically 
located. 

We know that that is not the truth. 
We know that the same experts in the 
Army, the same experts in the Pentagon 
told us that there was no danger when 
they ftew with the hydrogen bombs. But 
ask the people in the tomato fields of 
Palomares in Spain; ask the people in 
Greenland; ask them in South Carolina. 
Those same bombs which accidentally 
fell there did have radioactive danger, 
even though we were told they did not. 

Our trouble in this situation is that 
the Sprint, because it is to be available 
immediately, because as soon as the but
ton, or whatever it is they touch to set 
it off, has to be immediately available, 
and so it has to be armed on the site, and 
it is the electronic and mechanical im
pulses and provisions that prevent its 
detonation in the city. 

But do you know that five of the six 
electronic and mechanical devices which 
were to control those hydrogen bombs 
that [fell accidentally and] had leak
age-they did not go off, but they had 
leakage at the sites I told you-that five 
of the six safety factors failed, and that 
if the sixth one had failed there would 
have been hydrogen bomb explosions at 
those very sites, one of which would have 
been in South Carolina? 

It is clear to me that what we are doing 
is this: We are investing in a system 
which has no military purpose, with the 
expenditure of billions of dollars, be
cause that is what the Army wants. It 
does not make any difference if the sys
tem is outmoded the day it is put on the 
drawing boards. They want to keep it 
up. And it is our job to stop them. 

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

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. REUSS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, like the gentleman from 

California, I have had to get my infor
mation on the ABM as best I can, and 
I do not mean to suggest that the issue 
of its usefulness is entirely settled in 
my own mind. I cannot help but ob
serve, however, that first the Pentagon 
sought to sell us on the basis that it 
would protect our cities against the Red 
Chinese. Then that not having exactly 
been bought, the switch was made to 
protecting our cities against the Soviet 
Union. And because of difficulties, not 
the least of which has been the objection 
on the part of many city-dwellers, the 
current attempt from the Pentagon 
seems to be to base the ABM program 
on a desire to harden our Minutemen 
missile sites throughout the country. 

Whatever the rights and wrongs, what
ever the validity of this proposed ABM 
as a defense instrument, the great point, 
it seems to me, and one that has been 
well made already by the gentleman 
from California, is that action by one 
side of the great confrontation inevita
bly leads to a reaction, and frequently a 
wild and possibly uncontrollable reac
tion, from the other side. 

There is no doubt that, looking back, 
we overdeployed our intercontinental 
ballistic missiles during the alleged mis
sile-gap period of the early and middle 
1960's. Now the Soviet Union is reacting 
and catching up, and by this summer it 
is said they will be just about caught up. 

If we now start deploying the ABM, the 
next step will be some variant of the 
MIRV to pierce the ABM. But since there 
is no way to Police the MIRV, although 
there is a way to police the ABM, we 
may indeed have let the genie out of the 
bottle, because both sides could then 
wildly over-react. 

Which brings me to what I think is 
the essential point of thiis debate, and 
that is that the time to start negotiating 
about missiles with the Soviet Union is 
now. 

our distinguished former colleague, 
whom I was delighted to see on the :floor 
of the House just a moment ago, the 
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Laird, just a 
few days ago on "Face the Nation" said 
that before missile talks can start, 
"There must first be progress not only 
in Paris, but also in the Middle East." 

Now, I hope there is progress in Paris, 
and I hope there is progress in the Mid
dle East. But the time to begin those 
negotiations with the Soviet Union does 
not depend upon what happens in Paris. 
It does not depend even on what happens 
in the Middle East. We should start now, 
before contractors get a vested interest 
in the deployment of the ABM, by nego
tiating on missiles with our opponents 
on the other side. 

If we do not deploy the ABM, this 
will, no doubt, disappoint those units of 
the industrial complex-Western Elec
tric, General Electric, McDonnell-Doug
las, Raytheon, Martin-Marietta, and 
some others--that have been banking on 
a multimillion-dollar program. 

I would hope that the scientific genius 
of those great industrial companies could 
instead be turned loose on the great 
problems of the American people, the 
problems of air and water pollution, the 
problems of new methods of building 
homes and schools, and working toward 
some of the great scientific break
throughs which are so desperately 
needed. 

So my contribution, if I may make one 
to this afternoon's debate-and I am so 
grateful to the gentleman from Cali
fornia for initiating it-is that rather 
than deploy ABM, let us now at once, 
not waiting for the solution of other 
problems, start negotiating with the 
Soviet Union toward a diminution of 
missile strength on both sides. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin for his 
contribution. 

I would like to comment on that, be
cause the gentleman from Wisconsin has 

raised a very interesting point about the 
apparent shift in ground in support of 
the program. All we know is from what we 
read in the newspapers, our good friend 
and former colleague, the Secretary of 
Defense, has indicated that they may be 
changing their posture, since there has 
been so much attack on deploying missile 
radar sites and perimeter radar sites in 
and around cities. 

There are other major problems I could 
develop, but I wanted to point out there 
are relatively a large number of ways of 
increasing the chances that our missiles 
will survive attacks without putting up 
an ABM hardening system around our 
presently existing so-called hard sites. 

Many of us have spent endless hours 
in committee hearings on hardening up 
those sites so that they would survive. We 
have a survivable system now, and it 
seems to me a kind of last-minute 
thought in an effort to try to keep the 
ABM system in being to insist on this 
shift in ground. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield at that point? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, as a mat
ter of fact, in the current appropriation 
for the Department of Defense there 
are funds for hardening the sites even 
further and for protecting them against 
possible attack. · 

Mr. COHELAN. But it is not only that. 
We can increase hardening of our sites 
by adopting a rail or truck mobile sys
tem, or we can increase our submarine 
launching capability, or we can deploy 
ABM's. But by no means has the ABM 
been proven the most effective or least 
expensive of these options. 

Furthermore, the effect of this further 
hardening is to increase our offensive 
capability, and this, in turn, adds fuel to 
the arms race. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I am going 
to ask permission to revise and extend 
my remarks, but I inject this at this 
moment on this action-reaction cycle 
which the gentleman from California 
and the gentleman from Illinois have just 
alluded to. 

This could go on forever. I do not see 
any end in sight unless, as the gentleman 
from Wisconsin suggested, we take ad
vantage of the willingness now of the 
Soviet Union to sit down and talk about 
this. It is the only way to break this ac
tion-reaction cycle. We are poised now 
at a critical point. They have injected 
new elements into this picture which 
could involve massive spending by both 
nations in the seventies without any in
crease in security. 

So, I think the most critical point is 
that the United States should indicate 
its willingness to sit down with the Soviet 
Union and discuss this matter of ABM's 
and related matters, and hopefully we 
can achieve an end, or at the very least, 
a diminution of this escalation. Other
wise, there will simply be no end to it. 



4556 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE February 26, 1969 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
with the gentleman from New York. I 
would just like to make an aside on that, 
which is incidentally part of my prepared 
text but it has been argued by some that 
we ~hould prepare to deploy the ABM's 
to strengthen our position in discussions 
with the Soviets. 

In my judgment, this is not valid. Our 
defense experts, including f orrr..er distin
guished Secretary of Defense Robert Mc
Namara, have advised us the best Amer
ican response-which is what the gentle
man from Connecticut <Mr. GIAIMO) was 
pointing out-to the deployment of an 
effective Soviet ABM system is to im
prove our offensive arsenal to insure a 
sufficient number of our warheads can be 
delivered on target to maintain our sec
ond strike capability. Then we can off er 
to trade off Soviet restraint with ABM 
for similar U.S. restraint in deployment 
of improved offensive forces. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. TUNNEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me and for having brought 
this matter before the House, because I 
feel, as do some of my colleagues, this is 
one of the most important issues facing 
the country at this time. 

I personally believe that one of the 
key factors is whether or not the United 
States can afford the ABM system. I am 
talking now about dollars and cents; I 
am not talking about whether we can 
afford it spiritually in the reaction and 
counterreaction on the part of the Soviet 
Union. 

We are talking in terms of $60 billion 
to $100 billion, and about a system which 
may very well not work. We already have 
spent, since the end of World War II, 
about $19 billion on missile systems 
which were never completed or when de
veloped were found to be obsolete. Six 
billion dollars of these funds were spent 
on weapons systems which were designed 
to protect us from a Soviet missile attack. 

So I believe, when we look at the over
all problem, looking at the things we 
need in this country and looking at what 
we need in the way of a defense structure 
in other parts of the world, there is a 
question whether we can afford it. 

I should like to quote from Mr. George 
Rathjens, who recently wrote a report 
"The Future of the Strategic Arms Race" 
for the Carnegie Endowment for Inter
national Peace, which already has been 
quoted today. I should like to quote a 
brief statement: 

Let it be assumed that a given target ls 
defended by 50 interceptors, that the Chinese 
have 25 ICBM's with a reliab111ty of 80 per 
cent, and that each interceptor has an 80 
per cent chance of destroying an ICBM. Ac-
cording to this scenario, there is no more 
than about a 50 per cent probability that 
sentinel would succeed in preventing all 25 
ICBM's from hitting their target. 

Then he goes on to point out that each 
time the Chinese increased their com
plement of ICBM's in an arithmetical 
proportion we would have to increase 
our defense structure in a geometric pro
portton. 

So I feel it is impossible for the United 
States at this time, with the kind of in
formation we have available to us, to go 
ahead with this program. 

Mr. Speaker, T. S. Eliot has said: 
We shall not cease from exploration and 

the end of all our exploring will be to arrive 
where we started and know the place for 
the first time. 

It is now apparent that Secretary of 
Defense Laird has all but decided to re
sume the deployment of the ABM system 
despite the fact that strong doubts have 
been raised as to its utility and its eff ec
tiveness. I believe that a more rational 
approach would be to freeze further de
ployment of the ABM pending more re
search and development. Let us explore 
this vital issue thoroughly so that we 
may know what we have, where we are, 
and where we are going to lead the 
American people. 

In September of 1967, Robert Mc
Namara said: 

Every ABM system . . . now feasible in
volves firing defensive missiles at incoming 
offensive warheads in an effort to destroy 
them. What is overlooked is that any such 
system can rather obviously be defeated by 
an enemy simply sending more offensive war
heads, or dummy warheads, than there are 
defensive missiles capable of destroying 
them. 

The advocates of the ABM have been 
unable to agree with certainty as to jus
tifi.cation for its immediate deployment. 
The preliminary justifi.cation given was 
the threat of a Chinese missile threat by 
the mid 1970's. Later the "future Chi
nese threat" was abandoned in favor of 
justifying the "thin" ABM as a base for 
the future development of a "thick" 
ABM for use against the Soviet Union. 
Secretary Laird indicated that he 
viewed the thin ABM only as a bargain
ing factor in negotiations with the Soviet 
Union over the limitation of the nuclear 
arms race. More recently the Secretary 
appears to have retreated to the position 
that the deployment of a thin ABM 
should continue as protection against a 
future Chinese missile threat. However, 
many scientists argue that the thin ABM 
will be obsolete by the time it is ready 
to cope with a mid-1970 Chinese missile 
threat. They argue that the Chinese 
could quite easily incorporate in their 
first generation ICBM's the necessary 
penetration aids to enable them to over
come the thin ABM. 

Mr. Speaker, the cost of building a thin 
ABM will, in all probability, exceed $9.4 
billion plus 10 percent or almost $1 bil
lion a year for maintenance. Before we 
agree to commit such a large sum of 
money I feel we should, at the very least, 
have clear and convincing justification. 

Furthermore, if the rationale for the 
thin ABM is that it is a base for the 
eventual construction of a thick ABM, 
we are speaking of costs ranging any-
where from $60 to $100 billion plus an 
annual 10 percent maintenance cost. 

A recent report written by a former 
Bureau of the Budget employee respon
sible for evaluating weapons systems 
performances concluded that many per
formed poorly or were outright failures. 
The report demonstrated a close correla
tion between so-called crash programs 

to develop new weapons systems and 
subsequent poor performance or can
cellation. 

The ABM is a relatively new weapons 
system which has undergone only super
ficial testing. Yet its immediate deploy
ment is being pushed with the assurance 
that it will work. 

Many scientists have raised doubts as 
to its reliability. Since the ABM will only 
be tested once-when it is actually 
used-I believe that more research and 
development should be undertaken to 
resolve serious doubts which question its 
reliability. 

Deployment of the thin ABM near 
several of our major cities has created 
a fear of accidental nuclear explosion. 
Considerable anxiety is being generated 
among a great many citizens and yet we 
cannot even be certain that the ABM will 
protect them. Moving the ABM sites into 
rural areas is not a solution, since there 
is a strong possibility of a thick ABM 
will follow requiring sites adjacent to 
major cities. 

Secretary of State William Rogers 
has reportedly said that he hoped that 
the decisions on the deployment of the 
ABM could be def erred pending negotia
tions with Moscow on limitation of the 
nuclear arms race. Thus the division on 
the issue of immediate deployment of the 
ABM extends from the scientific com
munity to within the new administra
tion itself. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to conclude 
by an additional quotation from Mr. 
George W. Rathjens: 

The issue is whether the possible utility of 
Sentinel in saving lives in the unlikely event 
of a Chinese nuclear attack is sufficient to 
justify the costs, the risks that the United 
States might act on the basis of misplaced 
confidence in its effectiveness, and the un
desirable impact of the decision on the So
viet-American strategic balance. Any con
ceivable flexibility Sentinel may give in deal
ing with Chinese aggressiveness or with the 
accidental launch of missiles against the 
U.S. is probably negligible compared to these 
considerations. 

Mr. Rathjens is a professor at the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
and his conclusion, backed up by other 
well-known scientists, is clear evidence 
of the need to freeze present ABM de
ployment and proceed with more re
search and development on weapons sys
tems needs. 

Mr. Rathjens continues: 
It must be borne in mind that the offense 

can choose any target on which to concen
trate its attack: the defense must defend all. 
The range of the Spartan interceptor, which 
is used with the Sentinel system, implies that 
not 50 interceptors, but about "500 would 
have to be deployed throughout the United 
States 1f every important target were to be 
within the effective defensive range of 50 
Spartan missiles. Thus, even with a twenty 
to one superiority in numbers of interceptors 
over the number of Chinese missiles, the pic
ture is far from comforting. 

When one considers that a single one-meg
aton warhead detonated over one of the 
larger U.S. cities would produce about one 
million fatalities, it is clear that those who 
claim a damage-denial or near damage-denial 
capability for Sentinel are assuming an ex
traordinarily high level of effectiveness. 

As the Chinese capabilities grow, the de
fense problem will become even more difll-
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cult. This is illustrated by an extension of 
the sample calculation: if the numbers of 
Chinese ICBM's and United States intercep
tors are both doubled, the chance of at least 
one Chinese missile getting to its target rises 
to over 70 per cent, to over 90 per cent if the 
numbers of ICBM's and interceptors are 
both quadrupled, and so on. In the long run 
then (and it may not be too long a run), de
fense clearly becomes a losing game even 
against a relatively weak adversary. The costs 
of defense required to maintain any given 
level of protection will rise much more 
sharply than the costs of improving the 
offense. 

I thank the gentleman from California 
for giving me this opportunity to make 
this statement. 

Mr. COHELAN. I am very grateful to 
my distinguished colleague from Cal
ifornia for his comment and also for his 
citations. 

I would hope that Members who want 
to pursue this subject further-and we 
have only 8 minutes left, by the way, on 
my special order-would devote their at
tention to page 4244 of the RECORD for 
February 24, 1969, wherein I inserted 
several articles which explore this gen
eral subject. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from California <Mr. BURTON). 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. Speak
er, former Vice President, Hubert H. 
Humphrey wrote in January of this year: 

The fundamentals of the missile contro
versy are not beyond the comprehension of 
the American people, and certainly no de
cision of the magnitude of ABM should be 
taken on their behalf without greater evi
dence of their informed consent than can 
be said to exist presently. 

I share this view and commend my 
distinguished colleagues for scheduling 
the special order so that some of the 
many facets of this question can be fur
ther viewed by the American people. 

They have a right to know what they 
are buying and we have an obligation to 
engage in this dialog so that they can 
know. 

We are asked to support a limited ABM 
system at an estimated cost of $5 bil
lion. Why? To deter a potential threat 
from the Soviet? No. Former Secretary 
of Defense Robert McNamara tells us 
it will not serve this purpose. Besides, he 
says, in effect, the offensive deterrent we 
already possess is sufficient to accomplish 
that goal. 

This, we are told, is to be a limited 
ABM-aimed at the "Chinese" threat. 
In my view, there is a sufficient contra
diction here, alone, to cast doubt on the 
proposal. For if, in the Secretary's view, 
sufficient offensive deterrent exists in re
lation to the Soviet, then why is it not 
also sufficient to deter a threat from 
any other and, in this case, admittedly 
lesser source? 

I should like to make it clear at this 
point that I am not advocating the con
cept of offensive deterrence but point
ing up at least one substantial contra
diction which is the start of a strong 
thread of doubt concerning the whole 
argument in favor of deployment of an 
ABM system. 

If the concern is miscalculation by 
China of our position and our potential, 
that concern finds remedy not in escala
tion of the arms race but in escalation 
of the peace race-in meaningful at
tempts to establish contact so that mis
calculation will not occur out of igno
rance, or be the result of fear that is 
natural to those too long cut off from 
participation in the vital dialog within 
the community of nations. 

The thread of doubt about the wisdom 
of ABM continues to grow as one con
templates the needs of the people in our 
cities, the hunger of the rural poor, the 
medical needs of the aged and disabled, 
the need for improved education of our 
youth and so many other domestic needs. 
These needs could be met with this $5 
billion, or whatever the larger figure 
which would inevitably result. It is not 
the cost alone of ABM which gives one 
pause, but the growing knowledge that 
it is a useless cost which will spiral as 
demands for more complex systems re
flect the escalation of the arms race 
which this initial deployment would 
cause. 

If history were to teach us anything, 
we should be able to grasp the almost 
physical principle that in the affairs of 
nations "for every action there is an 
equal reaction." ABM will call for more 
sophisticated weapons systems of any 
potential adversary. More sophisticated 
weapons systems by them call for great
er deterrence in some form by us
Where, I ask, does it end? 

This is the purpose of the dialog in 
which we now engage. We pause to con
template the next step and the conse
quences that will follow. 

It can be argued that ABM is useless 
before it is built. 

Serious question can be raised about 
the wisdom, even the morality, of so 
great an expenditure at this time for so 
questionable a goal. 

It can be argued that such a system 
is not necessary even if you were to grant 
a certain validity t;o arguments concern
ing a Chinese threat. 

The overriding factor in my opposition 
to the deployment of the ABM is that 
this act thrusts us into a new spiral in 
the arms race from which we have roiled 
so desperately to escape. 

NegotiaJtions on arms reductions seem 
to be within our grasp. 

We have pending before the Senate a 
nuclear nonproliferation treaty which 
demands action. 

These and other steps have been taken 
in the last decade in the long road toward 
peace and toward the rule of reason and 
not of arms in the affairs of nations and 
of men. 

To be deterred from this course by so 
questionable a goal, so doubt ridden a 
project as ABM is folly and history would 
record it so. 

For, in the closing words of Robert 
McNamara's speech to the United Press 
International Edirors and Publishers in 
San Francisco, in September, 1967: 

In the end, the root of man's security does 
not lle in his weaponry. 

In the end, the root or man's security lies 
in his mind. 

What the world requires in its 22nd Year 
of the Atomic Age is not a new race towards 
armament. • 

What the world requires in its 22nd Year 
of the Atomic Age is a new race towards 
reasonableness. 

We had better all run that race. 
Not merely we, the administrators, but, 

we, the people. 

These, then, are the considerations 
which determine my opposition to the 
ABM system. 

It is our responsibility, in the words 
of the prophet Isaiah, to: 

Undo the heavy burdens and to let the 
oppressed go free. 

We have the opportunity to loose our
selves from the heavy burdens of a spi
raling arms race and to free our people 
from the oppression of hunger, want, and 
suffering which still stalk major seg
ments of our people in this bountiful 
land. 

It is a responsibility which I do not 
take lightly nor was the course which I 
advocate arrived at hastily. It is a course 
of opposition to the ABM demanded, in 
my view, by reason, by humanity, by 
deep concern for the future of this Na
tion, its people, its leadership within the 
community of nations, and its place in 
history. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
privilege to join my distinguished col
leagues, including my colleague and 
friend from California (Mr. CoHELAN) 
and from Illinois (Mr. YATES) in discus
sion of an issue which may have more 
impact on shaping the future of our 
country than any other issue to come 
before this Congress. While the cost of 
development and deployment of the Sen
tinel anti-ballistic-missile system may 
or may not break us, the way in which 
we resolve this question will be the clue 
as to how we will resolve all of our pri
ority problems. It seems to me thait it 
will also determine in large part whether 
Congress has any real role in this ques
tion of defense spending and priorities 
of whether the military both proposes 
and disposes and Congress merely rub
berstamps. 

There are, Mr. Speaker, as my distin
guished colleagues have pointed out and 
will further document innumerable rea
sons for us-the elected Representatives 
of the people-to question the soundness, 
the necessity, and the effectiveness of the 
Pentagon's proposed Sentinel ABM sys
tem. As the growing flood of constituent 
mail amply proves, the citizens of this 
Nation are concerned, not to say deeply 
distressed, by the danger to the safety 
of their families and communities which 
is posed by IJresent plans for deployment 
of the Sentinel system. 

In addition to the safety problems 
which the proposed Sentinel system 
presents, there are serious questions of 
the efficacy of the proposed system, its 
tremendous cost, its destabilizing etf ects 
on international relations and our 
present disarmament negotiation efforts, 
and so on almost ad infinitum. Many of 
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these reasons for opposing the present 
deployment of Sentinel have received 
widespread public attention, and are the 
source not only of public concern but in 
some cases of excruciating public ap
prehension. Today, however, I would like 
to concentrate on some of the arguments 
against Sentinel which have not been 
so well covered or so thoroughly dis
cussed. I do this not to detract one whit 
from the importance of concerns which 
have been expressed about Sentinel's 
safety, but to emphasize that in addition 
to these immediate and pressing con
siderations there are more fundamental 
criticisms of Sentinel-criticisms which 
go to the very heart of the program
which cast doubt upon the program's 
whole conception. I raise these funda
mental objections, Mr. Speaker, to un
derline the fact that even if the Pentagon 
should be convinced by public outcry to 
abandon the present deployment 
scheme-an occurrence rare enough in 
itself to be worthy of some note-and 
even if it should decide on "hard site" 
deployment as some sources now indicate 
it will, this new deployment arrangement 
will not overcome the basic, far-reaching 
inadequacies in the present Sentinel pro
gram. What I am saying is that this pro
posed Sentinel system scares our own 
citizenry a lot more than it scares any 
potential enemy. 

In order for any discussion of the pros 
and cons of the Sentinel ABM system to 
have the proper bite, it must be remem
bered that these missiles are untested
and untestable. In other words, the only 
thing we know for sure about this system 
is that we do not know anything for sure 
about the system. The computer com
ponent of this system is heralded by 
friend and foe alike to be a great com
puter. However, as we are reminded over 
and over again, a computer is only as 
good as its imput. Computer science has 
not reached the point where we can "im
put" a program to cover all of the un
known variations on an offensive theme
whether that theme speaks Chinese or 
Russian. To say it another way, if the 
Chinese or whoever else we are defensing 
against would let us see their missile sys
tem, there is little doubt that the com
puter could work out a defense. Until 
someone can make sure that we see their 
offense, there is great doubt that the 
Sentinel can program a defense. 

A callous story that came out of the 
war between China and Japan in the 
1930's had to do with casualty figures 
and the population of the two countries. 
A mythical Chinese communique re
ported that in a particular battle the 
Japanese had suffered 5,000 casualties 
and the Chinese 10,000 casualties. The 
Chinese communique concluded that if 
that rate were to continue pretty soon 
the Chinese would win the war. A twist 
of that story is relevant to the dollar ex
penditure here. Distinguished scientific 
sources advise us that at the very least 
the Sentinel ABM system means $5 of 
defense expenditure for us for every 
dollar of offense by the other side. I ask 
you to think for a moment as czar of all 
the Russian offenses or war lord of all 
the Chinese offenses. Does not the Sen-

tinel ABM system tickle your fiscal funny 
bone? 

Consider the conclusions of Prof. 
George W. Rathjens as he talked about 
the Sentinel and its mathematical prob
abilities. I quote from his treatise "The 
Future of the Strategic Arms Race" pub
lished by the Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace, as fallows: 

Third, there is the fact, mentioned earlier, 
that damage denial is a much more demand
ing task than simply reducing damage by 
small amounts. The extreme difficulties in
volved can be illustrated by a simple calcula
tion. Let it be assumed that a given target 
is defended by 50 interceptors, that the Chi
nese have 25 ICBM's with a reliabillty 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 succeed in preventing all 25 
ICBM's from hitting their target. It must be 
borne in mind that the offense can choose 
any target on which to concentrate its at
tack; the defense must defend all. The range 
of the Spartan interceptor, which is used 
with the Sentinel system, implies 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. Thus, even with a twenty to one 
superiority in numbers of interceptors over 
the number of Chinese missiles, the picture 
is far from comforting. 

When one considers thait a single one
megaton warhead detonated over one of the 
larger U.S. cities would produce about one 
million fatalities, it is clear that those who 
claim a damage-denial or near damage
denial capability for Sentinel are assuming 
an extraordinarily high level of effectiveness. 

As Chinese capabilities grow, the defense 
problem will become even more difficult. This 
is illustrated by an extension of the sample 
calculaition: if the numbers of Chinese 
ICBM's and the United States interceptors 
are both doubled, the chance of at least one 
Chinese missile getting to its target rises to 
over 70 per cent, to over 90 per cent if the 
numbers of IOBM's and interceptors are both 
quadrupled, and so on. In the long run then 
(and it may not be too long a run) defense 
clearly becomes a losing game even against a 
relatively weak adversary. The costs of de
fense required to maintain any given level of 
protection will rise much more sharply than 
the oosts of improving the offense. 

In other words, we are talking about 
an untested 5-to-1 plan that claims to 
be 50 percent effective. That sounds like 
the prognosticator who stated that he 
was 95 percent right--12 percent of the 
time. 

And when the fiscal funny bone stops 
aching, it is perfectly obvious that our 
adversary will in fact spend the $1 to 
force us to spend $5 or more. And such an 
escalation makes any "thin" ABM system 
automatically a "thick" ABM system. Mr. 
Speaker, a thin ABM system is like a 
malignant cancer. It will feed off itself 
until it devours the whole budget and 
our whole wherewithal-unless this Con
gress has the courage to ask "why"? If 
we ask "why" and refuse to authorize a 
go-ahead until we receive candid an
swers, then maybe we can avoid this 
budget buster that prol:>ably will not 
work. 

The gentleman from Hawaii mentioned 
the maginot line. 

Some months ago a little squib ap
peared in the newspaper advising that 

the French were selling off the maginot 
line at less than salvage value prices. The 
maginot line was the Sentinel system of 
the last generation. It defended against 
nothing except unemployment in the 
bunker building business-and nearly 
bankl1.l!Pted France on the way. At the 
projected prices for the Sentinel system, 
we may not be as lucky as France. 

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York (Mr. LOWENSTEIN). 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the courtesy of the gentle
man from California. 

I wish this could be a debate today. 
What a pity that the people who favor 
this program are not here to explain it, 
perhaps even to defend it against some 
of the charges that have been made 
against it. But at least to explain it, be
cause there are many of us who have 
questions, and the absence of anyone to 
answer those questions cannot but add to 
the grave doubts that have developed 
among concerned Americans about the 
desirability of the program. 

But instead of clarification and debate, 
we must today settle for another airing of 
unanswered questions, questions we be
gin to suspect may, in fact, be unanswer
able. Questions which seem rather basic 
if we are to decide rationally on the 
merits of this proposal. What, for in
stance, is it hoped that an ABM system 
would achieve? 

At first we were told we needed a "thin" 
system, to protect America against 
China. This theory appears to postulate 
the ascendancy to power in China of a 
mad dictator. Such a dictator would have 
to be intent on destroying his country, 
since an attack on the United States 
would presumably subject China to mas
sive retaliation. But for the ABM sys
tem to have any relevance to the behavior 
of a mad Chinese dictator we would have 
to come into power as late as 1974, which 
is when China will first have the ca
pacity to launch a missile attack, and not 
later than 1976, by which time she will 
have the capacity to penetrate the thin 
system. 

Even some proponents of the ABM 
seem to feel that a possible defense 
against a hypothetical mad Chinese dic
tator inconveniently in power during a 
few months in the mid-1970's may not be 
a fully persuasive reason to spend enor
mous sums of money, especially since our 
best military experts have assured us that 
our antimissile deterrent is more than 
adequate anyway. 

So now, Mr. Speaker, we hear increas
ingly that perhaps the ABM is needed to 
def end us against possible Russian at
tack. But this line of reasoning raises 
other serious questions. 

Secretary McNamara himself seems 
unsold on this kind of reasoning. He has 
explained that the thin system would not 
be very helpful in the event of a Soviet 
attack; but his further comments seem 
more significant in this discussion: 

The danger in deploying this relatively 
light and reliable Chinese-oriented ABM sys
tem is going to be that pressures will develop 
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to expand it into a heavy Soviet-oriented 
ABM system. • • • The so-called heavy ABM 
shield-at the present state of technology
would in effect be no adequate shield at all 
against a Soviet attack, but rather a strong 
inducement for the Soviets to vastly increase 
their own offensive forces. That, as I have 
pointed out, would make it necessary for us 
to respond in turn-and so the arms race 
would rush hopelessly on to no sensible pur
pose on either side. 

So one is really tempted to echo the 
comment of the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota, Senator McGOVERN: 

I believe the proponents of this system owe 
us a clear statement of why they want this 
system built and against what it is to protect 
us. 

It is, of course, a bit odd at this late 
date to be obliged to raise so basic a 
question, but the suspicion hovers that 
we may, in Dick Barnett's phrase, be 
faced with the specter of a massive weap
ons system in search of a rationale. Mr. 
Speaker, this Nation wants to be secure, 
needs to be secure, has the right to be 
secure. 

But great f oollshness can be committed 
in the name of noble purpose, in the pur
suit of important goals. To chart "secu
rity" is not to achieve it, and the only 
thing one can be sure of buying if one 
spends vast new sums of money are vast 
new tax burdens and a greater national 
debt. 

Such tax burdens and debts do not 
seem to me a contribution to national 
security. So, I think we ought to be 
very sure that new weapons systems en
tailing vast new expenditures will, in 
fact, make us more and not less secure, 
before we embark upon them. 

Nor does the unearthing of the mill
tary's reasons for wishing to retain our 
bases in Spain seem particularly reas
suring. 

It appears, Mr. Speaker, that we are 
urged to spend large additional sums of 
money to help protect General Franco 
from a potential invasion by hoardes of 
Algerians, and from an equally imminent 
people's revolution to be launched ap
parently from the Spanish Sahara, the 
Spanish colony in Africa called Rio Muni. 

Perhaps the value of this kind of rea
soning is that it makes the mad Chinese 
dictator setting out to destroy as much 
of China as quickly as he can seem rela
tively plausible. 

I thank the distinguished gentleman 
from California for helping to turn the 
spotlight on this whole problem-per
haps as grave a problem as we shall face 
this session. 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for one question? 

Mr. COHELAN. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman. I have 2 minutes left, 
but we will get some more time. 

Mr. DENNIS. It will take me less time 
than that. 

I am in no position as a private citizen 
here without any access to technical in
formation to give the other side of this 
debate which has been called for here 
today by several of the speakers. But it 
does occur to me that this complicated 
matter cannot possibly be this one-sided. 

As I have sat here and listened to the 
discussion, one question has occurred to 
me and that is this: Let us suppose that 

we do nothing to get and develop or 
deploy this defense system at this time 
and that we put all of the money and 
energy and attention which might other
wise have gone into it into various other 
good works and then the Chinese Com
munists do fire off an intercontinental 
ballistic missile within the next 2 or 3 
years? After we have pursued that course, 
what will the gentleman say then, or 
will the RECORD of today's proceedings 
look as good to the gentleman then as 
they do now? In other words, would the 
gentleman wish to stand by it and have 
it read then as eagerly as he is doing 
now? 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, just one 
comment: I am delighted that the gen
tleman had the feeling to get up on his 
feet and to raise this very important 
question. I only wish there were others 
there on your side of the aisle and on our 
side of the aisle as well who would have 
raised such a question, because in our 
more complete paper we discuss this in 
great detail under the category that the 
ABM system is not necessary for the de
fense against China. And I am not going 
to take the time now other than to ref er 
the gentleman to the defense posture 
hearings which were held last year and 
the data he wanted that appears on page 
9033 where there appears an extensive 
discussion of the matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to assure my col
league of his every right to be skeptical 
about not having these devices. Many of 
us here have spent a great deal of time 
and much work on these problems, espe
cially some of us who work on certain 
special committees have certain advan
tages, and this is why this makes the 
problem so tough. This is why we are 
ventilating the subject as we are today. 
But, believe me, in this time we have 
pointed out the arguments. I think the 
logic of the argument is on our side of 
the question. Let us be very frank. We 
started out with an anti-Chinese ra
tionale-and the record is replete with 
excuses for the defense against China 
with the thin system. But when one lis
tens to Senator RUSSELL and when one 
reads the hearings over in the other 
body, it is very clear that this support 
for ABM is based upon a Russian-ori
ented system. And if one reads former 
Secretary of Defense McNamara's speech 
of September of last year, one will find 
that throughout the entire speech he 
said to orient this system against the 
Soviets would be utter folly. 

Mr. Speaker, I should like to conclude 
with some detailed remarks and a quote 
from the former Secretary of Defense 
Mr. McNamara's speech of September 
1967 announcing the ABM deµloyment 
because I think these remarks are really 
what we are talking about in making 
this decision-in addition to the tech
nical problems that are involved. It is 
essentially a question of moral philos
ophy. I think that the distinguished 
Secretary gave us some good thoughts 
on this subject and I shall quote him in 
due course. 

Mr. Speaker, nearly a year ago, after 
an extensive study, I concluded that the 
United States should not deploy an anti
ballistic-missile system. 

After considering all the arguments 
·advanced by the Department of De
fense, I was not convinced of the wis
dom of deploying a light Chinese-ori-
ented ABM. · 

I concluded that the ABM probably 
would not work, that it would be enor
mously expensive, that it would threat
en to escalate the arms race, that it was 
not necessary to our defense against 
China. 

I have not in the ensuing months had 
any reason to alter my conclusions. To
day I would like to again review with 
you the reasons for my opposition to the 
light ABM system. 

First. ABM deployment threatens to 
escalate the arms race, and it is not 
necessary to a strong bargaining Posi
tion with the Soviets. 

The mechanics of action and reaction 
in the nuclear arms race are clear. Each 
side defends itself from nuclear attack 
by maintaining forces which are nu
merous enough, and invulnerable 
enough, to survive · a surprise nuclear 
attack, and still literally destroy the at
tacking country. 

Since the United States and the So
viet Union each know that the other is 
strong enough to absorb a surprise at
tack and still destroy the attacker, both 
countries know that nuclear war means 
the certain destruction of both coun
tries. In sum, both countries know be
yond any doubt that it is suicidal to 
launch a nuclear attack against the 
other. 

On the basis of this deterrent, the 
world has existed for 23 years with 
nuclear weapons but without nuclear 
war. 

If either side increases its offensive or 
defensive capabilities to the point where 
the other side feels that its deterrent-its 
ability to assure beyond doubt that any 
attacking country will be destroyed-is 
threatened, that country will have to re
spond by increasing its offensive or de
fensive capabilities. Since both sides will 
have to plan for the worst plausible case, 
and since leadtimes will require rela
tively uninformed estimates of the in
tentions of the other side, both sides are 
likely to build more weapons than they 
need to maintain their assured destruc
tion capability. In fact, both countries 
have done so in the past. Under these cir
cumstances, in case of a nuclear attack, 
the damage on both sides is likely to 
be greater, and numbers of lives lost 
larger, than if neither side had proceeded 
to deploy new weapons. 

We had, until recently, arrived at a 
plateau in nuclear armaments, with both 
sides relatively secure in the credibility 
of their deterrent. Now, however, tech
nological advances like ABM and MIRV 
threaten to coax us off the plateau and 
into the whirlwind of a resumed nuclear 
arms race. 

Unfortunately, it seems likely that it 
will be even more difficult to halt the 
arms race once these new systems are 
deployed. 

Let me take just a minute to explain. 
Since each country's defense depends 

on the certainty with which it can de
stroy the other, deployment of a nation
wide missile will reduce the certainty of 
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destruction and will therefore require 
deployment of weapons systems to over
come the additional defense. But the 
effectiveness of the other side's ABM de
f erise cannot be known with a high 
degree of certainty. Thus, much greater 
amounts of offensive force than are really 
necessary will be deployed. The other side 
will feel more threatened by the increased 
offense, and will have to respond by 
deploying more or better offensive or 
defensive systems. This in tum will affect 
the other side, and so on in a never end
ing spiral. 

The fact that the leaders of the Soviet 
Union have expressed an urgent interest 
in discussions to limit offensive and de
fensive missile deployments is a clear 
indication that the Soviets, too, under
stand the logic of the arms race-under
stand that both sides will be induced to 
spend billions and yet still not add to 
their security. 

It has been argued by some that we 
should proceed to deploy the ABM to 
strengthen our bar,gaining position in 
these discussions with the Soviets. In my 
judgment this contention is not valid. 

Our defense experts, including former 
Secretary McNamara, have advised us 
that the best American response to the 
deployment of an effective Soviet ABM 
is to improve our offensive arsenal to 
assure that sufficient numbers of our 
warheads can be delivered on target to 
maintain our second strike capability. 
Thus the trade off for Soviet restraint 
in ABM deployment is a similar restraint 
by the United States in the deployment 
of improved offensive forces. 

Moreover, if the ABM does not work, 
or is viewed as unlikely to work by the 
Soviets, our forbearance from deploy
ing an ineffective system is not likely to 
do much to strengthen our case in ne
gotiations. As I will point out shortly, 
there is good reason for the Soviets to 
question the effectiveness of our system. 

It should also be remembered that 
there is enormous waste of resources en
tailed in building an ABM system, only 
to negotiate an agreement to pull it out. 

One further note of caution is in order. 
It may be that no formal agreement on 
missile deployment restraint will be pos
sible. Yet it may be that a mutual un
written detente could be achieved. Thus, 
if we do deploy the ABM we will have 
placed our entire reliance on obtaining a 
formal agreement of limitation and we 
will have foreclosed the Possibility of 
mutual unilateral restraint. 

Second. The ABM is not necessary to 
our defense against China. 

In his original announcement of Sep
tember 18, 1967, Secretary McNamara 
described the Sentinel ABM as a light, 
Chinese-oriented ballistic missile de
fense. Thus the question arises whether 
the ABM is necessary to our defense 
against China. 

First, it should be remembered that the 
same awesome offensive force which 
provides our deterrent against Soviet 
attack is available against China. More
over, because of the vulnerability of 
Chinese air defense, it may be that even 
our Air Force alone possesses the capa
bility to destroy China should she at
tack us. Thus it is absolutely clear to the 
Chinese that if they attack us, their 

country will without any doubt be de
stroyed. 

In addition, our experience to date 
has shown the Chinese to be quite re
served in their actions, despite their ex
travagant rhetoric. This reserve is an 
indication of a strong appreciation of the 
realities of our military force. 

It has been argued however that the 
Chinese might irrationally decide to ig
nore our deterrent and attack anYWaY. 
If this is the case and the Chinese are 
irrational and undeterrable, then there 
seems to be no reason why they should 
not attack with biological or chemical 
weapons, or high fallout nuclear war
heads, or missiles in orbit, or fractional 
orbit, or from submarines-all of which 
a.re methods of delivery against which 
the Sentinel ABM is no defense. 

I think it should also be pointed out 
that even if the Sentinel would work to 
protect against a Chinese attack, it seems 
unlikely that we could be so certain that 
it would work completely that a Presi
dent of the United States could afford 
to risk millions of lives and ignore the 
threat by the Chinese that they would 
launch their missiles. Thus even the 
limited Chinese ICBM force, would deter 
the United States, even if we had an 
ABM. 

To this is added the fact that the de
fense advisers of the United States have 
expressed a willingness to forgo the de
ployment of the Sentinel Chinese
oriented ABM if the Soviet Union would 
agree to forgo further deployment of 
their ABM and other offensive systems. 
This would seem a tacit admission that 
there is little need for a Chinese-oriented 
ABM. 

Third. The ABM probably will not 
work. 

It is of course difficult for laymen to 
pass judgment on the effectiveness of 
the advanced scientific technology in
volved in ABM systems. However, several 
highly distinguished and well informed 
scientists, some even former presidential 
science advisers, have expressed the view 
that for a broad range of reasons, the . 
ABM is unlikely to work with the high 
degree of effectiveness required. I would 
like to explore these technical objections 
in a little more detail. 

In evaluating the performance of an 
ABM system in defending against nu
clear attack one must realize that the 
defense must be extremely effective. If 
even one warhead gets through, it could 
take the lives of millions of people. The 
most effective air defenses ever built are 
probably only about 10 percent eff ec
tive, and they certainly are not more than 
50 percent effective. Yet an antimissile 
defense must be nearly 100 percent ef
fective if it is to defend the lives of the 
people it is to proteot. It is difficult to 
imagine that any defense with the pres
ent technology could be designed with 
this high degree of effectiveness. 

Moreover, design and construction of 
the ABM system will be the most com
plicated engineering task ever under-
taken by man. Almost all complicated 
defense systems have not worked per
fectly at the outset. Yet the ABM will 
have to work perfectly the very first time 
it is called on to act under a nuclear at
tack. A further complication is added by 

the fact that the system cannot effec
tively be tested as a whole except under 
the conditions of an actual nuclear at
tack and then it is too late to make cor
rections. 

Added to these complications are the 
possibilities that water cooled computers 
will fail under the stress of attack, or that 
thermonuclear detonations will cause the 
intricate and essential electronic systems 
to black out, or that human links will 
fail under the pressures of an attack. 

Further still the arguments of Dr. 
Hans Bethe and Dr. Richard Garwin 
have not to my knowledge ever been 
satisfactorily refuted. Bethe and Garwin 
contend that simple targeting strategies 
can exhaust ABM batteries and, there
fore, defeat the system, and that rela
tively cheap and easy-to-build devices 
can destroy the effectiveness of our ABM 
radars and computers. These devices 
might include clouds of metal chaff, 
metallic coated balloons, electronic 
counter measures, nuclear explosions, 
multiple warheads, and nose cone hard
ening against X-rays. 

Added to these technical obstacles is 
the further problem that the ABM now 
proposed is designed to protect only 
against a modest attack coming from the 
north by relatively unsophisticated in
tercontinental missiles. Thus the system 
would not be effective against orbiting 
warheads or fractionally orbiting war
heads coming from directions other than 
the north. It would not protect against 
submarine launched missiles. And of 
course it would not provide any defense 
against air attack, biological or chemi
cal weapons, high fallout nuclear war
heads or any other means of unconven
tional attack to which an irrational 
power might resort. 

In addition to these technical argu
ments, two more, which are generally 
overlooked in the discussion bear on the 
question. 

One of the uncertainties about ABM 
defenses is their ability to function ef
fectively after nuclear explosions have 
caused large electrical disturbances. 
Some people believe it will not be possible 
to adequately determine ABM effective
ness under these conditions without 
actual tests in the atmosphere. Accord
ingly some people have predicted that 
strong pressures will mount to resume 
atmosphere testing in order to refine the 
reliability of our ABM system against a 
more sophisticated attack than that with 
which it is now designed to deal. 

Atmospheric testing is of course banned 
by the Atmospheric Nuclear Test Ban 
Treaty. Detonations in the atmos
phere in the past, as well as those con
tinuing tests by the French and the 
Chinese have had, and are having, more 
serious consequences than many of us 
realize. The entire biology of plant and 
animal environments has been affected 
by the ingestion and spread of radio
active materials like Strontium 90. The 
effects on gene pools and future genera
tions are still not clear. But what ls clear 
is that there is a significant price to pay 
for tampering with nature through nu
clear explosions. I think little more need 
be said to caution against the resumption 
of atmospheric testing. 

A second llttle-cllscussed Item is the 
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potential need for a massive fallout shel
ter program. Since it is possible to attack 
a city's population by exploding a bomb 
causing large amounts of fallout, away 
from the city, and then allowing the ra
dioactive and deadly fallout to waft over 
the city, no terminal ABM defense can 
be expected to provide adequate popula
tion defense without an adequate fallout 
shelter program. 

It is true that an area defense which 
destroys incoming warheads outside of 
the atmosphere does not require a system 
of fallout shelters. However, even the 
Sentinel system contemplates some pen
etration of the area defense, and, there
fore, it provides a terminal defense in the 
atmosphere for destroying incoming mis
siles which get that far. Even the Senti
nel cannot provide highly effective popu
lation protection against an attacker ca
pable of penetrating the area defense, 
even if each city had a terminal defense, 
unless there are also adequate fallout 
shelters. 

Thus, I remind my colleagues that 
ABM defense may still require extensive 
fallout protection. And I remind you, too, 
of the rigors of a "hardened society,'' liv
ing with backyard shelters, mountains of 
supplies, regular drills in getting under
ground, and all of the other costs of such 
a massive shelter program. These costs 
were largely determinative in our deci
sion not to deploy the Nike-Zeus ABM in 
the early 1960's. 

In sum, there are a large number of 
technical considerations raised by re
sponsible, experienced scientists which 
indicate that the ABM is likely not to 
work effectively. On this present record, I 
can only conclude that there is a good 
chance the system will not work. And so 
in deciding on deployment, I think we 
must keep in mind that we may be spend
ing billions, and risking a massive escala
tion in the arms race, all for a system 
which may not work. 

Fourth. ABM will cost enormous sums 
that could be better spent at home. 

There has been a good deal of discus
sion of the costs of ABM deployment. 
Figures of from $3.5 billion to $100 bil
lion have been discussed. As I under
stand it the latest official Defense De
partment estimate is that the Sentinel 
will cost $5.8 billion to deploy. 

However, I think it is only fair to call 
the attention of my colleagues to the mis
leading nature of this figure. First, this 
figure does not include any of the re
search and development costs which pre
dated the decision to proceed with Sen
tinel deployment. Nor does this figure 
include the sums for research and devel
opment of a more advanced ABM sys
tem. This figure does not include either 
the very large sums expended over the 
last several years to increase the capac
ity of Atomic Energy Commission facili
ties to produce the large numbers of war
heads necessary to deploy the Sentinel 
ABM and the Poseidon multiple warhead 
missile. 

In addition it is estimated that the 
ABM system will cost from $500 million 
to $1 billion annually just to operate and 
maintain. For the 5 years of the an
ticipated life of the Sentinel this adds 
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$2.5 to $5 billion to the $5.8 billion esti
mate. 

Then, of course, there are the state
ments by the proponents of the Sentinel 
noting that in order to meet the antici
pated technological advances, it will be 
necessary to expand and modify the sys
tem deployed for $5.8 billion. The costs 
of this expansion and modification have, 
to my knowledge never been officially 
disclosed. But from statements made by 
defense officials i:t is reasonable to as
sume that these get well costs will be 
of the same magnitude as the original 
capital outlay, or about another $5 bil
lion dollars. Thus the present indication 
is that by the end of the mid 1970's the 
United States will have put $15 to $20 
billion into Chinese-oriented ABM de
ployment and operation exclusive of 
prior research and tooling up costs. In 
case anyone needs reminding, these are 
enormous sums, in fact they amount to 
22 to 30 percent of the personal taxes 
paid by individuals last year. 

And these sums would be spent in addi
tion to the maintenance of an awesome 
deterrent in air, naval, land, and mis
sile annaments which we now possess 
against the Chinese. This is indeed a 
high price to pay for redundancy, and a 
system which has a significant probabil
ity of not working well. 

Of course, too, there are large, press
ing needs for these funds and the tal
ented scientists and engineers they em
ploy in solving increasing problems of 
urbanization, racial tension, crime and 
the like which are now perPlexing us. 

The costs of deployment are not in 
money alone. They exist in the number 
of scientists and engineers whose time 
and talent will be devoted to deploy
ment and not to further research in 
ABM or other defense, or even social de
velopment technology. 

Then too we pay the price of continued 
feeding of the military-industrial bent 
of our society. It would seem desirable 
to strive to reorient these powerful and 
potentially extremely constructive and 
dynamic forces. 

Thus, I can only conclude that we 
would be spending extraordinarily large 
sums to augment our defense against 
the Chinese, and that we would not sig
nificantly be increasing our security, and 
we would reduce the resources available 
to meet the problems of our people and 
our cities in a time of crisis. 

Defense expenditures can no longer 
be treated as sacred cows. In addition to 
ABM there are a dozen other major pro
grams deserving of close scrutiny and 
reduction. Some extremely knowledge
able men have suggested that as much 
as $9 billion could be pared from the 
defense budget with no loss of security. 

Now would not seem too soon to be
gin this scrutiny and reallocation of re
sources. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, these arguments are 
all ones that have been made before, by 
myself and others. But even these con
siderations are not the only ones which 
compel me to the conclusion that we 
had best not deploy the ABM system. 

What are the implications of deploy
ing in our cities dozens of nuclear war-

heads, each 50 to 100 times more de
structive than those which destroyed 
Hiroshima? While the chances of acci
dental detonation are small, are they 
small enough to take the risk and to add 
to the anxiety of those who live nearby? 

What are the implications of ABM de
ployment on the provisions of the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty which obligate 
us to negotiate arms limitations in "good 
faith?" 

What are the chances that once we de
ploy a limited ABM we will not be im
pelled by the "mad momentum" of the 
arms race to deploy an even larger, more 
expensive but ineffective ABM? 

What are the implications of adopt
ing a strategic posture which attempts to 
maximize our position after a nuclear at
tack, rather than devoting all our re
sources to deterring attack in the first 
place? 

All of these and many more are serious, 
indeed profound, questions which must 
be resolved to decide on ABM deploy
ment. In my view they counsel that we 
decide against ABM deployment. 

In concluding, let me read to you the 
last few somber paragraphs of Secretary 
McNamara's speech announcing the 
ABM decision: 

The road leading from the stone axe to 
the ICBM-though it may have been more 
than a million years in the building-seems 
to have run in a single direction. 

If one is inclined to be cynical, one might 
conclude that man's history seems to be 
characterized not so much by consistent 
periods of peace, occasionally punctuated 
by warfare; but rather by persistent out
breaks of warfare, wearily put aside from 
time to time by periods of eXhaustion and 
recovery-that parade under the name of 
peace. 

I do not view man's history with that de
gree of cynicism, but I do believe that man's 
wisdom in avoiding war is often surpassed 
by his folly in promoting it. 

However foolish unlimited war may have 
been in the past, it is now no longer merely 
foolish, but suicidal as well. 

It is said that nothing can prevent a man 
from suicide, if he is sufficiently determined 
to comm.it it. 

The question is what is our determlna.tion 
in an era when unlimited war will mean 
the death of hundreds of millions-and the 
possible genetic impairment of a million 
generations to follow? 

Man is clearly a compound of folly and 
wisdom-and history is clearly a conse
quence of the admixture of those two con
tradictory traits. 

History has placed our particular lives in 
an era when the consequences of human 
folly are waxing more and more catastrophic 
in the matters of war and peace. 

In the end, the root of man's security 
does not lie in his weaponry. 

In the end, the root of man's security lies 
in his mind. 

What the world requires in its 22nd Year 
of the Atomic Age is not a new race towards 
armament. 

What the world requires in its 22nd Year 
of the Atomic Age is a new race towards 
reasonableness. 

We had better all run thait race. 
Not merely we the administrators. But we 

the people. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point, I would like 
to insert in the RECORD, under the per
mission previously granted to include ex
traneous matter, the excellent pa.per I 
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ref erred to earlier by Dr. George 
Rathjens: 

THE F'uTURE OF THE STRATEGIC ARMS RACE: 
OPTIONS FOR THE 1970'S 

(By George W. Rathjens, visiting professor of 
political science, Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology) 

INTRODUCTION 
As the end of the decade draws near, the 

United States and the Soviet Union must 
face major decisions regarding strategic forces 
and policies that will set the pattern for the 
1970's. These decisions must be taken in the 
light of the inescapable fact that the United 
States and the Soviet Union bear responsi
bility for the fate of the whole world; for a 
thermonuclear exchange would imperil the 
survival of mankind. 

Specifically, both countries must consider: 
(1) whether to procure major systems such 

as new manned bombers, new strategic mis
siles, and ballistic missile defenses; 

(2) what strategic force levels are appro
prlate--a problem of particular immediacy 
for the U.S.S.R. because of the current rapid 
growth of its missile force; 

(3) what positions they should adopt re
garding negotiations to end the arms race. 

Unfortunately, there has been much con
fusiOIIl about these points. Thus, there is: 

( 1) dispute about the appropriate measure 
of adequacy for strategic forces-in particu
lar, about the relationship between quanti
ties of strategic weapons and their possible 
political utility; 

(2) a serious problem in weighing short
term advantages of decisions regarding stra
tegic weapons again.sit consequences th.at, in 
the longer run, may be harmful, considering 
probable adversary responses; 

(3) an unresolved conflict between the de
sire to minimize the probability of nuclear 
war and the desire to minimize damage 
should it occur; 

(4) the question of what should be the re
sponse to the emergence of Communist China 
as a nuclear power. 

The author does not claim to treat these 
issues with complete impartiality. The paper 
will serve its purpose if it alerts the reader 
to the fact that this is a critical time of deci
sion regarding the strategic arms race, and 
1f it persuades him that decisions regarding 
procurement of specific weapons ought not to 
be made without most careful consideration 
of the relationships between such factors as 
the qualities of weapons systems, the objec
tives to which acquisition of strategic nu
clear forces will contribute, the national in
terests of the United States and its adver
saries, and America's responsibilities toward 
its allies and the rest of the world. 

I. THE PRESENT STRATEGIC BALANCE 
To a large extent the present strategic 

capabilities of the United States represent 
the realization of plans developed during the 
last years of the Eisenhower Administration 
and at the beginning of the Kennedy Ad
ministration. 

In part this is a consequence of the long 
lead-time required for the translation of a 
concept for a new strategic weapons system 
into an operational capability. But it is also 
due to the fact that the broad directions in 
which the United States and the Soviet Union 
were headed became apparent during the 
Eisenhower Administration. The development 
of the hydrogen bomb and ballistic missiles 
made it almost inevitable that the 1960's 
would be a period of mutual deterrence dur
ing which neither the United States nor the 
Soviet Union could derive any winning ad
vantage in a nuclear war. They could easily 
destroy each other regardless of who struck 
first, even 1f they had defenses. Recognition 
of those facts set the pattern at the beginning 
of the 1960's for the strategic forces that the 
United States has since deployed; and the 
size of those forces was all but established 

by the end of the first year of the Kennedy 
Administration. Thus, by the time of the 
presentation of the budget for fiscal 1963 
(late 1961), it was clear that: the Titan II 
force would be limited to 6 squadrons; there 
would not be an expansion of the B-52 force 
beyond 14 wings nor an operational B-70 
force; and the size of the Polaris fleet would 
be set at 41 boats. The number of Minutemen 
was set at 800, raised to 950 the following 
year, and still later to the present level of 
1,000. 

This rapid growth of American strategic 
forces was in large measure due to concern 
that the Soviet Union might have a signif
icant superiority in strategic systems during 
the early 1960's-a concern that arose at the 
time of the election of 1960 but which was 
rapidly dissipated by improved intelligence 
indicating that the "missile gap," if any, 
would be in favor of the United States. 

The projected size of the U.S. strategic 
force was set as large as it was-at 1,054 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, 41 Polaris 
boats each with 16 missiles, and about 650 
intercontinental bombers-in part because 
of uncertainty about possible Soviet actions 
and the importance given to hedging against 
the worst possible contingencies. There was, 
however, another factor that made a large 
force attractive--a desire to have a capa
bility to limit damage to the United States 
by destroying Soviet offensive capabilities. 
Indeed, there was pressure, particularly from 
the Air Force, to expand "counterforce" or 
"damage-limiting" capabilities by enlarging 
the strategic offensive forces beyond the 
levels finally decided on. 

This pressure was resisted because of: (a) 
the probab111ty of a compensating or over
compensating expansion in Soviet offensive 
forces; (b) the unlikelihood of a war devel
oping in a way that would permit a U.S. 
attack to catch a significant fraction of the 
Soviet bomber and missile force on the 
ground; (c) the relatively small diminution 
in damage to the United States that would 
result from additional American counterforce 
capability, even if circumstances should de
velop under which the United States would 
attack before all of the Soviet strategic offen
sive force had been launched. With time, the 
last of these arguments became increasingly 
persuasive as it became apparent that the 
Soviet Union would emulate the United 
States in making its forces relatively invul
nerable by dispersing its ICBM's in "hard
ened" underground protective sites, and by 
building a submarine-based missile force. 

Thus damage-llmlting arguments played a 
diminishing role in the rationalization of 
the United States strategic force posture, as 
shown, for example, by a comparison of 
former Secretary of Defense Robert S. Mc
Namara's Ann Arbor speech of 1962 and his 
more recent statements.1 

The demand by the Army to improve 
American "damage-limiting" capability by 
deploying an anti-ballistic missile (ABM) 
defense system was also resisted simply be
cause its performance seemed inadequate. 
To those with decision-making responsibility 
it seemed clear that any ABM deployment 
by the United States would easily be offset 
by modest improvements in Soviet strategic 
offensive capabilities. 

Thus, the line against further expansion 
of U.S. strategic forces was held during the 
early and mid-1960's. Up to 1966, nearly all 
of the important procurement, as distinct 
from research and development, decisions 
regarding major new strategic systems were 
negative: the decisdon not to deploy a rail
mobile Minuteman; the decision not to pro
ceed with the B-70 bomber force; the can
cellation of Skybolt; and deferrals of de
cisions to go ahead with a full-scale ABM 
system and a new advanced manned strategic 
aircraft. Consequently, the budget for stra
tegic forces dropped from over $11 billion in 
1962 to less than $7 billion for fisca.l 1966, as 
the major strategic weapons programs came 
to frU!ition without any major new procure
ment decisions. (These figures, and others 
that appear later, do not reflect the total 
cost of the U.S. strwtegic progmm since cer
tain research and development and other 
costs are not included. Also, the figures may 
be slightly deceptive in another respect since 
they are not converted to constant dollars 
However, relative to the year-to-year budget 
changes, the correction for inflation would be 
small.) 

While the size of the U.S. strategic force 
approached the levels specified at the begin
ning of the Kennedy Admdnistration, Soviet 
strategic forces were growing rapidly, and 
they continue to do so. However, this growth 
has lagged several years behind that of the 
United States, and still lags far behind in 
intercontinental bombers and especially in 
Polaris-type submarines (see Table I). In 
numbers of ICBM's the Soviets are rapidly 
approaching the United States; but some of 
theirs are still "soft," or unprotected against 
the effectiS of a nuclear explosion, while in the 
case of the United States all the soft missiles 
were phased out several years ago. 

TABLE 1.-UNITED STATES VERSUS SOVIET INTERCONTINENTAL STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES 

U.S.S.R. 
United States i -----------

October 1968 October 1967 October 1968 

ICBM launchers 2---------------------------------------------------- 1, 054 720 900 
SLBM (sea launched ballistic missiles) launchers a_______________________ 656 30 7~0 

----------------~ 
Total intercontinental missile launchers__________ _________________ 1, 710 750 975-980 

Intercontinental bombers'- ____ -- ______ -- _____ _______ -------------- ___ 646 155 150-155 
Total force loadings, approximate number of deliverable warheads___ 4, 206 1, 000 1, 200 

l The size of the U.S. strategic force has not changed significantly since mid-1967. 
2 Exclud_es ICBM test _ra~ge !au.ochers which could . have so'Ile operational ~pabil_ity_ against the United States. The Soviets also 

have medium range ballistic m1ss1les (MRBMs) and intermediate range ballistic m1ss1les (IRBM's) which are capable of striking 
Eurasian targets. 

a In addition to the SLM B's on nuclear-powered submarines, the Soviets also have SLBM's on diesel-powered submarines, whose 
primary targets are believes to be strategic land targets in Eurasia. The Soviets also have submarine-launched cruise missiles, whose 
primary targets are believed to be naval and merchant vessels. 

'In addition to the intercontinental bombers, the Soviets also have a force of medium bomber/tankers capable of striking Eurasian 
targets. 

Source: Department of Defense, Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, "Approach to the Fiscal Year 1969-73," program and 
fiscal year 1969 budget, in U.S. House of Representatives (9oth Cong., 2d sess.), Department of Defense Appropriations for 1969, 
hearings before a Subcommittee on Appropriations, pt. I {Feb. 14, 1968), pt. 147; some of the figures are based on a statement by 
Secretary of Defense Clark M Clifford, Oct 25, 1968; see New York Times, Oct 26, 1968. 

Measuring strategic strength 
The rapid growth in Soviet capabilities, 

coupled with the fact that the number of 
U.S. launchers and strategic aircraft have 
been constant and a.re expected to remain 
the same for some time, has naturally led 

to questioning, particularly in Congressional 
hearings, about whether the United States 
continues to have "superiority•• in strategic 
capabilities vis-a-vis the Soviet Union; a.bout 

Footnotes at end of article. 



February 26, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 4563 
whether the loss in "superiority," if it has oc
curred, could have been prevented; about 
future trends; and indeed about the whole 
range of questions regarding feasible and 
desirable objectives for strategic forces. 

Until recently the most common measure 
of strategic strength was the number of 
delivery vehicles possessed by each side, that 
is, the numbers of bombers and deployed 
missiles. By this measure the United States 
has maintained superiority over the Soviet 
Union for several years-superiority in num
bers of intercontinental bombers, in numbers 
of Polaris-type submarines, and in numbers 
of ICBM's (or at least ICBM launchers). 
The measure was not entirely satisfactory, 
however, in that it did not take into account 
qualitative differences in the various mis
sile and bomber systems. American bombers 
and submarines were generally believed to 
have superior performance capabilities. In 
addition, some bombers and missiles carried 
substantially larger payloads than others. 

With the beginning of the era of multiple 
individually targetable reentry vehicles 
(MIRV's), the measure is even less satisfac
tory, since some missiles can carry several 
warheads, while others carry only one. Thus, 
in the last few years, when discussing the 
question of force strength, Administration 
spokesmen have argued that the number of 
warheads is a more meaningful measure than 
numbers of missiles and bombers. 

Critics of Johnson Administration policy 
have claimed that the Soviet Union has, or 
soon may have, greater strategic strength 
than the United States because its missiles, 
while fewer in number, could in the aggregate 
carry more "megatons" since more of their 
missiles are large. 

If any of these measures-number of de
livery vehicles, number of warheads, or num
ber of megatons-is to be meaningful, it is 
necessary to take into account the expected 
interactions during a nuclear exchange. To 
do that, survivability and penetrability fac
tors have been introduced. Thus, the John
son Administration has spoken of the num
ber of warheads that could be delivered on 
target as the most appropriate measure of 
strength. But even that is not entirely sat
isfactory. 

To get the ultimate measures, that is, the 
capability to inflict damage on the adversary 
and to limit damage to oneself, one must 
also take into account the match of the 
weapons with the targets. When this is done, 
the differences between the Soviet Union 
and the United States are not significant. 
Even if there were a preemptive attack by 
the Soviet Union weighted heavily toward 
attempting to destroy American strategic of
fensive capabilities, the United States could 
with high confidence inflict over 50 per cent 
fatalities in retaliation. And the situation 
is symmetric. In former Secretary of De
fense McNamara's posture statement for 
fiscal 1969,2 it is estimated that in an all
out nuclear exchange in the mid-1970's each 
country could inflict 120 million fatalities on 
the other in retaliation. This is probably a 
lower limit on the actual expected damage, 
in that indirect and delayed effects of a 
nuclear attack, such as fatalities from fire 
storms, maldistribution of resources and fall
out are generally not fully considered in 
making such estimates. 

Despite some uncertainty about the ab
solute levels of damage that each side might 
experience and about the recuperative ability 
of such heavily damaged societies, there 
seems little reason to doubt that in a full
scale nuclear exchange at this time, the 
United States and the Soviet Union would 
suffer about equally and grievously. The 
foundations of society in each country would 
certainly be destroyed. 

In view of the damage-inflicting capabili
ties of the two sides, the present situation 
is one of considerable stability. Even, and 

Footnotes at end of article. 

perhaps particularly, in the event of extreme 
crisis where attack seemed imminent, there 
would be a powerful moderating effect on 
both sides. Preemptive attack would be un
likely, since neither could hope to reduce 
damage to itself to a degree that would 
make such an attack seem rational if there 
were any possibillty of avoiding the holo
caust. 

Yet despite the stability that does exist, 
there remains concern about instability and 
the consequences of escalation. Thus, the 
very existence of strategic forces may also 
serve to deter or at least inhibit the super
powers from commitments of conventional 
forces or even political commitments, if there 
is a significant risk of a superpower con
frontation that could lead to uncontrollable 
escalation. 

Conflicts about objectives 
There would be little disagreement with 

the foregoing assessment of the present stra
tegic balance. Yet there is disagreement 
about the objectives that have been and 
might be served by our present strategic 
forces. 

First, there is dispute about two closely 
related issues: whether during the last few 
years the numerical superiority that the 
United States has had in strategic forces has 
conferred on it some advantage in dealing 
with the Soviet Union; and whether strategic 
"superiority" would be meaningful in the 
future. The figures in Table I do indicate 
a continued large U.S. superiority in num
bers of bombers, sea-launched ballistic mis
siles, and deliverable warheads. For all prac
tical purposes, however, the present situation 
can be characterized as one of strategic 
"parity" in the sense that both the U.S.S.R. 
and the United States can wreak unaccept
able damage on each other. 

But, in fact, neither "superiority" nor 
"parity" is at this point a very useful con
cept, and is not likely to be in the foreseeable 
future. Even large changes in capabilities 
could not be translated into useful political 
power. In the view of many this was already 
true by the early 1960's. They would hold, for 
example, that the Cuban missile crisis was 
resolved as it was because the United States 
was prepared to intervene with conventional 
strength that the Soviet Union could not 
match; and that the existence of strategic 
forces for both sides served simply to deter 
escalation. Others argue, however, that it was 
not just the strategic strength on both sides 
and the fear of escalation, but rather actual 
U.S. superiority in strategic strength that 
served to deter the Soviet Union from mov
ing on Berlin or elsewhere as a response to 
the "quarantine" of Cuba. 

While there may have been a basis for this 
distinction in the early 1960's, it would be 
difilcult to make such a case under present 
circumstances. The strategic forces of both 
sides are too large. Thus, as far as deterrence 
is concerned, the point has certainly been 
passed by now where both sides have "sufll
ciency"-probably a more useful concept for 
describing the present strategic balance than 
either "superiority" or "parity." 

If the Soviet strategic retaliatory force 
were either doubled or halved, while that of 
the United States remained constant, there 
would very likely be no discernible effect on 
U.S. resolve to stand up to the Soviet Union 
in a crisis. Yet many Americans continue to 
feel that the United States should still strive 
for "superiority." This feeling is grounded 
not in the expectation that numerical su
periority in strategic strength could be trans
lated with confidence into any politically 
useful option, but rather in a desire for a 
return to an earlier era when it seemed that 
the wealth of the United States could almost 
guarantee superiority in any contest the 
country chose to enter. During the last 
decade the United States has become aware 
that it cannot count on wealth or industrial 
capacity to provide it With the kind of su-

periority in exploitable strategic strength 
that it had vis-a-vis the U.S.S.R. in the 
1950's; nor does it solve other problems such 
as Vietnam and the cities. This has been a 
disillusioning and frustrating experience, 
and it is not surprising that many Americans 
should wistfully seek to recapture the past 
and look for scapegoats who can be blamed 
for letting it escape. 

Second, despite recognition that both so
cieties would be destroyed by an all-out nu
clear exchange, it is argued that American 
forces should be structured so that we can, 
in the event of war, "come out a little better 
than they do." a Or, as Senator Richard Rus
sell put it, "If we have to start over again 
with another Adam and Eve, then I want 
them to be Americans and not Russia.ns
I want them on this continent and not in 
Europe."' Whatever their reaction to Senator 
Russell's apocalyptic remark, most Americans 
would probably agree that the the first quo
tation expresses a desiraible objective. But 
many believe it could only be pursued at 
the expense of an increase in the absolute 
level of damage to the United States or in 
the risk of war, or both, and doubt whether 
it is worth the price. 

Third, ·there exists a difference of opinion 
regarding the extent to which the United 
States can or should rely on the possibility 
of escalation as a deterrent to actions by the 
Soviet Union other than direct attack 
against the United States. This controversial 
point has been one of the critical considera
tions in NATO policy during the last few 
years (others being the closely related ques
tion of the relative capabilities of NATO 
and Warsaw Pact forces to fight a conven
tional war and the question of Soviet in
tent). 

Finally, there is dispute about whether 
strategic weapons could serve as a deterrent 
or a response to Soviet or other nonnuclear 
attacks of limited objectives. The possibili
ties seem unrealistic or remote. As far as the 
Soviet Union is concerned, the risks of esca
lation are too large. As regards other ad
versaries, including Communist China, it is 
difficult to imagine a realistic provocation 
that could not be dealt with by other means, 
and to which a limited strategic nuclear at
tack would be judged an appropriate re
sponse. (The problems of objectives will con
rtinue to be serious ones as the United States 
develops policies and postures for the 1970's. 
They are discussed further below.) 

That there is as much consensus in the 
United Staites as there is, both about the 
consequences of a nuclear exchange and 
aQC>ut the present roles and limitations of 
strategic forces, is in part due to the fact that 
the Soviet-American strategic balance has 
not changed qualitatively in several years. 
Although the budgets submitted for stra
tegic weapons have increased dramatically
some 4-0 per cent from the fiscal 1967 budget 
to that for fiscal 1969-because of the time 
lag between the obligation of money and 
the impact on operational capab111ties, the 
present U.S. posture does not yet re:ftect this 
recent escalation in strategic budgets. In 
fact, the present operational force is proba
bly changing less rapidly than at any time 
since 1945-a re:ftection of the low strategic 
budgets of fiscal 1965 through 1967. Thus, 
there has been time for argument, and at 
least some resolution of differences and mat
uration of opinion about the present situa
tion, if not about future prospects and 
objectives. 

But unless the United States modifies it.s 
present plans, its posture will soon begin to 
change qualitatively and rapidly as its op
erational forces begin to re:fteot decisions 
made during the last two years regarding 
such new systems as Sentinel, Poseidon, 
Minuteman m, and the FB-111 bomber. So
viet operational forces, in addition to growing 
rapidly, may also change in new qualitative 
ways if the U.S.S.R. deploys some systems it 
apparently has in development, such as frac-



4564 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE February 26, 1969 

tional orbital bombardment systems (FOBS) 
and land-mobile ICBM's. 

We are in effect at a crossroad. The United 
States and the Soviet Union now have a bet
ter chance than they are likely to have in the 
foreseeable future to make decisions that 
may enable them to avoid or at least moder
ate another spiral in the strategic arms race. 
Such a race will not only be expensive and 
dangerous for both countries, but may also 
produce more disagreement in the United 
States about realistic and desirable strategic 
force objectives. 

II. FACTORS AFFECTING STRAGETIC DECISIONS 

During the early 1960's there was hope, 
albeit without real encouragement from the 
Soviet Union, that even if one could not see 
an end to the Soviet-American competition 
in the strategic area, there might at least be 
a period of stability commencing in the late 
1960's and carrying on into the 1970's-a 
perpetuation of the kind of qualitative bal
ance that actually obtains today. This would 
imply the willingness of each side to rely on 
the capabillty of its strategic forces to deter 
any attack by the other, and an acceptance 
of the fact that with "sufficiency" in strategic 
offensive forces, little would be gained either 
by further growth in those forces or by de
ploying active defenses against them. Three 
considerations now make the realization of 
that hope questionable. 

First, there is no evidence of a levelling off 
in the growth of Soviet strategic offensive 
capabilities, despite the fact that, ·at least 
as regards ICBM's, the Soviet force is now 
about equal in numbers to that of the United 
States. 

Second, the development of some sort of 
nuclear capability is becoming easier for the 
lesser powers as the technology and the use 
of nuclear power become more widespread. 
Of particular concern is the fact that the 
Chinese nuclear program has moved ahead 
more rapidly than expected at the beginning 
of the decade. 

Third, technological developments have led 
some to believe that there may be ·an in
creased possibility that in the event of a 
nuclear exchange, the superpowers might be 
able to limit damage to themselves to levels 
substantially below those that would result 
with present capabilities. Implied here is the 
belief that preemptive attack, the use of ac
tive defenses, or a combination of the two 
might be highly effective in destroying ad
versary defensive forces. 

The chances of continuing the present 
stable situation into the 1970's may be en
hanced lf some restraint can soon be placed 
on these developments. It may be possible to 
buy time through the implementation of the 
nuclear non-proliferation treaty, and by 
reaching agreement with the Soviet Union to 
constrain the deployment, and possibly the 
development, of new strategic offensive and 
defensive capabilities. Realistically, however, 
it must be recognized that, even lf imple
mented, such agreements may not suffice. For 
example, the fact that Communist China 
will not be a party is a serious defect. 

On the other hand, it is probable tha.t 
without such agreements, or at least re
ciprocal unilateral restraint, a new spiral in 
the arms race will be one of the burdens of 
the 1970's. In the United States the begin
nings are already reflected in the sharp rise 
in the budget for strategic systems. 
The Anti-Ballistic Missile Defense Possibility• 

With the possible exception of the ntb 

country problem, it has long seemed that 
the most serious threat to stability is the 
possibility of an offense-defense race: de
ployment of ABM systems; followed by com-

•unless otherwise specified, references to 
ABM are to systems designed exclusively or 
primarily to defend population and industry. 
For further discussion of the ABM problem, 
see Appendix. 

pensating or over-compensating expansion 
of adversary offensive capabilities; followed 
in turn by further improvements in defenses, 
and so on. In the United States the prevalent 
view has been that such a cycle of action and 
reaction would be a futile exercise leading 
to no improvement in either American or 
Soviet security and to greatly increased ex
penditures for both nations. This conclusion, 
which contributed to the refusal of the U.S. 
Administrations of the last decade to deploy 
an anti-Soviet ABM system, was based on 
two considerations: 

(1) no technology appeared in sight that 
would permit deployment of a defense that 
could not be offset by less expensive im
provements in adversary capabilities; 

(2) the Soviet Union would, it was be
lieved, react to any U.S. defensive deploy
ment by making just such improvements in 
its offensive capabilities. 

On the first point there has been little 
dispute, certainly little in the American 
technical community. The second is more 
contentious. It has been argued by ABM 
proponents that one cannot be sure the Sovi
ets would react to a U.S. defensive deploy
ment as former Defense Secretary McNamara 
and others have postulated they would. Al
though they might continue to expand their 
offensive capabilities, it is conceivable that 
this would not compensate fully for the 
effects of a U.S. active defense. 

On the Soviet side, there was no evidence 
during the early 1960's that decision-makers 
were prepared to accept the prevailing Amer
ican views about the action-reaction phe
nomenon, or about the intrinsic advantage 
of the offense and the futility of defensive 
deployment. 

Within the last few years there have been 
changes that might indicate some converg
ence of Soviet and American views. It has 
been noted that the Soviet ABM program is 
not proceeding as rapidly as the Americans 
had expected. Indeed, there is no evidence of 
deployment of any system other than that 
around Moscow. This, plus the professed 
Soviet willingness to enter into negotiations 
to control both offensive and defensive sys
tems, may be indicative of some disillusion
ment regarding the feasibility of deploying 
really effective defense systems; of concern 
about the very large costs; or of concern 
about the action-reaction arms race impli
cations of ABM deployment. 

On the U.S. side there has been increased 
interest in ABM defense, in part triggered 
by concern about the more rapid than ex
pected development of nuclear capabilities 
by Communist China, but also based on a 
somewhat changed view regarding the tech
nical problems and possibilities of defense. 

Although most of the American technical 
community would agree that the offense con
tinues to have an advantage over the defense, 
there is an enormous range of views held by 
experts regarding the difficulties of penetrat
ing defenses. In recent months this has been 
brought out especially in discussions about 
the probable effectiveneses of a defense (Sen
tinel} to cope with a possible Chinese offen
sive threat (see Appendix). At one extreme, 
Richard Garwin and Hans Bethe have argued 
that overcoming a defense such as Sentinel 
would be relatively easy, and that even the 
Chinese could, and quite likely would, in
corporate in their first generation of ICBM's 
the necessary penetration aids to enable 
them to do so.G At the other end of the spec
trum, Johnson Administration spokesmen 
have maintained that it is within U.S. capa
bility, at a cost of only $3 billion to $5 bil
lion, to limit damage to the United States 
from a Chinese ICBM attack in the 1970's to 
a very low level. 

The most extreme claims have been made 
by John Foster, the Pentagon's Director of 
Defense Research and Engineering-"! have 
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reasonably high confidence that the Sentinel 
system, when first deployed, will provide 
damage denial against the Communist 
Chinese" 6-and by Deputy Secretary of De
fense Paul Nitze who stated, "We are con
fident that this sophisticated defense can 
provide us with high assurance of denying 
damage to the United States from the type 
of attack the CPR [Chinese People's Re
public] will be able to launch in the mid-70's. 
With further foreseeable improvements we 
believe we can maintain such protection at 
least until the 1980's." 7 

The difference in judgment regarding the 
effectiveness of Sentinel is in part due to a 
difference in opinion about Chinese capabil
ities; but beyond that, there is a great range 
of opinion in the technical community re
garding how well Sentinel would be expected 
to perform against Communist China or the 
Soviet Union. Some skeptics argue that the 
defense may fail catastrophically, considering 
its great complexity and the fact that it will 
never be possible to test the system ade
quately in peacetime. 

MIR V's 
One of the few comforting things about the 

present strategic balance was noted earlier: 
even if a nuclear holocaust seemed imminent, 
there would be little incentive for either of 
the superpowers to initiate a preemptive 
counterforce attack, because their strategic 
forces, particularly those of the United 
States, have been developed and deployed so 
that they can "ride out" an attack against 
them. The U.S. bomber force is in a sufficient 
state of alert so that, given the warning of 
missile attack which one can reasonably ex
pect, a large fraction could be airborne before 
the arrival of Soviet missiles. The part of the 
Polaris force that is at sea-and it is the 
larger part--is believed to be almost invul
nerable, considering present Soviet anti-sub
marine warfare capabilities. And American 
ICBM's have been deployed with sufficient 
spacing between them, so that it is unlikely 
that more than one could be destroyed by 
a single Soviet warhead. Furthermore, the 
underground silos are believed to provide 
considerable protection against the blast ef
fects of a nuclear explosion. Consequently, 
given the combination of yield and accuracy 
which, it is believed, characterize the present 
Soviet ICBM force, several Soviet missiles 
would be required on the average to destroy a 
single Minuteman or Titan. 

The most serious threat to the present sta
bility is the possibillty of the development 
of systems for delivering several warheads 
from ia single booster, each against a separate 
target, all with greater accuracies than have 
been realized so far. Such multiple individu
ally targetable reentry vehicles (MIRV's) now 
appear technically feasible, and the United 
States·has announced its intention to equip 
both some of its land-based missiles (Minute
man Ill) and its sea-based missiles (Posei
don) with suoh reentry vehicles. This raises 
the at least theoretical possibility that with 
a preemptive attack the United States could 
destroy all of the Soviet fixed missiles, and 
other targets as well, with an American mis
sile force smaller than the force it was at
tacking. Conversely, the Soviets could in prin
ciple destroy the American Minuteman and 
Titan force with a few hundred ICBM's, if 
each had several warheads that could be de
livered with high accuracy. 

The MIRV threat is not an immediate one 
to either side. It will take a major effort to 
develop the concept and the accuracies re
quired for an effective counterforce capabil
ity. But there is no doubt that it is tech
nically feasible. It is just a matter of time, 
engineering effort, and money-probably lots 
of all three. 

The American decision to go ahead with 
the Minuteman III and Poseidon programs 
was taken only partly because of desire to 
have a greater "damage-limiting" capability 
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than would otherwise be available in a mis
sile force with a fixed number of launchers. 
The decision to procure systems employing 
MIRV's was specifically keyed to concern 
about Soviet ABM developments,8 and to the 
view that the United States must have a 
capability with a high degree of assurance of 
inflicting some specified level of damage on 
the Soviet Union. A number of other options 
could have been relied on as the prime means 
of defeating a possible Soviet ABM defense, 
for exaimple, precursor nuclear bursts to pro
duce radar blackout; electronic jamming; 
decoys and chaff; saturation of radar dis
crimination capability; targeting of ABM ra
dars; or combinations of these. Certainly, 
with a heavy emphasis on such penetration 
techniques, there would be a high probab111ty 
of getting through any defenses. Such op
tions do not offer quite the assurance of suc
cess that exhaustion through the use of 
MIRV's might offer (assuming that the num
ber of adversary interceptor missiles is 
known) . But neither is any of these other 
measures, or combinations of them, quite so 
likely to produce an expansion in Soviet 
offensive forces, for they do not pose a threat 
to those forces. MIRV's must pose such a 
threat in Soviet eyes, just as Soviet MIRV's 
would to the United States. 

In its attachment to "assured destruction" 
as a measure of deterrent adequacy, and in 
focusing on MIRV's to maintain it, the 
United States may end up paying a price 
that in the long term could be a heavy one. 
Such high assurance was not always an 
American requirement. In the pre-missile era 
there was considerable uncertainty, prob
ably more than many liked to admit, about 
how well bombers could penetrate defenses. 
The United States had an adequate deterrent 
because there was a reasonably high proba
b1lity that it could inflict a very high level 
of damage on the Soviet Union. It may be 
that with the uncertainties that ABM de
fenses will introduce, the United States will 
want or be forced to rely again on a reason
ably high probab111ty, rather than on near 
certainty, of being able to infilct a high level 
of damage on our adversaries as a deterrent. 
This will be particularly true if in striving 
for near certainty, the arms race is fueled in 
ways that may result in a net diminution of 
United States security. The "assured destruc
tion" concept probably served to limit ex
pansion of American strategic forces in the 
past few years. But in the years just ahead, 
as the uncertainties now implicit in ABM's 
and MIRV's become explicit, this concept 
could be used to justify almost unlimited 
expansion of strategic forces. 

There are, of course, possible threats to 
strategic relatiatory forces besides MIRV's 
and ABM's. But none of the others seems 
quite as serious. The development of frac
tional orbital bombardment systems ·(FOBS) 
could enhance Soviet capab111ty to attack 
American aircraft on the ground by surprise. 
But that development is being countered by 
improved warning systems. Advances in anti
submarine warfare (ASW) could lead to some 
increase in the vulnerability of the Polaris 
fleet if the United States did nothing to 
counter the development. But ASW is likely 
to be a losing game for some time, since any 
improvements will be offset, or more than 
offset, by improvements in the misslle
launching submarines or, if need be, by ex
tension of the range of the missiles they 
carry. 

Concurrent development of MIRV and ABM 
While the possibility Of either ABM or 

MIRV development provides a stimulus to 
the arms race, in their combination there is 
a more serious threat. It is conceivable that 
one of the superpowers, with an ABM sys
tem, might develop MIRV's to the point 
where it could use them to destroy the bulk 
of its adversary's ICBM force in a preemptive 
attack. Its air and ABM defenses would then 
have to deal with a much degraded retalia-

tory blow, consisting only of the sea-launched 
forces and any ICBM's and aircraft that 
might have survived the preemptive attack. 
Problems of defense in such a contingency 
would be formidable; however, they would be 
significantly less difficult than if the adver
sary's ICBM force had not been seriously de
pleted. The defense problem would be rela
tively simple, particularly if the bulk of the 
adversary's retaliatory capab111ty were, a.s ts 
true for the United States and to a far greater 
degree for the Soviet Union, in its ICBM's, 
most of which would presumably have been 
destroyed. 

It may seem unlikely that either super
power would initiate such a. preemptive at
tack, in view of the hypothesized capabilities, 
the great uncertainties in effectiveness, par
ticularly as regards defenses, and the disas
trous consequences, should even a relatively 
small fraction of the adversary's retaliatory 
force get through. But with both MIRV's and 
ABM's such a preemptive attack would not 
seem as unlikely as it does now. It would not 
necessarily be irrational if an uncontrollable 
nuclear exchange appeared almost certain 
and if by striking first one could limit damage 
to a significantly lower level than if the ad
versary were to strike the first blow. (This 
point is discussed further below.) In short, if 
one or both of the two superpowers had such 
capab111ties, the world would be a much more 
unstable place than it is now. 

Obviously, neither superpower would per
mit its adversary to develop such capabilities 
without responding, if it could, by strength
ening its retaliatory forces. But the response 
problem becomes more difficult if the adver
sary develops both MIR.V's and ABM's than 
if he develops only one. 

Against a MIRV threat alone there a.re 
such obvious responses as greater reliance on 
sea-launched or other mobile systems. Such 
responses are likely to be acceptable because, 
while the costs of highly survivable systems 
are large (perhaps larger by an order of 
magnitude than the costs of simple ICBM's), 
only relatively small numbers of such secure 
retaliatory weapons would be required to 
provide an adequate "assured destruction 
capability." Indeed, a force the size of the 
present Polaris fleet might be adequate. 

The response to ABM alone might also be 
kept within aicceptable limits because the 
expenditures required to offset the effects of 
defense are, as indicated earlier, likely to be 
small compared to the costs of the defense. 

But if it is necessary to acquire retaliatory 
capabilities, which are costly on a unit basis 
because of the MIRV threat, in sufficient 
numbers to saturate or exhaust ABM de
fenses, the total cost could be very great. 
Indeed, if one continued to rely heavily on 
exhaustion of defenses as the preferred tech
nique for penetration, the offense might no 
longer have a significant cost-effectiveness 
advantage over the defense. 

Thus, the concurrent development of 
MIRV's and ABM's raises the specter of a 
more precarious balance of terror a few years 
hence, a rapidly escalating arms race in an 
attempt to prevent the instabilities from 
getting out of hand, or quite possibly both. 

Communist China and the Sentinel 
decision 

It is difficult to grasp the implications of 
new technological factors for a rational 
strategic force policy for the 1970's. This 
would be so even if one had only bilateral 
U.S.-U.S.S.R. relationships to consider, but 
the emergence of China and possibly other 
States as nuclear powers compounds the dif
ficulties. The problems have begun to come 
into focus as policy-makers have been forced 
to ponder: 

(1) whether it is desirable to try to inhibit 
the spread of nuclear capabilities to other 
countries; 

(2) what price the United States might be 
willing to pay to do so; 

(3) what the chances of success of in
hibiting nuclear spread might be; 

(4) what the response should be to de
velopments that the United States cannot 
prevent. 

The first three questions have been at the 
heart of the debate on such issues as the 
NATO multilateral force (MLF), U.S. policy 
regarding control of fissionable materials 
and technology relevant to nuclear weapons 
development, and the nuclear non-prolifera
tion treaty. 

The first question-whether it is desirable 
to inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons
has been answered in the affirmative, at least 
by the United States and most other coun
tries. The United States has not only de
cided that the spread is undesirable, but has 
also applied fairly stringent controls on its 
exports of nuclear fuel and equipment, de
spite some political and economic costs. And, 
in agreeing on a formulation of the non
proliferation treaty acceptable to the Soviet 
Union, the United States has incurred criti
cism, whether justified or not, from some 
quarters in Europe. 

Nevertheless, the prospects for limiting the 
spread of nuclear weapons capabilities are 
not good. The technology for building both 
warheads and delivery systems is now within 
the reach of perhaps a dozen powers that 
do not have nuclear weapons; and with the 
growing use of nuclear reactors, an even 
larger number of nations will soon have 
quantities of plutonium adequate for limited 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons. The develop
ment of capabilities that would be significant 
against one of the superpowers could be an 
expensive proposition, particularly if one of 
them deployed limited ABM defense systems 
and if the emergent nuclear power desired 
high confidence of penetrating that defense. 
But nuclear capabilities that Israel might 
consider adequate against the Arab states, 
or India against Pakistan, could be acquired 
at costs that are not large compared to the 
present defense budgets of those nations. 

There is some hope that these develop
ments can be prevented or at least delayed 
by the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. But 
even if that treaty comes into effect, acces
sion by India, for one, appears unlikely. In 
any case there is the particularly worrisome 
problem of China. 

Whether our strategic offensive forces 
would alone be adequate to deter a Chinese 
nuclear attack requires judgments about the 
vulnerability of China and the rationality 
of its leadership. 

Because a relatively small fraction of it 
is urban, China's population is far less vul
nerable than that of the .United States or 
the Soviet Union to nuclear attack (except 
to an attack with large yield weapons relying 
heavily on fall-out). However, China's mod
ern industry ls heavily concentrated and 
could be destroyed with a small number of 
nuclear weapons. These could be delivered 
without significantly compromising American 
capabilities against the U.S.S.R. This is true 
not only because U.S. strategic offensive capa
bilities are so large relative to actual require
ments for retaliation against either country, 
but also because Chinese air defenses are so 
poor that the United States could use bomb
ers with great flexibility, and with only mod
erate losses, to deliver an attack of almost 
any weight against China. 

Thus, the only impediment to relying on 
strategic offensive capabilities as a deterrent 
to Chinese nuclear attack is possible irra
tionality of the Chinese leadership. On this 
point there is an extraordinary divergence 
of opinion. Some, for example, Air Force 
Chief of Staff General J.P. McConnell, argue 
that the Chinese are highly lrrational,9 but 
the record hardly suggests that. On the con
trary, despite a notorious record of vitupera
tion, the Chinese have been rather careful 
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1n the actual use of force, particularly when 
there was any likelihood of open confiict with 
the United States or the Soviet Union. 

However, one does not have to subscribe 
to the McConnell view to admit the possi
blllty of Chinese nuclear attack, particularly 
in response to great provocation. As long as 
there is any possibility, possession by China 
of an intercontinental nuclear capability 
will serve to some degree as an effective de
terrent to large-scale U.S. actions against 
China. This ls particularly true considering 
that the interests in the Far East over which 
the United States and China might come 
into conflict are not likely to be vital to the 
Americans, and the damage the United States 
might suffer, should the Chinese retaliate, 
could be very great. 

Indeed, the desire to have a deterrent with 
regard to the United States may well have 
been one of the major motivations for the 
extraordinary effort China has made to de
velop a nuclear weapons capability. (Other 
reasons are prestige, and possible use to 
coerce its neighbors in Asia.) 

Recognizing that a Chinese nuclear attack, 
however irrational, could not be discounted 
completely, the United States made the deci
sion to deploy Sentinel. But one must wonder 
a.bout its effectiveness in coping with China's 
nuclear capablity. The Johnson Administra
tion made it clear that Sentinel was to be 
bought largely because of its anticipated 
effectiveness in reducing damage to the 
United States in the event of a Chinese 
ICBM attack in the 1970's.10 This ls an ob
jective it may well accomplish. Wlll it have 
any other value? It will hardly diminish the 
prestige that China has acquired through 
possession of a nuclear capability; on the 
contrary, the decision to deploy Sentinel will 
tend to magnify the importance of the Chi
nese achievement. And Sentinel is hardly a 
direct response to the possibility that China 
might threaten its neighbors with nuclear at
tack, although it was claimed by the Johnson 
Administration that Sentinel would reinforce 
confidence in Asian states that the United 
States would come to their aid if they were 
threatened by China.11 

Sentinel could conceivably do that by re
storing whatever freedom of action the 
United States might have felt it had to inter
vene in Asia before the Chinese acquisition 
of an intercontinental nuclear capability, 
but only if there was extraordinarily high 
confidence in the system's effectiveness; 
otherwise, the Chinese nuclear capability 
would still be able to serve what may have 
been its primary purpose-deterrence of the 
United States. Can one have that high con
fidence? Probably not, considering the many 
uncertainties involved in the effectiveness of 
ABM systems (see Appendix). (This argu
ment seems sound to the extent that one is 
concerned about most kinds of action one 
might take against China. In a contingency 
where the United States would be prepared 
to use nuclear weapons in the numbers re
quired for an effective attack against Chinese 
ICBM capabilities, it might have some con
fidence that Sentinel could actually inter
cept whatever, if any, Chinese ICBM's had 
survived an American preemptive attack. 
That is the one option that might be signifi
cantly more acceptable if the United States 
had Sentinel than if it did not.) But that is 
only one side of the coin. The other in some 
ways more worrisome possibility is that the 
United Stat-es might base vital decisions on 
misplaced confidence in Sentinel. 

Another aspect of the decision to deploy 
Sentinel is its possible impact on the Soviet-
American strategic relationship. In short, it 
would appear that the Sentinel decision has 
very serious implications. The issue is wheth
er the possible utility of Sentinel in saving 
lives in the unlikely event of a Chinese nu
clear attack is sufficient to justify the costs, 
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the risks that the United States might act 
on the basis of misplaced confidence in its 
effectiveness, and the undesirable impact of 
the decision on the Soviet-American strategic 
balance. Any conceivable flexib1llty Sentinel 
may give in dealing with Chinese aggressive
ness or with the accidental launch of mis
siles against the United States is probably 
negligible compared to these considerations. 
The role of uncertainty in the dynamics of 

the arms race 
As the foregoing discussion indicates, un

certainty about adversary intentions and ca
pabilities may well be the most powerful 
stimulant of the arms race. Its pernicious 
effects can be illustrated by several examples: 

(1) American reaction, indeed over-reac
tion, to uncertainty in the case of the "mis
sile gap"; 

( 2) the Soviet decision to deploy the so
called Tallinn air defense system, possibly 
made in the expectation that the United 
States would go ahead with deployment of 
B-70 bombers or SR-71 strike reconnaissance 
aircraft; 

(3) the Sentinel decision. 
An even better lllustra.tion ls the United 

States response to the Tallinn system (which 
until recently was thought to be an ABM 
system) and to the possible extension of the 
Moscow ABM system into a country-wide 
system. In order to have high assurance of 
its abiUty to get through possible Soviet 
ABM defenses, the United States has em
barked on the development of various pene
tration aids and even of new mlssiles--Min
uteman III and Poseidon. 

All these examples have in common the 
fact that if doubt exists about adversary 
capabilities or intentions, prudence requires 
that one respond, not on the basis of what 
one expects, but on a considerably more pes
simistic projection. The United States gen
erally bases its plans-and makes much of 
the fact--On what has become known as the 
"greater-than-expected threat." In so doing, 
the Amertcans--and presumably the Rus
sians-have often over-reacted. The extent of 
the over-reaction is directly dependent on 
the degree of uncertainty about adversary 
intentions and capabilities. 

The problem is compounded by lead-time 
requirements for response. According to the 
Johnson Administration, the decisions to go 
ahead with Minuteman ill, Poseidon, and 
Sentinel had to be made when they were be
cause of the possibility that in the mid-1970's 
the Soviets might have a reasonably effective 
ABM, and the Chinese an ICBM, capability.12 

And the Soviets had to make a decision to de
velop the Tallinn system (if the decision was 
made because of the B-70 program), long be
fore the American themselves knew whether 
they would deploy an operational B-70 force. 

Once the decisions to respond to ambigu
ous indications of adversary activity were 
made, it proved impossible to modify the re
sponse, even when new intelligence became 
available. For example, between the time of 
announcement of the Sentinel decision and 
the Congressional debate on the appropria
tion for it, evidence became available that 
the Chinese threat was not developing as 
rapidly as had been feared. Yet despite this 
information, those in the Congress who at
tempted to defer the appropriation for Sen
tinel failed. Similarly, at this writing, as the 
Poseidon and Minuteman III programs begin 
to move forward with momentum, it seems 
much less likely than it did at the time of 
their conception that the Soviet Union will 
deploy the kind of ABM system that was the 
Johnson Administration's main rationale for 
these programs. On the Soviet side, the Tal
linn deployment continued long after it be
came clear that no operational B-70 force 
would ever be built. 

Of the kinds of weapons development that 
can stimulate over-response on the part of 
one's adversary, it is hard to imagine one 
more troublesome than anti-ballistic missile 

defenses. Besides uncertainty about adver
sary intentions, and the need, because of 
lead-time requirements, for early response to 
what the adversary might do, there is the 
added fa.ct that the uncertainties about how 
well an ABM system might perform a.re far 
larger than in the case of strategic offensive 
systems. The conservative defense planner 
will design his ABM system on the assump
tion that it may not work as well as he 
hopes--that is, he will over-design it to take 
into account as fully as he can all imagi
nable modes of failure and enemy offensive 
threats. But the offensive planner will as
sume that the defense might perform much 
better than he expects and will over-design 
his response. Thus, there is over-reaction on 
both sides. These uncertainties result in a 
divergent process: an arms race with no ap
parent limits other than financial, each 
round more expensive than the last. Also, be
cause of over-reaction on the part of the 
offense, there may be an increase in the abil
ity of ea.ch side to infiict damage on the 
other. 

All one needs to make this depressing pos
sibility a bleak reality is a triggering mech
anism. The Soviet ABM program, by stimu
lating the Minuteman III and Poseidon pro
grams, may have served that purpose. And, 
perhaps unintentionally, the Chinese nu
clear program also may have triggered an 
action-reaction chain, of which the Sentinel 
response is the second link. 

It can be assumed that there will be con
siderable pressure and effort to make Sen
tinel highly effective against a "greater-than
expected" Chinese threat. But such a sys
tem will undoubtedly have some capability 
against Soviet ICBM's. Soviet decision-mak
ers, who must assume that Sentinel might 
perform better than they expect, will at least 
have to consider this possibility as they plan 
their offensive capabilities. More important, 
they will have to respond on the assumption 
that the Sentinel decision may foreshadow 
a decision to build an anti-Soviet ABM sys
tem. Although the Johnson Administration 
has argued that there need be no such re
sponse (Assistant Secretary of Defense Paul 
Warnke has argued that "because our pro
posed deployment poses no possible threat 
to the Soviet deterrent, it need lead to no 
acceleration of the Soviet-American strate
gic arms race." H And former Secretary of 
Defense McNamara has stated, "There will 
not be any misunderstanding by the Russians 
because they are sophisticated enough to see, 
in the development plans that will be made 
public, the distinction between Chinese
onented and Soviet-oriented population pro
tection systems" 15) several facts seem to con
tradict this: 

( 1) there has been support for the Senti
nel decision as a first step toward an anti
Soviet ABM deployment, particularly by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and such influential 
Senators as Richard Russell of Georgia. (Gen
eral Earle Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, stated that he was satisfied 
with the Sentinel decision because "every
thing is being done that will contribute to 
the type of defense which the Joint Chiefs 
have been advocating [i.e., a full-scale 
ABM]." 16 He and General Harold K. Johnson 
also alluded to the possible expansion of 
Sentinel to a Nike X (i.e., anti-Soviet) type 
system.17 Senator Russell has stated ·"I con
sider it [Sentinel] primarily the beginning 
of a system to protect the people of this 
country against a Soviet missile atomic at
tack." is) 

(2) Secretary of Defense Clark Clitrord has 
a-cknowledged that Sentinel will complicate 
the Soviet attack problem; u (This ls also 
apparent from former Secretary of Defense 
McNamara's last posture statement, which 
included an estimate that, should the So
viets fail to respond to the Sentinel deploy
ment by providing penetration aids for their 
missiles, U.S. fatalities would be reduced 
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from 120 million to about 100 million in the 
event of an all-out war in the mid-1970's.111 ) 

(3) Sentinel will include components that 
could easily be integrated into an anti-So
viet system; 

(4) Because of the Sentinel program, pro
duction lines will have been established that 
will shorten the leadtime for an anti-Soviet 
ABM deployment. 

Thus, it ls probably not a question of 
whether the Soviet Union will respond to 
Sentinel. One must consider instead whether 
the U.S.S.R. will limit its response to one 
that does not require a U.S. counter-re
sponse, and whether it is too late to stop 
the Sentinel deployment. 

With such examples in mind, it is apparent 
that reduction in uncertainty about adver
sary intent ions and capabilities is a sine qua 
non to curtailing the strategic arms race. 
There are a number of ways of accomplish
ing this (in addition to intelligence collec
tion, which obviously makes a great contribu
tion). 

First, there is unilateral disclosure. In the 
case of the United States there has been a 
conscious effort to inform both the American 
public and the Soviet leadership of the ra
tionale for many American decisions regard
ing strategic systems and, to the extent con
sistent with security, of U.S. capabilities. 
This has been done particularly through the 
release by the Secretary of Defense of an an
nual posture statement--a practice which, 
it is hoped, will be continued by the United 
States and emulated some day by the Soviet 
Union. This would be in the interest of both 
countries. Because there has been no cor
responding effort by the Russians, the United 
States probably over-reacts to Soviet deci
sions more than they do to American deci
sions. (At least, it is easier to trace a casual 
relationship between Russian decisions and 
U.S. reactions than vice versa.) 

Second, negotiations to curtail the arms 
race, even if abortive, or any other dialogue 
may be very useful if such efforts result in 
any reduction of uncertainty about the poli
cies, capabilities, or intentions of the parties. 

Finally, some weapons systems may be less 
productive of uncertainty than others that 
might be chosen instead. For example, it is 
likely to be less difficult to measure the size 
of a force of submarine-launched or fixed 
missiles than that of a land-mobile force. 
Similarly, it would be easier to persuade an 
adversary that a small missile carried only a 
single warhead than would be the case with a 
large vehicle. Such considerations must be 
borne in mind in evaluating alternative 
weapons systems. · 

In short, while uncertainty about adver
sary capabilities and intentions may not al
ways be bad-in some qases, the existence of 
uncertainty contributes to deterrence-the 
U.S . . and the Soviet Union would seem well 
advised to make great efforts to avoid giving 
each other cause to over-react to decisions 
because of inadequate understanding of their 
meaning. 

Economic considerations 
It h as been pointed out that in terms of 

total obligational authority, the annual 
American budget for strategic forces has 
risen about 40 per cent in the last three 
years: from some $6.7 billion for fiscal 1966 
to $9.6 billion for fiscal 1969. A ma jor p ar t of 
this increase arises from the three new stra
tegic programs-Poseidon, Minuteman III, 
and Sentinel. The estimated total cost of the 
three amounts to about $10 billion over sev
eral years. 

If no other new strategic programs are be
gun before these are completed, it might be 
possible to get through the next few years 
without the budget for strategic forces grow
ing much beyond that proposed for fiscal 
1969. However, that seems unlikely. Aside 
from the probability that the actual costs of 
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the aforementioned programs will exceed the 
estimates, other developments are in sight. 

Johnson Administration spokesmen h ave 
made it clear that Sentinel will have to be 
upgraded to take into account improvements 
in Chinese capabilities. This could be very 
costly since it would probably require the 
addition of terminal defenses for cities and 
a comprehensive fall-out shelter program. 
Thus, upgrading Sentinel could easily cost 
an additional $1 billion to $3 billion per year 
starting in the early 1970's, with costs in
creasing rapidly thereafter. 

Second, there is the possibility of expand
ing the Sentinel system into a full-scale anti
Soviet ABM system. In that case the costs 
would probably be at least $5 billion a year 
shortly after the expansion began. 

Third, there is a proposal to develop an 
improved air defense system involving an air
borne warning and control system (AWACS) 
with a ten-year cost of $10 billion to $12 
billion. 

Fourth, there is pressure for a new ad
vanced manned strategic aircraft (AMSA ) 
to replace the B-52's, a program that may 
cost $10 billion spread over several years. 

Finally, there is a possibility, already under 
consideration, of new U.S. strategic missile 
programs. The possible vulnerability of 
American strategic forces to a Soviet MIRV 
threat would provide one impetus for such 
programs. A massive Soviet ABM program 
would be another. The character and mag
nitude of the American response would de
pend on which of these Soviet developments 
was of concern to the United States. If both 
were, the U.S. response could well cost $3 
billlon to $5 billion per year. 

Thus, if one considers only the programs 
now under way and under serious considera
tion, during the early 1970's, the U.S. can 
expect annual budgets for strategic forces 
of between $12 billion and $25 billion. By 
the late 1970's, costs could be even higher. 

The impact of these high levels of ex
penditure, particularly over a long period of 
time, on economic growth and on the ability 
to meet other demands of society, cannot be 
dismissed lightly. If one makes the assump
tion that the United States could otherwise 
maintain a high level of unemployment, the 
social costs of allocating 2 per cent of GNP 
in the early part of the next decade to a 
strategic weapons program, and possibly a 
larger fraction during the latter half, are 
glaring. On the other hand, if the American 
economy would otherwise be operating with 
substantial unemployment, the effect might 
be relatively small, even at a level of $25 
billion per year. Even then, however, a large 
fraction of the country's advanced engineer
ing talent would be committed to endeavors 
that produce little spin-off relevant to major 
social problems. If full employment is 
achieved as a consequence of large military 
programs, short-term economic problems may 
be avoided. However, in so doing, the coun
try is denied the long-term benefits of in
vesting the same resources in its capital 
plant, in education; -e.nd in the other foun
dations on which society is built. 

The direct costs inherent in high levels 
of defense expenditure are not the only draw
backs. Military programs and the fortunes 
and influence of the military-industrial com
plex, of which President Eisenhower spoke in 
his farewell address, are dependent on the 
maintenance of conflict or at least on a high 
level of international tension. It would be a 
mistake to claim that armaments are the 
sole, or even the primary, cause of such ten
sions. But it would also be wrong to deny 
that armaments cause tensions-witness the 
CUban missile crisis. In a very real sense the 
arms race feeds on itself with adverse effects 
on international relations. 

In this connection the impact of an ex
pensive arms race on Soviet society should 
also be of concern. Some Johnson Admin
istration witnesses have testified that they 
are not particularly unhappy about the 

prospect of Soviet expenditures on defenses. 
Therefore, they argue for AMSA on the 
grounds that it would divert to air defenses 
Soviet resources that would otherwise be 
available for improving Soviet offensive capa
bilities, which would cause more concern.• 
This argument is open to serious question. 
In the Soviet Union, probably to an even 
greater degree than in the United States, 
demands for new weapons systems, whether 
defensive or offensive, will almost certainly 
be met largely at the expense of the civil 
economy. And there is little basis for doubt
ing the capacity of the Soviet economy to 
meet these demands. 

It would be a mistake to believe that by 
spending enough on arms the U.S. can force 
the Soviet Union to accept second class 
status simply because of its smaller economic 
and industrial capacity. Long before that 
point is reached America's own growth will 
have been stunted and its society badly dis
torted by the military demands placed on 
it. 

The effect of the arms race on Soviet de
cision-making must also be considered. A 
rapid growth rate and increased consump
tion and consumer influence in the Soviet 
Union are almost certainly in the long-term 
U.S. interest. Conversely, the greater the So
viet defense budget, the stronger will be 
the hand and the longer the tenure of those 
elements in Moscow most inimical to the 
United States. 

Thus, increased allocation of Soviet re
sources to the arms race is triply disadvan
tageous: in increasing the threat to the 
United States; in requiring that the country 
devote its own resources to responding; and 
in delaying changes in Soviet society which 
are the long-term hope for a more stable, 
peaceful world. 

m. OPTIONS FOR THE SEVENTIES 

Looking to the future, the United States is 
confronted with two broad dilemmas: that 
of minimizing the likelihood of escalation 
while relying ·on it as a deterrent; and that 
of reconciling the desire to minimize dam
ages to the U.S. in the event of war with 
the desire to escape the adverse consequences 
that may flow from developing damag~-lim
iting capabilities. 

The first seems the easier to deal with. 
Escalation to an all-out nuclear war is prop
erly seen as such a disaster that extraordi
nary efforts seem justified in order to mini
mize this risk. Yet American interests have 
sometimes been served by the possibility of 
escalation, because it deterred the super
powers from involvement in political or mili
tary confrontations. 

Relying on escalation is the cheap defense 
for Western Europe and particularly for Ber
lln. But unless damage that the Soviet Union 
can inflict on the United States can be lim
ited to low levels-which seems unlikely
it is an extremely risky option. Relying on 
the threat of escalation may lack credibility, 
and if it is put to the test the United States 
loses either way, whether escalation results 
or whether it.does not. 

It is wit hin the power of the United States 
to increase the likelihood of escalation and 
hence its credibility as a deterrent. This has 
happened as a result of American deploy
ment of large numbers of tactical nuclear 
weapons and delivery systems in Europe. The 
original build-up of those capabilities was 
based, in part, on the expectation that they 
could be used in tactical combat to effect 
a favorable outcome for the West without 
necessarily leading to a strategic nuclear ex
change between the superpowers. For the 
last decade, however, this possibility has 
been discounted. Today, one of the major 
effects of these tactical nuclear weapons is to 
create something approaching a continuum 
in the scale of violence between conventional 
combat on the one hand, and a full-scale 
thermonuclear exchange on the other. Thus, 
the transition from the one to the other is 
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made more probable, and the credibility of 
the deterrent thereby enhanced. (The addi
tional role they serve, or at least the ration
ale for their deployment, is to buttress the 
confidence of some of the Western allies in 
the American commitment to their defense.) 

There are other possible mechanisms for 
making escalation more likely. British and 
French possession of nuclear capab11ities may 
serve that purpose, as would further pro
liferation of nuclear weapons capabilities or 
relaxation of American control over U.S. nu
clear weapons in Europe. 

When one looks beyond Europe, it is oc
casionally argued that strategic forces may 
be of value in compelling non-nuclear or 
weaker nuclear powers to behave as the 
United States would like. At best, this con
cept is of limited utmty. Against nuclear 
powers it would be useful only if the United 
States had something approaching a dam
age-denial capability against the country in 
question. Against nuclear and non-nuclear 
powers it would be useful only if the risks of 
uncontrollable escalation were practically 
non-existent. In fact, nuclear strength has 
repeatedly proven irrelevant to problems that 
have arisen on the periphery of Asia and 
Africa. 

The hard reality is that the United States 
cannot minimize the probability of escala
tion while attempting to rely on it as a 
mechanism for deterring a broad range of 
conventional or limited nuclear attacks. Nor 
can the threat of limited use of strategic nu
clear capabilities be relied on as an effective 
instrument for exerting American political 
power. 

Despite the cost and the opposition from 
some Western allies, it seems wise to con
tinue to move, as has been done since the 
days of John Foster Dulles' massive retalia
tion doctrine, further away from reliance on 
the likelihood of escalation, and toward in
creased reliance on convent ional strength as 
a deterrent to conventional threats. 

The second policy dilemma--the incom
patability of a "damage-limiting" policy with 
other U.S. objectives-is more difficult to deal 
with. It has two facets. First, there is the pos
sibility that certain actions taken by the 
superpowers to reduce damage, should deter
rence fail , may lead to an increase in the 
probability that it will fail, particularly if 
the adversary should fail to modify his force 
posture in response to those actions. This 
point is illustrated in Table II, taken from 
former Secretary of Defense McNamara's pos
ture statement for fiscal 1967. This shows 
that American fatalities (in 1975) would be 
only about one-third as great in the event of 
a U.S. first strike as in the case of a Soviet 
first strike, assuming a greatly expanded 
threat, extensive damage-limiting efforts by 
the United States, and failure of the Soviet 
Union to react to U.S. damage-limitiLg ef
forts by improving its retaliatory capabilities. 
Obviously, if war seemed imminent, with the 
strategic balance as hypothesized in the 
Table, there would be tremendous pressure 
on the United States to strike first. There 
would be corresponding pressure on the So
viet Union to do likewise if a Soviet first 
strike could result, not only in a much higher 
level of damage to the United States, but also 
in a diminution in damage to the U.S.S.R. 
And the incentives would be mutually rein
forcing. 

To minimize the chance of deterrence fail
ure, it seems important for both sides to 
develop strategic postures such that preemp
tive attack would have as small an effect as 
possible on the anticipated outcome of a 
thermonuclear exchange. 

In short, there ls an inherent inconsonance 
in the objectives spelled out in our basic 
military policy, namely, "to deter aggression 
at any level and, should deterrence fail, to 
terminate hostilities in concert with our all1es 
under conditions of relative advantage while 
limiting drunage to the United States and 

allied interests." 21 Hard choices must be 
made between attempting to minimize the 
chance of escalation and attempting to mini
mize the consequences if it does occur. 

Actually, the United States may have only 
limited freedom of action in trying to achieve 
the latter objective even if it tries to do so. 
For example, it is unlikely that the Soviets 
would passively watch the United States de
velop the damage-limiting postures hypothe
sized in Table II; rather they would probably 
react by modifying their force posture so 
that the advantage to the United States of 
attacking preemptively would be less than 
indicated in the Table. 

This is the second facet of the dilemma: 
to what extent will any measure to limit 
damage to the United States in the event of 
a nuclear war stimulate a compensating or 
over-compensating reaction in the structur
ing of Soviet forces? This is especially trou
blesome, for while the United States generally 
reacts by anticipating p-0ssible Soviet moves, 
one cannot be sure of the extent to which the 
Soviets do likewise. 

TABLE IL-DAMAGE TO THE UNITED STATES ASSUMING 
MAJOR DAMAGE-LIMITING EFFORTS 

U.S.S.R. threat I: 2 

Soviet damage 
potential in terms of 

millions of U.S. 
fatalities 1 

United 
Soviet States 

first first 
strike strike 

U.S. DL posture A_____ ___________ 80-95 25-40 
U.S. DL posture B_______ _________ 50-80 20-30 

U.S.S.R. threat II: 
U.S. DL posture C______ ___________ 105-110 35-55 
U.S. DL posture D---- -- ---------- 75-100 25-40 

1 Rounded to the nearest 5,000,000. 
2 DL is damage-limiting. Both the Soviet threats and the U.S. 

damage-limiting postures are hypothetical. 

Note: Threat I is basically an extrapolation of current Soviet 
forces reflecting some future growth in both offensive and 
defensive forces. Threat 11 is a major Soviet response to our 
deployment of a ballistic missile defense. 2 of the 4 U.S. damage
limiting programs, postures A and B, are tailored against threat 
I; and the other two, C and D, against threat II. Postures Band 
D include more antiballistic missile defense forces and SAM-0 
batteries than postures A and C. Postures C and D include more 
F-12 interceptors than postures A and B. 

Source: Department of Defense, Secretary of Defense Robert S. 
McNamara, "Approach to the Fiscal Year 1967-71"; program 
and fiscal year 1966-67 budget, in U.S. House of Representatives 
(89th Cong., 2d sess.), Department of Defense Appropriations 
for 1967, hearings before a Subcommittee on Appropriations, pt. 
I (June 1966), pp. 46-47. 

Recognizing this uncertainty, many re
sponsible Americans, including senior mili
tary officers, assign high priority to capabili
ties to limit damage to the United States in 
the event of war. Whether they are right in 
advocating such capabilities depends upon 
the extent to which the action-reaction hy
pothesis applies to the Soviet decision-mak
ing process, as well as the impact of such ac
tions on the probability of a failure of de
terrence. 

The decision taken in recent years with 
respect to new weapons development and de
ployment reflect a middle ground philosophy. 
The United States has generally avoided ac
tions whose primary rationale was to limit 
damage which the Soviet Union might inflict 
upon it, and to which the Soviets would prob
ably respond. Thus, the United States has not 
deployed an anti-Soviet ABM system, and has 
given air defense low priority. 

On the other hand, where there were rea
sons other than a desire to improve Ameri
can damage-limiting capability vis-a-vis the 
Soviet Union, the United States has proceeded 
with programs despite their probable escala
tory effect on the arms race or their effect 
on first-srike incentives. This was true in the 
case of MffiV's and Sentinel. 

Footnotes at end of article. 

The United States will face more such de
cisions. For example, it may appear neces
sary to change the U.S. strategic offensive 
posture in order to make American forces 
less vulnerable to possible Soviet MffiV at
tack. The nature of these decisions will de
pend on the importance attached to the 
action-reaction phenomenon and to the ef
fect of improved counter-force capabilities 
on the probability of war. Emphasis on these 
two factors implies discounting options that 
would increase U.S. counterforce capability 
against Soviet strategic forces , which in turn 
might provoke an expansion of Soviet offen
sive forces. Options requiring long lead-times 
would also be discounted, since decisions re
garding them might have to be taken while 
there was still uncertainty about whether the 
Soviet Union was developing MffiV's. 

Should more weight be given in the future 
to developing damage-limiting capabilities? 
Or should more weight be given to mini
mizing the probability of a thermonuclear 
exchange and curtailing the strategic arms 
race? Again, as in the case of the escalation 
phenomenon, it ls hard to see how one can 
have it both ways. 

Despite some changes in technology, there 
is little to indicate that the United States 
could get very far with damage-limiting ef
forts , considering the determination of the 
Soviets and the options available to them 
for denying the attainment of such U.S. 
capabilities. 

The emergence of new nuclear powers, the 
rapid pace of technological advance, and the 
other important demands on American re
sources suggest that a clear first priority 
should be assigned to moderating the action
reaction cycle. Moving toward greater em
phasis on "damage-limitation" would seem 
justified only if the United States can per
suade itself that the Soviets will not react 
to American moves as the United States 
would to theirs, and if means can be chosen 
that will not increase the probability of war. 

Negotiations to curtail the arms race 
In considering negotiations with the Soviet 

Union on the strategic arms problem, the 
first factor to be borne in mind ls the objec
tives to be sought. It would be a mistake to 
expect too much or to aspire to too little. 

One obvious aim is to reduce strategic 
armaments in order to lessen significantly 
the damage that would be sustained by the 
United States (and the U.S.S.R.) in the event 
of a nuclear exchange. Regrettably, this goal 
is not likely to be realized in the near future. 
In the first place, any initial understandings 
will probably not involve reductions in 
strategic forces . Even if they did, these reduc
tions would be limited. One cannot expect 
damage levels to be lowered by more than a 
few per cent, even with fairly substantial cuts 
in strategic forces, because the capabilities 
of the superpowers are already so great. 

Other objectives have been considered: r.e
ducing the incentives to strike preemptively 
in time of crisis; reducing the probab1llty of 
accident or miscalculation; and increasing 
the time available for decisionmaking in 
the hope that the increased opportunity for 
communication might prevent a nuclear ex
change from running its full course. Last but 
not least, one might also hope to change the 
international political climate so as to lessen 
tension, to reduce the incentive for powers 
that presently do not have nuclear weapons 
to acquire them, and to increase the possi
bility for agreement by the superpower on 
other meaningful arms control measures. 

It i:s reasonable to expect that successful 
negotiations might achieve all these objec
tives to some degree, except the first--reduc
tion of potential damage. However, to focus 
on any one, or a combination of them, is to 
obscure the immediate problem. Despite the 
United States' restraint in its choices regard
ing strategic weapons development and de
ployment during the first two-thirds of this 
decade, it now appears that in the absence 
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of some understanding with the Soviet 
Union, the United States will be unable to 
break the action-reaction sequence which 
propels the arms race. Thus, the immediate 
objective of any negotiations must be to 
bring that sequence to a halt or to moderate 
its pace, so that there will be a better chance 
of ending the arms race than is offered by 
continuing the policies of the last two 
decades. 

In retrospect, controlling or reversing the 
growth of st rategic capabilities could have 
been accomplished more easily a few years 
ago, when the possibility of ABM deployment 
seemed to be the factor that would be likely 
to drive the United States to another round 
in the arms race. Now the ABM prospect is 
more troublesome because of technological 
advances. In addition, there are the two 
other stimuli already discussed: the possi
bility of effective counterforce capab111ties as 
a result of the development of MIRV's; and 
the possibility that the Chinese nuclear ca
pab111ty may serve as a catalyst to the Soviet
American action-reaction phenomenon. 

Obviously, short of destroying them by 
nuclear attack, there is little the United 
States can do about Chinese capabilities ex
cept to make sure that it does not give them 
more weight in its thinking than they de
serve. This leaves the option of trying to 
break the ABM-MIRV chain by focusing on 
control of MIRV's or ABM defenses. 

While one might hope to limit both, if a 
choice must be made, the focus should clear
ly be on the latter. Verification of compli
ance would be relatively simple ·and could 
probably be accomplished without intrusive 
inspection. Moreover, the incentive to acquire 
MIRV's for penetrating defenses would be 
eliminated-although the incentive to ac
quire them for counterforce purposes would 
remain. 

The problems of vertlfying compliance 
with an agreement to control MIRV's would 
be very difficult. Also if ABM deployment oc
curred, there would be great pressure to 
abrogate or violate any agreement prohibit
ing MIRV deployment because MIRV's offer 
high assurance for penetrating defenses. 
While reversing the MIRV decision would be 
difficult, doing so in the case of Sentinel 
would present less of a problem. In fact, 
there may well be sufficient reason for do
ing this, aside from the possible impact on 
Soviet-American negotiations on arms limi
tation. 

To be attractive to the Soviet Union, any 
proposal to limit defenses would almost cer
tainly have to be coupled with an agree
ment to limit, 1f not reduce, inventories of 
deployed st rategic offensive forces. In princi
ple, this should not be d ifficult, since it need 
not involve serious verification problems. 

Complicating any attempt to reach un
derstanding with the Soviet Union on the 
strategic balance is the fact that there are 
asymmetries in t h e American and Soviet po
sitions. The United States has allies and 
bases around the periphery of the Soviet Un
ion, whereas the latter has neither near the 
United States, unless one counts Cuba. It 
is clear that a Pandora's box of complications 
could be opened by any attempt in the con
text of negotiations on the strategic balance 
to deal with the threat to America's allies 
posed by short-range Soviet delivery systems, 
and with the potential threat to the U.S.S.R. 
of systems in Europe that could reach the So
viet Union, even though they are primarily 
tactical in nature. Hopefully initial under
standings will not have to include specific 
agreements on such thorny issues as foreign 
bases and dual purpose systems. 

Virtually all of the above is based on the 
premise that for the foreseeable future each 
side will probably insist on maintaining sub
stantial deterrent capabilities. For some time 
to come there will be little basis for expect
ing negotiations with the U.S .S.R. to result 
in a strategic balance with each side relying 
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on a few dozen weapons as a deterrent. The 
difficulties and importance of verification of 
compliance at such low levels, the problem 
of Communist China, the existence of large 
numbers of tactical nuclear weapons on both 
sides, and the general political climate all 
militate against this. At the other extreme, 
negotiations would almost necessarily be 
doomed to failure if either party based its 
negotiating position on the expectation that 
might achieve a significant damage-limiting 
capability vis-a-vis the other. 

Thus, the range of possible agreement ls 
quite narrow. There ls a basis for hope (a) 
if both sides can accept the fact that for 
some time the most they can expect to 
achieve is a strategic balance at quite high, 
but less rapidly escalating, force levels; and 
(b) if both recognize thait breaking the ac
tion-reaction cycle should be given first 
priority in any negotiations. 

There will be risks in negotiating arms 
limitation. These must be weighed not 
against the risks that might chara.cterize the 
peaceful world in which everyone would like 
to live, or even against the risks of the 
present. Rather, the risks implicit in any 
agreement must be weighed against the risks 
and costs which in the absence of agreement 
one will probably have to confront in the 
1970's. 

A final note 
Whether the superpowers strive to curtail 

the strategic arms race through mutual 
agreement or through a combination of uni
lateral restraint and improved dialogue, they 
should not do so in the mistaken belief that 
the bases for the Soviet-American confronta
tion of the last two decades will soon be 
eliminated. Many of the sources of tension 
have their origins deep in the social struc
tures and political institutions of the two 
countries. Resolution of those differences will 
not be accomplished overnight. 

However, restraining the arms race may 
shorten the time required for resolution of 
the conflicts; may increase the chances of 
survival during that period; and, may enable 
the Soviet Union and the United States, de
spite political differences, to work more ef
fectively, both individually and in concert, 
on the other great problems that confront 
the two societies. 
APPENDIX: ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSES 

Kinds of ABM systems 
Anlti-ballistic missile defenses fall into 

two categories: one type employs exo
atmospheric interception, in principle pro
viding protection for large areas; the other 
is designed to intercept the incoming war
head late in its trajectory, so thait a single 
interceptor site can defend only on a very 
limited area. The latter category may be 
subdivided into systems designed to defend 
cities, and so-called "hard-point defenses," 
designed to defend ICBM sites or other 
"hardened" key faci11ties. The problems of 
hardpoint defense and city defense are some
what different. Hardpoint defense ls techni
cally easier, as missile sites or other hard 
points can be designed to withstand close
in nuclear bursts that would destroy cities; 
thus interception can be deferred until rela
tively late in the trajectory of the incoming 
missile. Also, a lower degree of effectiveness 
may be acceptable. 

The implications of hard-point and urban 
defenses for the arms race are also very differ
enit. The former serve to enhance "assured 
destruction" capabilities and the latter, 
"damage-limiting" capabilities. 

The effectiveness of ABM systems 
ABM systems are often evaluated by com

paring their cost with what the other side 
would have to spend on improving offensive 
capabilities to offset their effect. The com
parison has generally proved favorable to the 
offense. This ls particularly true if the objec
tive of the defense ls to reduce expected dam
age from a nuclear attack to very low levels-

less so 1f the objective of the defense ls 
limited to reducing damage only slightly. 

To some, prospects for the defense appear 
somewhat better than they did a few years 
ago. While at that time it was generally 
thought that the offense would have perhaps 
a ten- to fifty-fold cost-effectiveness advan
tage over the defense (assuming inter
mediate levels of damage reduction), it is 
probably fair to say that now a more accept
able estimate would be about one to five. 
The reasons underlying this change in assess
ment are: 

( 1) the development of phased array radars 
and t heir associated computers enhances the 
possibi11ty of discriminating between incom
ing warheads and decoys and other penetra
tion aids; 

(2) the development of interceptors capa
ble of very high accelerations may permit a 
deferral of decision to intercept an incoming 
ICBM until fairly late in its trajectory. 

(3) there is a realization that area-type 
defenses may be somewhat more attractive 
than was thought a few years ago-in part 
because of technological changes in inter
ceptor warheads. 

Sentinel 
The ABM deployment (Sentinel) planned 

by the United States is to be of the area
def ense type, although some terminal inter
ceptors are planned for the defense of radars, 
and more may be added for "hard-point" 
defense of ICBM sites. 

In announcing the Sentinel decision, for
mer Secretary of Defense McNamara made 
it clear that he regarded the decision as 
marginal.22 He also indicated that despite 
the possibility of some Chinese ICBM's leak
ing through it, Sentinel might save up to 
14 million American lives in the event of a 
Chinese first strike with ICBM's during the 
1970's.23 Subsequently, other Johnson Admin
istration spokesmen claimed the system could 
deny damage to the United States from a 
Chinese nuclear attack.2' However, to have 
high confidence in the system one must allay 
doubts of three kinds. First, there is the 
question of whether such a complicated sys
tem will work at all when called upon to do 
so. It must be recognized that while compo
nent tests will be possible, it will never be 
feasible to test the full system against a 
satisfactory simulation of an operational 
environment. This fact, together with the 
history of initial failures of far less compli
cated systems, leads many experts to believe 
that the probabil1ty of a catastrophic failure 
of Sentinel, or any other ABM system, ls high 
(and much higher than for strategic offensive 
systems which are, by comparison, simpler 
and more susceptible to adequate testing). 

Second, there is the possibility that the 
Chinese may develop penetration aids that 
could defeat the system. This possibility is 
discussed at some length by Richard Garvin 
and Hans Bethe.211 The author is not aware 
of any convincing rebuttal of their thesis. 
General 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 difficulties 
in developing high confidence penetration 
aids.28 There are, however, two considerations 
that make this experience largely irrelevant: 

(1) Our programs aim 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 ls all that is required 
in the case of Sentinel, the problem is much 
less complex. 

(2) Although the Chinese would probably 
prefer to have a high confidence system 
as a deterrent against the United States, one 
With a moderate probability of penetrating 
the Sentinel defenses might be almost as 
useful to them. 

Third, there is the !act, mentioned earlier, 
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that damage denial is a much more demand
ing task than simply reducing damage by 
small amounts. The extreme difficulties in
volved can be illustrated by a simple cal
culation. Let it be assumed that a given 
target is defended by 50 interceptors, that the 
Chinese have 25 ICBM's 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 succeed in preventing all 25 
ICBM's from hitting their target. It must be 
borne in mind that the offense can choose 
any target on which to concentrate its at
tack; the defense must defend all. The range 
of the Spartan interceptor, which is used 
with the Sentinel system, implies 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 range of 50 Spartan missiles. Thus, 
even with a. twenty to one superiority in 
numbers of interceptors over the number of 
Chinese missiles, the picture is far from 
comforting. 

When one considers that a single one
megat on warhead detonated over one of the 
larger U.S. cities would produce about one 
million fatalities, it is clear that those who 
claim a damage-denial or near damage-denial 
capability for Sentinel are assuming an ex
traordinary high level of effectiveness. 

As Chinese capabilities grow, the defense 
problem will become even more difficult. This 
is illustrated by a.n extension of the sample 
calculation: if the numbers of Chinese 
ICBM's and the United States interceptors 
a.re both doubled, the chance of at least one 
Chinese missile getting to its target rises 
to over 70 per cent, to over 90 per cent if 
the numbers of ICBM's and interceptors are 
both quadrupled, and so on. In the long run 
then (and it may not be too long a run), 
defense clearly becomes a losing game even 
against a relatively weak adversary. The costs 
of defense required to maintain any given 
level of protection will rise much more 
sharply than the costs of improving the 
offense. 
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Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the mili
tary industrial complex of this country 
is preparing its greatest coup, one that 
will make all previous robbery of the 
public purse seem like petty thievery. I 
refer, of course, to the ABM system. It 
will stop little, accomplish less for the 
people it is supposed to protect, and only 
serve to enrich those who are already 
perpetrating astronomical assaults upon 
national solvency in the name of na
tional defense. 

It is the most controversial weapons 
system ever suggested. Lacking anything 
close to unanimous backing from our 
military, it is, to begin with, a $6 to $9 
billion "thin" defense system against a 
Red Chinese attack. Already we have 
been forewarned that it will merely serve 
as a foundation for a full ABM system 
against Russian attack that could cost 
$50 billion, or much more. We can prob
ably double this figure, if we take into 
oonsideration past miscalculations. 

Deployment of 15 to 20 batteries is 
contemplated, equipped with missiles 
costing from $1 to $2 million each. Each 

related radar unit would cost $100 mil
lion, and yearly operating costs would be 
$500 million. 

There are two types of radar. One to 
detect incoming missiles at long range, 
and one for short range use. The Spar
tan missile is to destroy incoming war
heads at long range. The Sprint missile 
is for short range destruction, primarily 
to protect radar sites. Once a "thick" 
system is built, which of course it would 
be, thousands of Sprints would be re
quired. 

ABM sites would each require 180 to 
250 acres of land. A Spartan warhead is 
in the megaton range, 100 times the 
power of the Japan bomb. Sites are to 
be located near major cities if we are 
to protect against attack. The Pentagon 
states that the proposed system is pri
marily to def end against a Red Chinese 
attack. The notion that most major 
American urban areas will have, under 
this system, a proliferation of multimeg
aton warheads on a round-the-clock 
basis to def end against a Red Chinese 
attack is frightening to say the least. 
The better the Red Chinese get, weap
onry-wise, and the greater the Soviet 
threat, the more missiles will have to be 
built, and located even closer to our 
metropolitan areas. 

Mr. Speaker, this is incredible. We are 
passing into the world of Oz, of never
never land. I expect Dorothy and Toto to 
come tripping forward, following the yel
low brick road leading to the Pentagon. 

George Rathjens, MIT faculty member 
and former Deputy Director of the De
fense Department's Advanced Research 
Projects Agency under President Ken
nedy stated that an accidental explosion 
of the warhead of a Spartan missile 
would cause nearly total destruction for 
a radius of 5 miles. 

Further, location of such sites insures 
that any metropolitan area covered by 
them will have priority on any Russian 
target list. The missile, if used, would 
explode close to cities. And what about 
enemy use of decoys? One technological 
breakthrough makes such hardware ob
solete. It becomes junk, an untested drug 
or an auto with a safety defect. It will 
not fulfill the function it was built for. 

Yet our military states that the ABM 
is primarily aimed at saving civilian 
populations. The Seattle Association of 
American Scientists estimates that min
imal shelter protection for urban Amer
icans, which would have to be provided 
along with an ABM system, would cost 
10 times the initial outlay for the ABM, 
which is now conservatively estimated at 
$6 billion. Yet the present Defense De
partment budget calls for a total civilian 
defense outlay of only 6 percent of the 
ABM allocation. Pentagon logic leaves 
much to be desired. 

The Red Chinese have plenty of time 
to develop countermeasures to our sys
tem. Clever use of decoys could and 
would overwhelm and exhaust our ABM 
system. Many other options are open to 
any potential attacker. In short, it is 
impossible to develop and install a de
fense system against ICBM and MIRV 
attack, now or in any foreseeable future. 

Further, deployment of this system 
would not only deepen the cold war 
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freeze, but begin another insufferable 
spiral to the arms race. Net losers; the 
American taxpayers and peace and se
curity of all mankind. 

Each year demands for weapons de
velopment funds from the Pentagon in
crease, until now they have reached $8 
billion yearly. In 1959, the Army pro
posed deployment of the Nike-Zeus. Cost 
estimates were $13 to $14 billion. Presi
dent Eisenhower said, "No," to his credit. 
Had it been built, we would already have 
been tearing it out and replacing it. 

The Soviets already have a missile 
bombardment system operating from a 
satellite in orbit. Our ABM is helpless 
against it. MIRV is almost a reality. ABM 
is useless against it. Submarine missiles 
are rapidly appearing in the Soviet arse
nal. ABM is unable to stop it. 

Mr. Speaker, more than $2.4 billion has 
been already spent on research for ABM. 
This has created a constituency with a 
vested interest in its deployment within 
the military industrial complex; 15,000 
companies stand to gain from it, includ
ing almost every major military con
tractor. What better argument is there 
that could be more effective against 
plaintive voices crying out for arms 
control? 

A recent major study by a Budget Bu
reau examiner was highly revealing to 
me. Richard Stubbing is owed a debt of 
gratitude by every citizen of the United 
States for his work. 

He studied a sample of 13 major Air 
Force-Navy aircraft and missile pro
grams with sophisticated electronic sys
tems initiated since 1955 at a cost of $40 
billion. Enough to rebuild the worst ghet
tos in America, Mr. Speaker. 

Of the 13, he found that only four, 
costing $4 billion, could be relied upon to 
perform at more than 75 percent of their 
specifications. Five others, costing $13 
billion, were rated "poor," with an elec
tronic reliability of less than 75 percent. 
Two more, costing $10 billion, were 
phased out because they were so much 
junk. The last two were canceled after 
we spent $2 billion. 

Multibillion-dollar weapons systems 
are performing more poorly as time goes 
along, acrording to this excellent study. 
Yet the proposed ABM system is far more 
complicated. We know that the Russians, 
have expended billions in a vain effort to 
create a viable ABM. Warheads are in
creasingly improving and harder to de
stroy. Radars for detecting them are in
creasingly sensitive and easily jammed. 

Former Vice President Humphrey, 
former President Eisenhower, Robert S. 
McNamara, and Jerome Weisner are 
among those who have added their voices 
to the opposition. As respected a man as 
Senator SYMINGTON, of Missouri, has 
added his weight to those opposing this 
vast boondoggle. The list is legion, Mr. 
Speaker, and growing daily. 

What it boils down to is simple. A vast 
complex of defense oriented firms have 
made a fortune from supplying arma
ments to the U.S. Government. Their 
lobbyists swarm in this city as bees 
around a hive. A steady stream of high
ranking officers from all military serv
ices find employment in high places 
among these firms when they leave the 

service. Such gentlemen are used to aid 
these firms in their ever-accelerating 
greed for more taxpayer dollars to build 
more systems to make their empires 
larger and their profits fatter. 

In return for this, and because of this 
insanity, our waters have grown more 
polluted; our air is becoming increas
ingly dangerous; our transportation net
work is grinding to a halt; our cities are 
cesspools of poor housing, crime, nar
cotics addiction, and filth; and we are on 
the verge of racial conflict which will 
assume the form of urban guerrilla war
fare. This is violently imminent. All be
cause our priorities have become re
versed. Because this House has rammed 
through staggering sums for such hard
ware without debate, without queries, 
without mature consideration, without 
asking uncomfortable questions. Be
tween the insanity in Vietnam and these 
incredible boondoggles for the benefit of 
a few, America is on the brink of internal 
chaos. 

Let us not be misled by the sum re
quested. They do not dare ask for the 
full sum. First they seek to get the door 
open by asking for a "thin" ABM shield 
against an improbable Red Chinese at
tack. Our protection will consist of a 
thin defense, which may have to become 
a thick one to defend against a Russian 
attack. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that such a sys
tem would endanger hundreds of mil
lions of Americans on a permanent, daily 
basis, without lessening their danger or 
aiding our defensive capability. Instead, 
it would increase the menaces to Amer
icans and further escalate the arms race 
and deepen the cold war. 

I am more than ready to vote for sums 
of money for the protection of this Re
public. I am unalterably opposed to 
building a monstrosity that will not ful
fill its task while irretrievably harming 
the Nation. Mr. Speaker, this ABM sys
tem is a most outrageous affront to the 
American people. 

A time has come when America must 
heal its wounds and upgrade the quality 
of its life. It is time for us to uplift the 
fallen, not tread them further into the 
earth. It is time to spend of our sub
stance upon those who have not, rather 
than to swell our armories, already 
bursting, with more horrors of mass 
murder. We are toying with elementary 
forces of nature, disregarding the exi
gencies of our immediate problems. 

Mr. Speaker, I am but one Member of 
this august body, and a very junior mem
ber at that. Yet Mr. Lincoln once said 
that, "To sit in silence when we should 
protest makes cowards out of men." 

I plead for defeat of the ABM. I pray 
for enlightenment and selflessness in the 
name of private survival, if for nothing 
else. 

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my distin
guished colleagues for reserving time to 
discuss this vital issue. 

I think it is important for Members of 
Congress to raise questions about the 
need, the efficacy, the costs, and the po
tential effects of the development of an 
anti-ballistic-missile program. 

I do not think the Congress has been 

given adequate information on the sub
ject. Much of the information about the 
ultimate objectives of the system has 
been contradictory and confusing. 

With the benefit of hindsight, I would 
hate to see the anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem become the Vietnam of the 1970's-
so costly that we neglect other areas of 
defense and national well-being-and so 
potentially threatening that it escalates 
a more deadly arms race. This is not to 
say that we have no business in building 
defense systems. As a major power in a 
world threatened by many sources of 
conflict, we have a duty to protect our 
people and a right to protect our inter
ests. But I question the wisdom of a de
cision that may well bring our people
as well as the rest of the people in the 
world to the brink of nuclear war. I 
question the wisdom of spending $50 
billion on a system that will be obsolete 
before its completion-particularly at a 
time when the needs for revenue are al
ready pressing the people of this country 
and the problems of the domestic front 
cannot go unanswered. 

As with Vietnam it would be naive to 
assume that the interests of the United 
States do not go beyond our national 
frontiers. We are a world power with 
worldwide interests. We are in competi
tion, strategically and economically. 

But there is an object lesson provided 
by Vietnam that I hope we can learn. 
Once we make the decision to move along 
the path toward a buildup, there is no 
turning back. The very presence of a vast 
array of equipment seems to generate 
the need for an even greater expenditure 
of money on even more equipment. At 
that point, we are no longer in a position 
to question the wisdom of our intentions. 
We must live with the reality we have 
created. We must make decisions on the 
basis of that reality. 

Again, as in the early stages of the 
Vietnam war, we hold a trump in threat
ening to use power as a means of nego
tiating peace. This was true when we 
threatened to bomb North Vietnam. It is 
true when we threaten to construct an 
anti-ballistic-missile system. Once we 
have used that power, however, we can 
no longer employ the threat of using it 
to negotiate peaceful pursuits. By con
structing the ABM we are challenging 
our opponents to match us in skill and 
hardware. We are not challenging them 
to negotiate. I think we should begin with 
the negotiations to make the world safer 
from nuclear holocaust. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I congrat
ulate the gentleman from California for 
sparking this discussion. Many of us in 
this House are aware of the great deal of 
study, time, and effort he has put into 
this important problem. The issues that 
he has raised before and now raises again 
on the floor of Congress are, indeed, 
transcendent. I join him in this discus
sion and associate myself with his re
marks. 

The matter of deployment of the Sen
tinel ABM system deserves a great more 
thought and study. Serious questions 
must be answered--questions that have 
been raised for many months and to 
which no positive answers have been 
given. 
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A week ago, the distinguished assist
ant majority leader of the Senate and 
senior Senator from Maissachusetts, ED
WARD M. KENNEDY, called for more and 
adequa;te information on the Sentinel 
system. In line with this, he has asked 
two distinguished Americans to organize 
and prepare a report, not alone for Sen
ator KENNEDY, but for the Congress as 
well. He has summoned to this task Dr. 
Jerome B. Meisner of the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, and Prof. Abram 
Chayes, of Harvard University. Both of 
these talented men have given outstand
ing service to this country. Both under
stand the nature of the many problems 
posed by the Sentinel system. Senator 
KENNEDY deserves the gratitude of all for 
asking for this in-depth study-a study 
that will give us the answers that are so 
difficult to arrive at by the inexperienced 
and untechnical mind. 

Mr. Speaker, the question of whether 
or not to deploy an ABM system, be it 
thin or thick, is one of the most crucial 
and complex defense questions ever to 
confront this Nation. It involves our en
tire strategic posture, the balance of nu
clear power, relations with our allies, dis
armament negotiations, and vast ex
penditures of the national wealth. Yet 
this matter has received insufficient at
tention in the Congress. The Army, on 
the other hand, has initiated a high
geared public relations program designed 
to defuse opposition ·~o Sentinel system 
deployment. 

The Members of the Congress, as the 
duly elected representatives of the peo
ple, have the responsibility to see that 
the matter of deployment of an ABM 
system receives the most intensive scru
tiny and debate in order to safeguard the 
national security and public interest. Ra
tional discussion of this subject is im
perative. Yet rationality has been singu
larly lacking in the explanations offered 
in defense of the Sentinel system. The 
primary official case made by the Defense 
Department to the public for its decision 
to deploy the Sentinel system has been 
to protect the Nation from a potential 
Red Chinese missile threat, expected to 
materialize in the early or mid-1970 's. 
However, many advocates of the system 
state that the principal argument for 
the Sentinel program is that it will 
strengthen the hand of the United States 
in bargaining with the Soviet Union for 
the limitation of offensive and defensive 
missile systems. I find these arguments 
to be logically inconsistent. 

Nevertheless, let us suppose for a mo
ment that the Sentinel system is in fact 
designed to cope with a potential Com
munist Chinese threat. I am then 
prompted to ask the following questions: 
What possible gain could accrue to the 
Red Chinese in attacking the United 
States? Further, might not our anti
Chinese ABM system provoke them into 
believing that the United States has 
aggressive designs on the Chinese main
land? If so, this would seem a strange 
strategy on the part of the United States 
at a time when we are trying to open 
new lines of communication with the 
Peking regime. 

In a January briefing of the House Ap
propriations Committee on the Sentinel 
system by Lieutenant General Starbird, 

Sentinel system manager, the question 
was asked if the Pentagon actually con
sidered Communist China to be a greater 
menace to the United States than the So
viet Union. This question was left un
answered at the time.1 However, I find it 
difficult to believe that the Pentagon 
places more credence in a possible Chi
nese threat than it does in the existing 
Soviet threat. 

In this respect, I think that President 
Nixon has done a great service to the 
Nation in refusing to accept the rationale 
that the Sentinel ABM is directed against 
a Red Chinese nuclear threat. To many 
a.stute observers, it is becoming increas
ingly evident that the ABM system is 
aimed against potential attack from the 
Soviet Union. 

If the latter is, in fact, the case, I think 
it is worthwhile to recall that former Sec
retary of Defense McNamara in an
nouncing the decision to deploy a thin 
ABM system in September 1967, spent the 
greater portion of his remarks expound
ing on the futility of an anti-Soviet ABM 
system. He warned that a buildup of of
fensive or defensive weapons on the part 
of either the Soviet Union or the United 
States would "necessarily trigger reac
tion on the other side" and produce the 
"action-reaction phenomenon that fuels 
an arms race." 

I think it virtually certain that the de
ployment of an ABM system by the Unit
ed States will lead to an increase in num
bers of offensive missiles by the Soviet 
Union in order to counter the U.S. de
fensive buildup. Should this occur, our 
military leaders would then feel com
pelled to increase our offensive missile 
capability in order to counter the Soviet 
increment. The result would be a mutual 
rise in the arms level, but neither side 
will have gained any more security. 

The cost of deploying the Sentinel 
ABM system has officially been esti
mated to be $5 billion. Undoubtedly, this 
will prove to be a conservative figure. 
Our experience with Pentagon estimates 
of the costs of weapons systems shows 
that final expenditures almost invariably 
exceed the original figures. Many knowl
edgeable scientists and military experts 
think that an estimate in the neighbor
hood of $10 billion for a thin ABM sys
tem to be more realistic. Like many of 
my colleagues, I feel that a thin ABM 
system will prove to be the entering 
wedge for the eventual deployment of a 
thicker system that could eventually cost 
anywhere from $50 to $100 billion. 

Assuming, however, that the Sentinel 
system to be deployed were to cost only 
$5 billion, the question remains: What 
would the Nation gain thereby? Again, 
I would like to quote the September 1967 
statement of former Secretary Mc
Namara: 

None of the ABM systems at the present or 
foreseeable state of the art would provide an 
impenetrable shield over the United States. 
There is clearly no point in spending $40 
billion if it is not going to buy us any sig
nificant improvement in our security. 

Certainly I would not quarrel with the 
expenditure of $5 billion or much greater 

1 The committee felt that this question 
would more appropriately be addressed to the 
Secretary of Defense. 

multiples of that number if it were cer
tain that we could purchase an invulner
able defense against nuclear attack on 
the United States. No dollar-and-cents 
value could be placed on such a defensive 
system. But today it is not available at 
any price. 

Many nuclear physicists have pointed 
out that even a defensive system that is 
90 percent effective would not provide 
meaningful protection because only one 
ICBM has to get through to insure the 
complete devastation of its target. Fur
thermore, while the ABM system may not 
provide any significant defense to the 
cities around which it is to be deployed, 
the mere presence of ABM missiles in 
themselves constitute a threat to the 
populace. In a book entitled "The Effects 
of Nuclear Weapons," both the Defense 
Department and the Atomic Energy 
Commission have warned that, despite 
thorough precautions, the accidental ex
plosion of nuclear weapons can take 
place anywhere and anytime-during as
sembly and storage, when they are being 
loaded or transported on the ground or 
when emplaced in a delivery vehicle. In 
addition, the ABM sites near cities are 
a hazard because they invite attack from 
an enemy who would naturally try to 
knock out the def ending country's ABM 
missiles first. 

The futility of an ABM system to cope 
with atomic attack has been pointed out 
by a host of eminent scientists. By the 
addition of relatively inexpensive pene
tration aids and decoys, it is possible for 
an enemy to overwhelm the system. The 
radars can be taxed beyond their abil
ity to track and discriminate among all 
incoming objects, and the supply of ABM 
missiles exhausted in attempting to in
tercept these objects. 

Not only can an ABM system be over
whelmed, the effects of a nuclear attack 
might cause its malfunction. We do not 
know to any degree of certainty how well 
an ABM system would behave under fire. 
It is true that successful missile inter
cept tests have been conducted by the 
Army from Kwaj alein Island. However, 
these tests are conducted under "ideal" 
or controlled conditions. Many scientists 
claim that no realistic test of the Senti
nel system can be made except under 
conditions of an actual nuclear attack. 
To simulate these conditions in the ab
sence of attack is impossible because the 
actual explosion of hydrogen bombs 
would necessarily be involved. 

Moreover, the Sentinel ABM system is 
to consist of an enormously complex and 
intricate network of electronic compo
nents and weaponry. It includes the 
Spartan and Sprint missiles plus perim
eter acquisition radars and missile site 
radars, all operated by computers. We 
are asked to have faith that all elements 
of this network will function flawlessly 
and in harmony under bombardment. 
We know from experience that most 
highly sophisticated weapons systems do 
not work effectively on first try. There 
are always "bugs" that show up in oper
ation, even after successive trials and 
costly adjustments. The F-111 aircraft is 
a case in point. It was put through many 
flight tests and was finally authorized 
by the Air Force for use in Southeast 
Asia. However, structural flaws showed 
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up when the plane flew in combat, and 
the Air Force was forced to ground the 
plane .after the loss of several of these 
$7-million aircraft. This was after bil
lions had been spent on research and de
velopment of this airplane. 

We are all familiar with the elaborate 
hours-long countdowns that accompany 
each flight of our astronauts. In these 
.countdowns, a systematic check is made 
of the essential components to see that 
they are in functioning order. On nu
merous occasions, the flights have been 
delayed or postPoned for hours or days 
because defects in minute parts, upon 
which the success of the whole operation 
depended, have been detected. 

Given the above considerations, I must 
conclude that the ABM system, as pres
ently conceived., offers no credible deter
rent to nuclear attack on the United 
States. The only adequate deterrent is 
the maintenance of offensive missile 
forces that can threaten the infliction of 
unacceptable levels of damage in retalia
tion upon an attacking nation. To 
heighten the credibility of this deterrent, 
the United States can continue to de
velop more sophisticated penetration 
aids and improve its offensive missiles 
and their guidance and control systems. 
Perhaps we can also convince the Soviet 
Union thereby of the futility of their ef
forts to build an effective ABM system. If 
we succeed in discouraging them in this 
endeavor we may be able to prevent the 
upward spiral in the arms race which 
they have as much reason as we to fear 
and avoid. 

In conclusion, I wish to say that I 
wholeheartedly support continuing re
search and development on an ABM sys
tem. It is the responsibility of this Gov
ernment to seek new technological break
throughs that might be translated into a 
truly effective nuclear defense. However, 
I have not heard to date a convincing or 
acceptable argument for proceeding with 
the deployment of an ABM system at this 
time. To do so would amount to gross 
folly, would lull the American people into 
a false sense of security, and waste bil
lions of taxpayers' dollars that are sorely 
needed in other sectors of the economy. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to join with my col
leagues in expressing my views on the 
proposed anti-ballistic-missile system. It 
is my understanding that a site located 
in the city of Compton in the 17th Con
gressional District is under consideration 
as a Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile base. 

If, indeed, this system is proved nec
essary to the defense of our country, a 
proposition which has not as yet been 
adequately demonstrated, then I would 
oppose the deployment of the ABM in 
this area for the fallowing reasons: 

First. Placement of the missile site 
would require condemnation of approxi
mately 200 acres of prime industrial 
property. This would inhibit further 
commercial development of the area with 
serious economic consequences. Among 
these would be the potential loss of many 
new companies which would otherwise be 
attracted to the area through the cur
rently scheduled development of a ma
jor industrial complex. In addition, thou
sands of potential new jobs would be 
lost in an area which is already consid-

ered by the Department of Labor to have 
a high rate of unemployment. Moreover, 
several millions of dollars in property 
taxes would be lost because of the tax
free status of a Federal reservation. This 
would especially hurt the tax base of 
surrounding municipalities which are al
ready hard pressed to finance the grow
ing demand for services to their resi
dents . 

Second. Deployment of the ABM in 
such a densely populated urban area 
would prove to be a very vulnerable en
emy target. In addition, we must con
sider the possibility, no matter how re
mote, of a nuclear accident which could 
affect the half-million residents of the 
17th District. 

Third. There is no apparent sound 
reason why this missile base, if it is 
proved to be necessary, could not be lo
cated in a remote section of California 
away from any major metropolitan 
areas. There are plenty of open spaces 
and sparsely populated land all over the 
state, including southern California. In 
fact, there is such land within 50 miles of 
my district. Moreover, much of this land 
is owned by the Federal Government, 
which would save the taxpayers millions 
of dollars, since prime industrial prop
erty would not have to be condemned. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, I am op
posed to the placement of an anti-ballis
tic-missile base in the 17th District be
cause of the unfavorable economic 
impact, the possibility of a nuclear acci
dent, and the fact that there are many 
better locations which would save the 
Government money. 

Although I am not at the present time 
convinced of the need or the effectiveness 
of such a system in terms of its cost, I 
would hope that there would be much 
continued debate and discussion on this 
very important issue before the adminis
tration and the Congress reach a decision 
to proceed with its development. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the deployment of the 
Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile system. 

This highly controversial program, 
which should have never been started 
in the first place, has been a source of 
contention in this House ever since it 
was first suggested that the United 
States needed additional missile protec
tion for its cities and weapons sites. 

The Defense juggernaut, allied with 
those business interests who profit most 
from an anti-ballistic-missile network, 
have feverishly lobbied for their ques
tionable program. 

Construction began on the sites and 
proceeded under the shepherd-like gaze 
of top Defense Department officials. Re
cently, public and congressional concern 
has halted temporarily deployment of 
Sentinel and the program is currently 
being "reexamined." 

Mr. Laird, the new Defense Secretary, 
publicly stated his support for the de
sirability of the antimissile system. 
Therefore, unless Congress acts, I think 
it is but a matter of time before the ad
ministration plunges ahead with this 
program. 

The Secretary of Defense feels the Na
tion faces a threat from both the Red 
Chinese and the Russians, a threat 
which the Sentinel can largely blunt. 

Nonsense. Numerous academicians and 
scientists have questioned both the value 
and wisdom of Sentinel. 

Would Congress not serve the inter
ests of the people of this country better 
by putting the effort and money now 
ticketed for Sentinel into a sustained 
peace initiative-the object of which 
would make all the Sentinel programs 
of the future unnecessary? 

Mr. Nixon, on his European visit, has 
pledged to explore talks with the Rus-· 
sians concerning mutual disarmament~ 

Further action on the antimissile de
ployment at this time could sabotage 
disarmament talks before they begin and 
lead the Russians to mirror our buildup 
and once again we will reheat the enor
mously expensive arms race. 

In the greater interest of world peace, 
let the United States take the initiative 
and break the arms cycle. Congress 
should take a stand and demand that 
the Defense Department, and those cor
porate interests cheering from the side
lines, stop this maniacal arms buildup, 
whose entire existence has been sur
rounded by subterfuge, "propaganda 
campaigns," broken promises, debates of 
"thin and thick," and all the other ac
cusations and counterclaims that have 
made the Sentinel program the most 
ominous of red herrings. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, one of the most significant con
tributions President Eisenhower made 
during his long career of public service 
was his admonition to the Nation upon 
leaving the White House to beware of 
the industrial-military complex. 

General Eisenhower's warning is par
ticularly appropriate when we consider 
some of the aspects of the controversy 
concerning the proposed multi-billion
dollar anti-ballistic-missile system. It 
will be recalled that the ABM was first 
set forth as our answer to the Soviet 
missile threat. When the cost seemed 
prohibitive-even by Defense Depart
ment standards---the rationale for the 
ABM was changed and it was portrayed 
as a defense against some future Red 
Chinese missile strike. Whatever the 
merits of ABM-and I for one, have very 
grave reservations about its military 
merit-it is absolutely necessary that the 
issue be discussed in the open where the 
arguments of proponents and opponents 
may be subject to public scrutiny and 
evaluation. 

Therefore, it came as a matter of great 
concern to me to read in a recent issue of 
the Washington Post a story telling of 
two memorandums sent last fall to for
mer Secretary of Defense Clark Clifford. 
One of these documents authorized by 
Secretary of the Army Stanley R. Resor 
pointed out that "several highly placed 
and reputable U.S. scientists have spaken 
out in print against the Sentinel missile 
system." Mr. Resor then went on to de
tail how his office would be in contact 
with friendly scientists who might write 
articles for publication supporting the 
technical feasibility and operational ef
fectiveness of the Sentinel system and 
would "extend to these scientists all POS
sible assistance." 

In addition to sponsoring such friend
ly articles, the military would initiate a 
highly coordinated public relations cam-
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paign directed at Congressmen, Gover
nors, mayors, community leaders, editors 
and publishers to sell them on the merits 
of the ABM. This public relations cam
paign would involve preparation of mo
bile displays, information kits, film clips, 
taped interviews, and other such public 
relations vehicles. In short, a public rela
tions campaign worthy of the highest 
priced Madison A venue firm was 
contemplated. This campaign was not 
designed to initiate debate on the merits 
of the ABM, it was rather designed to 
sell the product to the public ofiicials 
and in much the same way detergents 
and automobiles are sold in commercial 
advertising. 

Mr. Speaker, the military has a per
fect right to press for defense require
ments it determines to be in the national 
interest. We are told that the ABM sys
tem will save the lives of millions of 
city dwellers. In my judgment, these 
city dwellers ought to be consulted. 
They ought to have the right to deter
mine whether they want decent housing 
and decent schools for their children, 
rather than more rockets and missiles. 

With Defense Department expendi
tures now at the level of $80 billion a 
year and eating up 42 cents of each 
Federal tax dollar, it is a matter of in
creasing urgency that the military 
budget be carefully scrutinized and that 
the Department's performance be effec
tively monitored. I can think of no better 
way to start than by reexamining the 
rationale underlying the ABM system. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a major policy 
decision will soon have to be made by the 
Nixon administration, and by the Con
gress, which could have profound impli
cations toward national security and de
fense. The decision involves whether or 
not to proceed with development and 
early deployment of an anti-ballistic
missile system, popularly known as "Sen
tinel." 

To say the issue is controversial is an 
understatement. It also is true that a lot 
of people who have taken sides are not 
very well informed about Sentinel, its 
mission, its capabilities and its limita
tions. Sentinel is not a sw·e fire defense 
against an all-out or even a sophisticated 
ballistic missile attack; and no one in 
the present state of the "art" thinks 
that a "thin"--or any other system
could provide full protection in the event 
of a massive first strike by the Soviet 
Union. What the experts say Sentinel 
would provide, is a selective shield that 
would assure our capability to strike back 
on a large enough scale that the cost to 
the Russians would be prohibitive. The 
Sentinel system also would off er protec
tion in several other possible situations. 
It would provide a safeguard against the 
kind of nuclear attack which the Chi
nese Communists could launch by the 
mid to late 1970's. Put another way, the 
Chinese Communists will not even then 
be capable of mutual annihilation. 

Deployment of a Sentinel system also 
would strengthen the U.S. hand in any 
future missile negotiations with the So
viet Union. We know that the Russians 
already have started work on a primi
tive ABM system of their own, and the 
Secretary of Defense advises that the 

Soviets are now testing a newer and 
more sophisticated ABM system. Now 
what are some of the arguments against 
Sentinel and how valid are they? For one 
thing there is the cost, at least $5 or $6 
billion, and possibly as high as $10 bil
lion. Congress already has invested about 
$4 billion in research and development, 
and the 1970 fiscal year defense budget 
is for $1.8 billion. Some of the opponents 
say we ought to be spending this kind of 
money instead of rebuilding our cities 
and financing social projects of various 
types. I suggest that this particular ques
tion is not relevant to the basic issue of 
national security. If we had dependable 
intelligence information, that gave rea
sonable assurance that neither Russia 
nor Red China had the ability-or the 
inclination-to launch a nuclear attack 
against us, then we could start talking 
about alternate ways to spend or save 
tax dollars. But we have no such assur
ance and the ruthless nature of the Com
munist attack on Czechoslovakia, the 
seizure of the Pueblo, and the continu
ing aggression in Vietnam, makes it im
possible for those of us who bear the re
sponsibility for national defense, to ig
nore the threat of nuclear attack. 

So long as nuclear attack is a real pos
sibility, I believe the key element in our 
ABM decision is whether the system we 
have in mind is sophisticated enough or 
not, to perform its mission. The task as
signed to an ABM system is essentially 
like trying to stop one bullet with an
other. To perform such a task requires 
incredibly accurate radar, instant com
munications, dependable and strategi
cally located missiles, both the long
range "Spartan" and the short-range 
"Sprint,'' and highly trained technicians 
on 24-hour, round-the-clock alert. If we 
have the scientific capability-and the 
Armed Services Committee on which I 
serve will look very closely at this-then 
I believe we must proceed with deploy
ment of the system. 

About 20 years ago, a similar debate 
took place in our country involving the 
hydrogen bomb, whether it was possible 
to build it, and whether it was desirable. 
There were voices in those days, too, 
that cried out against the H-bomb de
velopment, that said we should concen
trate on works of peace, not war, and 
that said H-bombs were not technically 
feasible any way. But former President 
Truman made the decision to go ahead, a 
tremendously imPortant decision in view 
of the fact that the Soviet Union tested 
a thermonuclear device only a short 
while after we tested ours. The ABM 
decision may be every bit as important as 
the one 20 years ago that hM produced 
a nuclear stalemate between the world's 
two opposing power blocs. If we can save 
20 to 60 million U.S. citizens, you can 
bet I will be for trying every way we can, 
including even the expensive Sentinel 
ABM system. 

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased that my colleague from Cali-
fornia <Mr. CoHELAN) has requested time 
for a discussion of the controversial Sen
tinel antimissle system, an already anti
quated system with built-in obsolescence 
that serves no end for protection as 
claimed. 

I am of the firm belief that before the 
growing controversy over this system be
comes inflamed in emotions, entangled in 
personalities and Politics, it should have 
a thorough objective public discussion. 

The proposed Sentinel antimissile sys
tem is a tremendously costly item envi
sioned by our Department of the Army, 
with far-reaching implications. 

This Defense Department brainchild 
of a "thin" line defense has been esti
mated to cost about $5 or $6 billion and 
upward of $50 billion for a "thick" de
fense system. But knowing how these 
original Government estimates grow, we 
can expect any antimissile system to re
quire more funds than the original esti
mates. 

We must consider the two critical ques
tions relating to the present dimensions 
of the program. First, can any ABM sys
tem, American, or Russian, or Chinese 
really work against incoming missiles 
saturating a defense or target point? 
And the diplomatic question, Would any 
ABM system facilitate or make more 
difiicult, a halt to the spiraling arms 
race? 

These questions and others of equal 
importance to residents of the local areas 
in which these ABM bases would be es
tablished have not been given the de
served public discussion and facts. The 
Sentinel missile project has, so far, been 
primarily a Pentagon endeavor. The 
American public has been given the 
"what do we care what the public thinks" 
attitude on what is involved. 

I am very heartened by the fact that 
Senator ALBERT GORE plans to hold pub
lic hearings on the ABM before the Sen
ate Disarmament Subcommittee next 
month. I feel confident that these hear
ings will turn U'p frank testimony from 
top science, diplomatic, and military ex
perts, both from inside and outside of 
the U.S. Government. 

It is my hope that the Senator's sub
committee hearings will provide us with 
some answers which presently escape us. 
The American public has the right to 
know just what the ABM system is and 
what we can expect in its capabilities 
to protect us. In addition, what the ulti
mate cost of the entire system from the 
"thinnest" to the "thickest" line of de
fense will be and where the Defense De
partment desires to deploy these sites 
and these missiles is important. There 
will be a negative impact when the De
partment of Defense commences con
struction on these missile bases and they 
will certainly set back our hopes for 
disarmament. 

These hearings should also be ex
tended to the House side of the Capitol 
so that they can be used to inform us 
and clear the air and oonfusion which 
exists in the minds of the American pub
lic today. The full facts are not known. 

Secretary of Defense Laird has said 
that the continuing idea of building 
these missile bases would be a vital as
pect of negotiating arms l.ilnitations with 
the Russians. Yet as he says this, Secre
tary of State Rogers says he "hopes" 
that arms control talks can begin before 
the ABM system is deployed. Now, I ask 
you, who is more accurate in his estima
tion of the necessity of the system, the 
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Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of 
State? There even seems to be some con
fusion on this level. 

Mr. Speaker, whether the system will 
entail the cost of $6 or $50 billion, or any 
figure in between, this money could be 
put to better use in the advancement of 
some of the programs which we have in
stituted to help the poverty stricken, the 
aged, the weak and sick, the uneducated 
and the unemployed. We would be con
tributing to the economy and the greater 
strength of our Nation in this manner. 

We who take the floor here today may 
be the targets of criticism that we do not 
wish to provide for the adequate defense 
of our country. The answer is quite the 
contrary. 

What we desire to ascertain is justifi
cation whether the necessity of this mis
sile system and its function as a defense 
weapon exists. We recall the "maginot 
line" of World War II. That system of 
concrete defenses was to have been so 
built as to make it impenetrable. Yet, 
when tanks in great numbers came in, 
the line was penetrated and the fortifi
cations behind it were as useful to the 
defenders as last year's calendars. Is this 
our maginot line? 

Mr. Speaker, the discussion of this 
controversial ABM system should be 
brought forth to the American public to 
show just what a costly and unproven 
defense system this really is. I am taking 
this time to voice my objection and op
position to the continuation of any fur
ther action on this idea. 

There is no justification for placing 
bombs in the backyards of our urban 
populace under the guise of protection, 
for the fallout resulting from the release 
of these nuclear warheads against in
coming missiles by this system is as detri
mental as an attack on one of our cities 
itself. This is certainly the paradox in 
this type of "protection." 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, among 
the considerations that currently are en
tering into national debate over the de
velopment and deployment of an ABM 
system are: First, the purpose of such a 
system-is it to be a "thin" system pro
tecting us against Red Chinese nuclear 
aggression and possible nuclear acci
dents, or a "thick" system protecting us 
against Soviet nuclear aggression; sec
ond, the technological feasibility of anti
missile defenses; third, the cost of this 
kind of defense; fourth, the cost of an 
ABM system in relation to our ability 
to meet domestic goals and problems; 
fifth, the risk of really turning the Unit
ed States into a "garrison state" com
plete with a full-blown and ingrown 
military-industrial complex of the type 
to which former President Eisenhower 
referred some 10 years ago; sixth, the 
legitimate fears of our citizenry in those 
localities where ABM sites might be con
structed; the political and moral re
sponsibilities undertaken by the United 
States in negotiating the Nonprolifera
tion Treaty; and seventh, perhaps above 
all, the universally recognized necessity 
of not feeding the fires from which a 
superheated arms race could be forged. 

Mr. Speaker, although these are vital 
and perplexing issues, and although I do 
not claim to be a military expert, I do 
submit to you and to this legislative 

body that there exists but one funda
mental criterion by which the United 
States must determine its policy toward 
ABM defenses. This criterion, unfortu
nately, seems so far to have been inun
dated by the tidal waves of claims and 
counterclaims that the ABM controversy 
has set in motion. 

The criterion to which I am referring 
simply is that in the nuclear age there 
can be no strategic victory attained 
through military means. This being the 
case, the only realizable strategic goal 
toward which the United States can work 
with respect to other nuclear power~ 
at least until some brighter day when 
truly substantial and widespread arms 
control measures are feasible-is one or 
more nuclear balances that can be called 
nuclear standoff'. 

I recognize, Mr. Speaker, that this cri
terion is unpopular, if not anathema, in 
many quarters. But it is the central issue 
about which national debate over ABM 
defenses must proceed. 

I accept this criterion and on the basis 
of it completely oppose the development 
and deployment of an ABM system. Un
til the brighter day to which I referred 
earlier, such a system--and possible 
countermeasures to it that are already 
being discussed-would do nothing to 
preserve the Soviet-American nuclear 
standoff' that apparently now exists, but 
only ignite the fires from which a super
heated arms race most assuredly would 
be forged. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, the 
current debate over the deployment of 
the Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile system 
raises many issues concerning not only 
military strategy and defense policy but, 
indeed, our entire scheme of national 
priorities. 

Mr. Speaker, for too long Congress and 
the public have tended to accord de
fense programs an inviolability which 
is scarcely justified. While domestic pro
grams to meet the Nation's crying needs 
in education, welfare, housing, and 
urban redevelopment continue at mini
mum funding levels, defense outlays 
swallow up nearly 10 percent of the 
Nation's resources. 

Mr. Speaker, many informed observ
ers contend that considerable cuts can 
be made in defense spending without 
reducing our national security. 

One defense analyst, Mr. Robert S. 
Benson, has written a highly informa
tive article entitled, "How the Pentagon 
Can Save $9,000,0-00,000," which appears 
in the current issue of the Washington 
Monthly. Mr. Benson, formerly of the 
office of the Assistant Secretary of De
fense, Comptroller, and now on the na
tional stair' of the Urban Coalition, sug
gests some of the areas where respon
sible reductions could be etr'ected in the 
defense budget. 

Mr. Speaker, without presuming here 
to judge each of the reductions proposed 
by Mr. Benson, I do agree that it is surely 
time that we in Congress give much 
closer scrutiny to the huge sums of tax 
dollars that are appropriated each year 
for this Nation's defense system. I com
mend Mr. Benson's article to the atten
tion of all Members. 

The text of the article follows: 

How THE PENTAGON CAN SAVE $9 BILLION 

(By Robert S. Benson) 
I have a modest proposal. 
I should like to demonstrate, in as brief 

and as simple a way as the complexities per
mit, how $9 billion can be cut from the 
Pentagon budget without reducing our na
tional security or touching those funds ear
marked for the war in Vietnam. 

Let me emphasize at the outset that this 
is truly a modest proposal, offered from an 
earnest belief in its practicality and with 
the conviction that savings from its adop
tion could be applied to our fiscally under
nourished concerns for human opportunity. 

The process by which the Pentagon budget 
-as well as the rest of the federal budget 
-is shaped and reviewed is a strange and 
not always wonderful thing. Any new pro
gram is usually given thorough scrutiny 
in Congress: debate rages over the pro
gram's purposes and over the level of fund
ing required. Once it is accepted, however, 
only the funding level is certain to receive 
continuing Congressional attention. A na
tion's needs change, but rarely is a pro
gram's reason for existence ever challenged 
again, either in the executive branch or on 
Capitol Hill. On the contrary, its adminis
tering agency and its Congressional advo
cates, cheered on by its beneficiaries, strive 
to perpetuate or expand it, seldom pausing 
to ponder whether it is stlll worthwhile or 
whether something else 1s needed more. 

The process can be insidious. Man, the so
cial animal, takes comfort from acting in ac
cord with the wishes of friends and asso
ciates. But over years of advocacy he loses 
some ability to discriminate, to relate the 
particular to the whole. In the case of Pen
tagon outlays, the built-in protection in
herent in established programs often achieves 
invulnerability. 

Because a mystique of secrecy a.nd com
plexity surrounds the Pentagon, most Amer
icans feel uncomfortable, or even vaguely 
unpatriotic, if they question any part of the 
military budget. But the fact ls that the fed
eral budget's provisions for defense far ex
ceed our national security requirements. Al
though not many Americans realize it, a 
great deal of information about the threats 
to our security (and the forces we procure 
to meet them) can be gleaned from unclassi
fied papers; budget statements of the Presi
dent every January, annual posture state
ments by the Secretary of Defense, tran
scripts of Congressional hearings, and articles 
in the newspapers. Any serious student will 
soon discover that items in the defense 
budget, as in any other, range from funda
mental to marginal. The difference 1s that in 
the Pentagon budget (a) vastly larger sums 
are involved, and (b) far less Congressional 
scrutiny is applied to them. 

I 

Using the sources above, my two years of 
experience in the Comptroller 's office of the 
Department of Defense, and my own judg
ment of the issues. I hope first to outline how 
the budget can be trimmed by $9 billion and 
then proceed to a discussion of the weak
nesses in the system which allowed this fat 
to survive even in the cost-conscious regime 
of Robert S. McNamara. 

In our budget-cutting exercise these 
ground rules will apply: · 

None of the cuts is related to the war in 
Vietnam. 

None of the cuts would impair our na
tional security requirements. 

All of the cuts are in what the Pentagon 
calls ongoing core programs. 

All of the cuts could be effected within 
the next 24 months, which would allow the 
savings to be applied rather quickly to un
filled domestic needs. 

The focus 1s on areas where forces or weap
ons systems are either duplicated or out
moded, where an enemy threat ls no longer 
credible in today's polltical and technological 
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environment, or where money is being lost 
through grossly inefficient performance. 

Perhaps the best place to begin ls with 
the Manned Orbiting Laboratory, which re
ceives half a billion dollars a year and ought 
to rank dead last on any rational scale of 
national priorities. The MOL, a carbon copy 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration's spacecraft operation, is in the 
budget because the Air Force wants a piece 
of the extraterrestrial action, with its glamor 
and glory, and Congress has been only too 
happy to oblige. 

Although there have been valiant attempts 
to make the MOL seem different, Pentagon 
space research ls alarmingly similar to that 
of NASA. Listen as Dr. Alexander H. Flax, 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Re
search and Development, tries to draw the 
distinction for members of the House Appro
priations Committee: 

"If you view the objectives of these pro
grams as being simply to get data on hu
mans exposed for some period of time, I 
think you have to conclude that there is a 
great deal of duplication, but I tried to 
make the point that our objective is pri
marily to test equipment, not humans. The 
humans interact with the equipment, of 
course." 

True, there are potential military uses 
for space vehicles. But little thought ap
pears to have been given to whether a sepa
rate program was required or whether the 
same results could have been achieved 
through slight adjustments in the parallel 
NASA activities. The MOL program is dupli
cative and wasteful. Of the $600 m1111on re
quested for it last year. Congress approved 
all but $85 million. This year's budget calls 
for $576 milllon. I would strike ·all of it. 

As for grossly inefficient Pentagon per
formance, the most obvious example is man
power management and utilization. Man
power is the single largest commodity the 
Defense Department buys; this year, the 
Pentagon will directly purchase the services 
of nearly five million Americans. Assuming 
an average of $7,000 each in pay, allowances, 
and supplementary benefits, the department 
payroll is about $34 billion, of which about 
$22 billion goes to military personnel and $12 
billion to clvillans. 

The Pentagon has little direct control over 
the costs of its civilian personnel, who are 
recruited mainly through a government-wide 
civil-service pool. But its control over mili
tary personnel is complete, covering not only 
the $22 billion payroll but also about $7 
billion annually in training costs and nearly 
$2 billion in moving expenses for men chang
ing assignments. 

Most men enter the armed forces either 
because they are drafted or because they en
list in preference to being drafted. All en
listed men entering the service receive basic 
training, which in the Army takes eight 
weeks and costs about $1,000 per head. After 
advanced training in a specialty, these short
term new servicemen generally spend the rest 
of their hitches on assignments requiring 
that specialty. 

A more flexible training policy would not 
employ such a lockstep approach. Some basic 
training is needed for everyone, and combat 
infantrymen certainly need the full eight 
weeks. But not all of the Army's 535,000 new 
soldiers this year will serve in combat, and 
four weeks would suffice for the others. The 
Navy and Air Force have already abbreviated 
their basic training; for the Army to do so 
would yield, in direct training savings alone, 
$50 million. 

Although the pattern of training and as
signments for officers is far different, even 
greater economies are possible-and with a 
clear gain in individual job performance. 
After initial training, which is more diverse 
than it is for enlisted men, almost every 
officer is shuttled around through an amaz
ing variety of assignments and further train-

ing designed to give him enough breadth of 
experience to become Chief of Staff some day, 
often at the sacrifice of obtaining no deep 
experience in any one field. The expectation 
is that every seasoned officer can lead an 
infantry battalion through a swamp on one 
assignment, promulgate personnel promo
tion policies behind a Pentagon desk on the 
next, and discuss black separatism with 
Ethiopians as a military attache in Addis 
Ababa a year later. 

In this age of specialization, such a philos
ophy is anachronistic and expensive. No effi
cient business would move its men around 
in so Ulogical a pattern. By perpetuating the 
illusion that every officer can aspire to the 
top organizaitional position, rather than 
screening the candidates earlier in their 
careers, the services suffer from having an 
excessive number of men struggling to learn 
totaJ.ly unfamiliar jobs. Moreover, today's 
technological and analytical complexities 
demand the development of specialiSlts 
whose entire experience is focused on per
forming one particular function well. By 
attempting to fill the growing number of 
specialist slots with generalists, job perform
ance diminishes for all. 

If we were to reduce by a mooest one
fourth the present number of assignment 
changes (whereby servicemen move almosrt 
once a year), the annual saving in transpor
tation and moving costs alone would be 
slightly over $500 mil11on, to say nothing of 
the improvement in work effectiveness. 

A further saving can be accomplished by 
changing the way the military calculates in
dividual manpower requirements. Unlike 
business, which requires work units to ab
sorb the impact of absences, the Pentagon 
includes a cushion to compensate for men 
absent on leave, in the hospital, in school, 
and en route to new assignments. And the 
military's 30 days of annual leave-which all 
servicemen get--is far more than the norm 
for civilian work forces of comparable age 
and experience, even acknowledging that the 
30 days includes weekends. The military 
argues thalt this am.aunt of leave time is com
pensation for being on duty 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week-burt this is a myth long 
in need of explosion. Except for those at sea 
and in Vietnam, most military men work 
evenings or weekends no more and no less 
than civilians do. Gutting leave time to 20 
days a year-with the exception of men on 
hardshdp duty overseas-would reduce the 
total armed forces manpower requirements 
enough to save $450 m1llion annually. 

Thanks to Beetle Bailey, Catch 22, and the 
fact that so many Americans are veterans, 
the supernumerary theory of military staff
ing has had great visibility. But an area of 
far greater inefficiency--£upplier perform
ance on large weapons system contracts
draws almost no attention at all. This is 
especially serious because the same contrac
tor who can be extremely efficient under the 
conditions imposed by the private competi
tive marketplace can waste millions when 
working under a government contract. Few 
Americans are aware that about 90 per cent 
of the major weapons systems that the De
fense Department procures end up costing at 
least twice as much as was originally esti
mated. Some of this cost growth comes from 
Pentagon-ordered changes in design or con
figuration, but much of it results from inef
ficient contractor practices or from his 
knowledge that the government will under
write his excessive overhead. 

It is up to the government, therefore, to 
impose on a non-competitive defense con
tractor the same cost discipline that the 
contractor would be forced to impose on 
himself in a competitive situation. Instead, 
the present procurement system is geared 
almost exclusively to securing timely deliv
ery and good technical performance. Cost 
comes last. 

The engine contraot for the controversial 

F-111 fighter-bomber offers a classic illus
tration of what happens to costs after a deci
sion is reached to proceed with procurement. 

An aircraft of this kind has three major 
components: airframe (wings and fuselage), 
avionics (electronic navigation and weapons
guiding gear), and engines. For a technologi
cally advanced fighter-bomber, the airframe 
will account for about 55 per cent of total 
cost, avionics 25 per cent, and engines 20 
per cent. The initial F-111 contract for 2,053 
engines was awarded to Pratt & Whitney on 
the basis of an estimated cost of $270,000 per 
engine. Today the engines are expected to 
cost more than $700,000 each. 

In the F-111 case, and in general, four 
major factors account for such cost esca
lation: 

1. The Buy-In: Our procurement system 
encourages contractors to play the game 
called "buy-in." The rules are simple. Con
tracts are awarded to the company which 
offers the lowest bid with a straight face. 
Later cost overruns may bring a mild re
proach or a stern reprimand, but they will 
not prevent the contractor from getting 
enough money to cover all his costs and 
pocket a profit. A contractor rarely takes 
these reprimands seriously; he knows that 
his competitors have similar experiences. Be
sides, the procurement officials have told 
him to worry about performance and prompt 
delivery, not about cost. So the buy-in game 
produces initial cost estimates that every
one knows are unrealistically low. 

2. Design Changes: From the time bids are 
requested on a new weapons system until 
final delivery, a great many changes in de
sign specification develop. These changes are 
often initiated by the Defense Department, 
although some reflect contractor production 
problems. In either case, the costs change-
usually justifiably, but almost always up
ward. 

3. Volume: Changes in volume are even far
ther beyond the contractor's control. In large 
contracts, economies of scale are often 
achievable; if a weapons system is found 
highly useful, as was the F-4 fighter, and 
more units are ordered than were initially 
planned, the later unit costs are lower. In 
the case of Air Force F-111, however, can
cellation of British orders and the Congres
sional decision to kill the Navy version re
duced the number of aircraft to be pur
chased, thereby raising the unit cost. 

4. Sheer Inefficiency: These costs a.rise be
cause a contractor has slipshod purchasing 
procedures, poor scheduling of men and ma
chines, ineffective work standards, or other 
managerial deficiencies. Such extra costs 
would be a threat to a company's survival in 
the competitive private marketplace; they 
should not be tolerated in defense procure
ment. 

In calculating how much of the F-111 
engine's cost growth was due to this intoler
able fourth factor, we need to begin by fig
uring how much the first three factors cost. 

We know that the original $270,000 esti
mate was artificially low. Allowing for buy-in 
fibbing and for some early required changes 
in design, an initial figure of $450,000 would 
have been more realistic. Later design 
changes may have raised the allowable price 
to $500,000. But the contractor's final esti
mate of $700,000-plus, made after the British 
action but before the Congressional cutback, 
probably should not be adjusted for volume 
changes, because the British buy was to have 
been proportionately very small and there 
are good indications that this actually en
abled Pratt & Whitney to disengage itself 
from some expensive subcontracts. So un
justifiable contractor inefficiency amounted 
to around $200,000 per engine. 

It could have been worse. Past practice in 
such cases, where the government is dealing 
with a single supplier rather than with sev
eral competitors, has been to accept what
ever price is commensurate with the costs 
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the supplier has incurred, regardless of how 
efficient or inefficient he is. But, in an un
precedented action, the Defense Department 
ordered an investigation of Pratt & Whitney 
operation to determine how much such an 
engine ought to cost if produced under effi
cient manufacturing procedures. After that, 
the Navy-which h ad contract responsibility 
for all F- 111 engines-took the further un
precedented step of unilaterally setting the 
price it intended to pay. Indications are that 
the Navy compromised its position somewhat 
after some hard bargaining, but the final 
contract did reduce by about 15 percent the 
price proposed by the company, which cus
tomary procedure would have accepted out
right. This saved the government roughly 
$200 million. 

Two other good examples of spiraling costs 
were described in recent hearings before the 
Congressional Joint Economic Committee. A. 
E. Fitzgerald of the Defense Department re
ported that the C-5A transport may cost $2 
billion more than the original contract ceil
ing of $3 billion; yet when Defense negotiated 
the contract with Lockheed, then-Secretary 
of Defense Robert S. McNamara described it 
as "a model method of doing Defense busi
ness ... a damn good contract." In another 
case, retired Air Force Colonel Albert W. 
Buesking, a former financial officer for the 
Minuteman intercontinental ballistic missile, 
said the Minuteman contractors received a 43 
per cent pre-tax profit based on net worth, 
or about twice the normal industrial return; 
he estimated that defense contract costs are 
30-50 per cent "in excess of what :they might 
have been under conditions of competitive
ty.pe commercial environment." 

Conservatively assuming that aerospace 
and shipbuilding contractors harbor an in
efficiency of 15 per cent, and figuring that 
the average annual amount provided for re
search and procurement of such systems 
over the past three years is about $17.9 bil
lion, then wiping out the inefficiency would 
annually save the government $2.7 billion. 

This is no pipedream. It requires no dra
matic breakthrough in management tech
niques. Such savings could be achieved 
quickly if the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretaries of the individual services resolved 
to focus the energies of their top financial 
and engineering men on procurement of 
these major weapons systems. What is needed 
ls some truly independent cost-sleuthing 
into contractors' operations, with firm back
ing from top Defense management for ap
propriate follow-up efforts. 

The most fruitful way of all for saving 
defense dollars is to eliminate forces which 
no longer pack a credible punch or which 
were designed to meet a threat that is no 
longer credible. 

The Navy's Polaris/Poseidon fleet ballistic 
missile program is vital to our national se
curity. But the Navy's three primary and 
independent conventional warfare mission&-
tactical air, amphibious operations, and 
shipping protection-are overequipped, as 
are their associated support units. Current 
foree levels cannot be justified by any po
tential threats. In my view, President Nixon 
was misguided when he decried America's 
loss of sea power during the campaign last 
fall. He made the mistake of applying the 
same argument the admirals use when they 
attempt to eternalize and expand their favor
ite programs: that the United States must 
have superiority in numbers, ship-type by 
ship-type, over the Soviet Navy. This is a 
legacy of late 1940's thinking, when it was 
assumed that we must always be ready to 
fight and win an extended war at sea. In the 
nuclear age, such thinking is highly unreal
istic. 

Fifteen aircraft carriers are presently as
signed to the Navy's tactical air mission. 
Since the wallop they pack is purely the :fire
power of their aircraft, they should be com
pared with the alternative means of deliver-

ing that :firepower-Air Force tactical air
craft. Carriers can deploy quickly to areas 
where we have no airfields, and they are safe 
from insurgent a ttacks (though they now 
appear to be vulnerable to Russian Styx 
missiles). But this flexibility comes at a high 
price. Independent studies place the cost of 
carrier-based tactical missions at three to 
four times that of similar missions flown 
from ground fields. Because of the m any air 
bases we have built all over the world, we 
can rapidly deploy land-based aircraft to 
most areas. Carriers still play .a necessary role 
in providing the potential to fight in a hand
ful of otherwise inaccessible places and in 
meeting initial "surge" requirements for a 
non-nuclear war. But there is no justifiable 
reason to use them on extended deployments 
in major wars as we do now in Vietnam. Al
though the Defense Department will never 
admit it, the only reason we continue to 
employ carrier-based air strikes there is that 
the jealous Navy doesn't want to be shut out 
of some role in the war. 

Tactical aircraft carriers could be cut from 
15 to 10 without risk to the country's se
curity. The average annual peacetime operat
ing and modernization/ replacement cost per 
carrier appears to be about $120 million. 
Assuming that the costs of expanding 
Air Force tactical missions to take up the 
slack were one-third as much, the net an
nual saving from the elimination of five car
riers would be $400 million. 

Marine Corps amphibious assault tactics 
have been used in minor contingencies such 
as Lebanon and the Dominican Republic, but 
against a major power they would be highly 
vulnerable to a tactical nuclear weapon. Nor 
are Marine forces now structured logistically 
for sustained combat, the type of war that 
Vietnam would suggest is most probable. 
Without eliminating any Marine troops, we 
could-by restricting their amphibious 
training and eqUipment phasing out a pro
portionate share of assault ships-save $100 
million annually. 

A classic example of continued spending 
for protection against a no longer important 
threat is the third major area of Navy tac
tical forces-protection for shipping. The 
structuring of our anti-submarine and sup
porting anti-aircraft and fleet escort forces 
harks back to the post-World War II prospect 
of a sea war with Russia. If we ever do begin 
destroying each other's ships, there seems 
little prospect of avoiding escalation to nu
clear war, which would make shipping pro
tection irrelevant. Further, as various jumbo 
aircraft near production, the cost gap be
tween a ton-mile of plane transportation and 
a ton-mile of ship transportation is narrow
ing. Yet instead of scaling down our protec
tive forces, we are keeping them up and even 
expanding them, through last year's implaus
ible decision to begin procuring VSX anti
submarine aircraft. Killing this program and 
reducing overall shipping defenses to a sen
sible level-four anti-submarine carriers and 
three air groups rather than the present 
eight carriers-would save an annual $600 
million. 

Another major area in which our involve
ment is unreasonably large is our troop 
commitment in Europe. We have about 310,-
000 soldiers there now, accompanied by more 
than 200,000 dependents. Such a staggering 
share of the NATO burden was appropriate 
while our World War II allies struggled to 
get back on their feet, but they can now af
ford a larger load. Part of the thesis behind 
U.S. deployments is to make certain that any 
substantial attack by Warsaw Pact forces 
would engage American forces, thereby creat
ing potential consequences that the Soviet 
Union would find untenable. But this could 
be assured with far fewer than 310,000 U.S. 
troops. Says Senator Stuart Symington (D
Mo.), a former Air Force Secretary recently 
assigned as chairman of a Foreign Relations 
subcommittee that will investigate the in-

volvement of U.S. forces abroad: "Surely 
50,000 American troops would be sufficient to 
make sure that no Soviet probe could suc
ceed in Berlin or elsewhere in Europe With
out a direct confrontation with the United 
States." 

In the event of a truly major Soviet attack, 
not even 310,000 U.S. troops plus the NATO 
allies' forces would be sufficient to thwart it. 
But both sides recognize that an assault of 
such proportions is likely to evoke a nuclear 
response. 

Psychological reasons prevented us from 
m aking a major cut in our European forces 
close on the heels of the Russian takeover in 
Czechoslovakia last year. But that should not 
deter us from effecting the cut this year. If 
anything, our non-response to the Czech in
vasion simply reinforces the reality learned 
in Hungary in 1965-that the United States 
is not about to send troops into Eastern Eu
rope no matter what the Soviet provocation. 

Realistically, we could cut back to a total 
of 125,000 troops in Europe plus 50,000 at 
home earmarked for NATO contingencies, 
and cut by one-fourth the air power assigned 
to the European theater (a McNamara com
parison shows that NATO air forces can de
liver a payload more than three times greater 
than that of their Warsaw Pact counter
parts). Altogether, these reductions would 
annually save about $1.5 billion. 

The final two programs of questionable 
value--the SAGE-Air Defense Command sys
tem and the Sentinel anti-ballistic missile 
system-share some common characteristics. 
Both are defensive, in an age when the bal
ance of terror rests on offensive missile 
strength. Both encompass a detection func
tion and an intercept guidance function. 
And numerous technical experts express 
serious doubts about the potential opera
tional effectiveness of either. 

SAGE represents yesteryear's attempt to 
defend against the Soviet version of our 
Strategic Air Command. It is widely conceded 
that the Soviets have grounded their bomber 
development efforts and no longer pose their 
primary strategic threat in this area. None
theless we persist in trying to further refine 
our bomber defenses, when in !<act we have 
already achieved a satisfactory capability in 
the detection sphere. Moreover, SAGE's role 
as a guide to interceptor pilots is rather 
superfluous, given its imperfections and our 
primary reliance on a stro11g offensive de
terrent. Some reductions have already been 
effected in the Air Defense Command, but 
conversion from a full defensive system to 
purely a warning system ought to save $600 
million annually. 

If SAGE is intended to sustain a mostly 
futile yesteryear system, the Sentinel ABM 
represents a misguided attempt to provide 
protection tomorrow. Against the destructive 
power of the missile, our best defense is a 
good offense. Particularly tragic is the stag
gering cost of a full-blown "thin" Sentinel 
system. Because it is so expensive, and the 
work is therefore parceled out to many Con
gressional districts, many politicians have 
favored it. It therefore may be difficult to 
stop before we have spent $40 billion. How
ever, the Sentinel program faces increasingly 
fervent opposition in the Senate this yea.r
partly because residents in four cities where 
ABM sites are being developed have objected 
so loudly. 

Sentinel would make some sense if it truly 
promised blanket protection against strategic 
offensive missiles. But it doesn't. As Secre
tary McNamara said in a speech in San Fran
cisco 18 months ago: ". . . any such system 
can rather obviously be defeated by an enemy 
simply sending more offensive warheads, or 
dummy warheads, than there are defensive 
missiles capable of disposing of them." 

Secretary McNamara opposed the Sentinel. 
but President Johnson overruled him and 
decided to proceed with the program. Today 
we are on the road toward building a $5 
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billion ABM system, ostensibly for protection 
against Chinese missiles-as yet undeve
loped-should Peking miscalculate our po
tential response and attack us. 

It seems unrealistic not to expect the 
Soviets to perceive the $5 billion "thin" Sen
tinel as a first stage in a $40 billion "thick" 
defense against themselves. Senator Richard 
B. Russell (D-Ga.) said as much last year 
when he was chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee: " ... there is no doubt 
that this is a first step in a defense system 
against an atomic attack from the Soviet 
Union." Yet all seven of the men who have 
served over the past decade in the jobs of 
Science Adviser to the President or Director 
of Research and Engineering in the Defense 
Department have recommended against de
ployment of a "thick" ABM system designed 
to protect our population against a Soviet 
attack. 

By halting the Sentinel now, before it 
acquires irreversible momentum, we could 
save $1.8 billion this year, not to mention 
vastly larger sums during the next decade. 

The items above do not exhaust the list 
of things to cut-there are other savings to 
be made in such areas as mapping operations, 
the reserve forces, logistics-but the total 
here will serve as a start. It amounts to: 
Total savings, $9,276,000,000. 

II 

If all these Pentagon budget cuts are so 
obvious, why didn't the cost-conscious Mc
Namara regime push them through? Did 
the Whiz Kids fail? Were they really try
ing? I think a fair assessment would have 
to conclude that they were trying hard but 
were only partly successful, for five basic 
reasons. 

First. McNamara's Band was greatly out
numbered by experienced adversaries 
bound together by a shared goal-more 
and bigger mm tary programs. All the ele
ments in this military-industrial-Congres
sional complex are served by an enlarged 
defense budget, though their motivations 
are different. Industry wants greater sales 
and profi,ts. The military wants expanded 
power, plus the assurance that they will 
be on the forefront of technology. Congress
men respond to pressure from contractrs 
and military employees in their districts, and 
those on the military committees yearn 
for the prestige and power that comes 
from presiding over a bigger slice of the 
federal pie. The combination made life dif
ficult even for a man as strong and coura
geous as Robert McNamara. 

Second, in selecting systems to analyze 
for effectiveness, the Whiz Kids chose to 
concentrate on the rela.tively uncluttered 
strategic programs instead of digging into 
such fat and messy activities as we have 
catalogued here. Within their selected 
framework, they generally performed tech
nically sound, objective initial analyses. 
Once they arrived at a position, however, 
they too often "overdefended" their con
clusions; that ls, they were unwilllng to 
reassess them against subsequent cost ex
perience, technological advances, or a 
changing international political environ
ment. For example, the current structuring 
of our programmed airlift/sealift needs 
emanates from a carefully developed linear 
programming model. This model attaches 
a high value to rapid deployment, stemming 
from an early 1960's Europe-oriented study 
which showed high benefits in terms of 
political bargaining power and casualty 
minimiza.tion. This analysis still makes good 
sense in Europe, but now appears grossly 
mis-applied in Asia. Yet nothing has been 
done to revise the high value placed on 
rapid deployment. Such a change would 
point to a different desired mix of airlift 
and sea.lift. 

Third, the Defense Department's budget 
review process concedes too much at the be
ginning. Last year's budgeted amounts are 

generally taken by everyone as this year's 
starting points. This practice ignores the pos
sibill ty that fat crept into preceding budgets 
or that some of last year's activities are now 
outmoded. Consider, for example, the subject 
of training, in which the armed services have 
been pioneering for years by applying new 
technology to education. This area should be 
a prime candidate for frequent review from 
the ground up (what the managers call 
"zero-base" budgeting). Rather, the Defense 
Department budgeting process virtually con
cedes last year's amount and focuses on 
whatever incremental changes have been re
quested. The result, of course, is higher budg
ets, with past errors compounded year after 
year. 

A fourth limitation also derives from the 
planning and budgeting system. Discussions 
about the desirable level of various forces 
are conducted in terms of numbers of 
things-missiles, carriers, fighter wings. This 
flows naturally out of intelligence estimates 
of enemy forces and subsequent analyses of 
how much counterforce the United States 
needs to nullify them. Approval is then given 
to the Air Force to buy 40 more fighters or 
the Navy to buy four more submarines, each 
with specified capabilities. But carrying out 
such purchases is not like walking into an 
automobile showroom and asking for a yel
low Plymouth Belvedere sedan with power 
steering. As a submarine is built, many un
anticipated choices present themselves; they 
involve different levels of effectiveness or con
venience for different levels of dollars. In
evitably the generals and admirals want to 
buy as much capability as possible; it is al
most always more than is required to meet 
the threat. For want of adequate follow-up 
by top procurement officials, the generals 
often have their way. 

Finally, the President and the Budget Bu
reau have shi~ from making public any 
meaningful comparisons between military 
and domestic programs. Systems analysis, the 
technique that aims to measure the relative 
national worth of results obtained from al
ternative programs, cannot precisely com
pare the benefits to be gained from highly 
diverse activities. Yet inexact as such com
parisons may be, the Budget Bureau does 
make them and present them to the Presi
dent from time to time. If the President, for 
his part, were to discuss national priorities 
more frequently and candidly with the pub
lic, then Congressmen might be less likely 
to base their judgments on the only other 
available view-that the present balance of 
activities is about right. 

The present balance of activities is any
thing but right. Unmet national concerns 
for human opportunity and the quality of 
life require an investment even larger than 
the amount that would be freed if all of the 
Pentagon reforms outlined in this report were 
carried out. 

Perhaps the clearest, most thorough de
lineation of these high-priority social needs 
is found in the report of the National Ad
visory Commission on Civil Disorders. To re
dress root causes of despair and frustration, 
the Commission recommended a long series 
of measures which, if enacted in full, would 
cost between $13 billion and $18 billion a 
year over their first several years. 

The only way to begin addressing these 
unfilled needs is to take money away from 
Pentagon programs that must rank lower on 
any rational national-priority scale. Exam
ples provide compelling support for this argu
ment. We have such choices as: 

Funding the Manned Orbiting Laboratory
or providing Upward Bound summer courses 
for the 600,000 additional ghetto students 
who have the potential to go to college; 

Spending this year's Sentinel funds--or 
training 510,000 more hard-core unem
ployed; 

Continuing to operate one of the marginal 
tactical aircraft carriers--or training and 

supporting 20,000 more Teacher Corps mem
bers; 

Maintaining our full troop complement in 
Europe-or diverting an additional $10 mil
lion to each of 150 Model Cities. 

Permitting excessive contractor costs to 
flourish unchecked--or providing Head Start 
education for 2,250,000 more children, plus 
enough school lunches to feed 20 million 
children for a whole year. 

These alternatives are real and immediate. 
They do not represent wishful dreaming. The 
choices are up to Mr. Nixon, to the Congress, 
and ultimately to ourselves. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I welcome the opportunity to state again 
my conviction that the ABM-Sentinel 
system should be def erred pending early 
talks with the Soviets on slowing down 
the nuclear arms race and obtaining ver
ifi.able agreement not to build a new 
generation of defensive and offensive 
missiles. 

Indications are that the Soviets are 
interested, indeed, quite interested, in 
having these talks now. before major 
decisions are set in train in either coun
try. I am hopeful that the administra
tion will undertake the necessary diplo
matic footwork now and following the 
President's trip to Europe to encourage 
these vital talks while there is yet time. 

The Department of Defense originally 
intended the Sentinel to be a defense 
against the sophisticated Chinese mis
siles of the 1980's. However, as Jerome 
Weisner, provost of the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology and former sci
ence adviser to President Kennedy, said: 

A careful analysis of the Sentinel system 
... does not show that Sentinel would pro
vide protection against Chinese nuclear 
weapons for very long unless we make some 
unbelievably naive assumptions about the 
Chinese--that they do not have access to our 
journals and newspapers, for example, or 
that they are simply not thinking people. 

Now, the purpose of Sentinel is even 
less clear since its deployment is being 
suggested as a lever to be used in bar
gaining with the Soviets. 

In fact, however, these rationalizations 
are both meaningless and the latter 
counter-producing because moving for
ward on a thin missile system now may 
well encourage the military in Moscow 
to stimulate expansion of its offensive 
arsenal, thereby beginning a progression 
of escalation that neither Government 
will be able to stop. If either or both 
countries start a major new generation 
of missiles it could confirm the hard
liners in the Presidium, rigidify the di
plomatic atmosphere, and reduce diplo
matic options generally. 

The cost, of course, could devastaite 
any plans for appropriations to meet the 
needs of the cities here at home and im
plementation of the year-old and largely 
unheeded recommendations of the Riot 
Commission report. The initial price of 
the expanded ABM system is now esti
mated at well over $10 billion and could 
lead to an eventual expenditure in excess 
of $100 billion. 

Many voices will be raised in support 
of the ABM by the military-industrial 
complex but I strongly believe that this is 
the time to move the world away from 
the risks of nuclear confrontation. Fur
ther, article VI of the Nuclear Non
proliferation Treaty soon to be taken up 
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by the Senate states that the nuclear 
powers will undertake "to pursue nego
tiations in good faith on effective meas
ures relating to cessation of the nuclear 
arms race at an early date and to nu
clear disarmament." As Senator GORE 
pointed out, for the United States to as
sent to the treaty and at the same time 
to build a defensive missile system would 
be an act of inconsistency evidencing 
very little good faith. This is the time to 
move instead toward negotiations and 
to give a much higher priority to the 
Nation's most pressing needs--education, 
jobs, decent housing, adequate health 
care, and the rebuilding of our cities. 

Concern over national security must 
not create an obsession with hardware 
and the trappings of destruction in the 
backyards of our citizens. I would 
strongly urge that the Defense Depart
ment's current review of the ABM pro
gram give searching consideration to its 
necessity, instead of simply its location, 
and that any decision be deferred pend
ing talks with the Soviets which I very 
much hope will lead to agreement. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, the issue of 
whether or not the United States should 
deploy an anti-ballistic-missile system is 
one that understandably should concern 
all Americans. The course followed by 
the United States on this crucial question 
could well determine the future course 
of world events. And in this awesome 
nuclear age our decision could determine 
whether or not the human race is to 
survive. 

I might also note I have an interest 
in this issue that comes closer to home. 
Sands Points, Long Island, N.Y., which 
is in the Third Congressional District is 
under consideration as a possible ABM 
site and thus the decision on deployment 
will immediately and directly affect my 
constituency. 

Recognizing the great moment at
tached to a decision on the ABM, I am 
pleased to participate in this discussion 
which I trust will be the first of many 
such discussions in the Congress on 
deployment of the ABM system. 

To date the Department of Defense 
has failed to provide substantial evi
dence that deployment of an ABM will 
provide security necessary to our na
tional interests. The ultimate criterion 
of a decision on the ABM must be our 
national security and scientific data dis
proves the so-called effect of the ABM. 

The simple and disturbing fact is that 
an ABM system will not def end the 
people of this Nation against sophisti
cated weapons already possessed by the 
Soviet Union and within the grasp of 
Communist China. 

The ABM is a boondoggle that will 
create unjustified confidence among the 
American people. This could, in turn, 
bring about suppart for a more aggres
sive foreign policy in the false belief that 
the United States enjoys some kind of 
immunity from nuclear attack. 

The ABM will not provide that im
munity and appears to be a convenient 
device of the military-industrial com
plex to absorb the reduction in defense 
spending that will accompany a decrease 
in hostilities in Vietnam. General Eisen-

hower, in his eloquent farewell as Pres
ident, made a strong plea that the Unit
ed States be wary of the military-indus
trial complex. That plea should be re
membered time and again as we discuss 
proposals for an ABM. 

There are other reasons to oppose de
ployment of an ABM system at t,his 
time: 

Deployment of the ABM by the United 
States could involve us in an escalating 
arms race and prevent needed negotia
tions with th,e Soviet Union on arms lim
itations. 

The high cost of the ABM, a minimum 
of $10 billion for a thin line and as much 
as $100 billion for a thick line, would 
not provide any meaningful improve
ment in our defensive posture. 
·I believe the information available 

thus far makes a compelling argument 
against deployment of an ABM system 
by the United States. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, as we sit in 
this Chamber today it is awful to realize 
that we could be playing out one of the 
final acts in our Nation's history-in
deed, in the history of what we know as 
modern civilization. I hope and pray this 
is not the case. I trust it is not the case. 
But I base my confidence, in part, on the 
assumption that President Nixon will 
not accede to pressures from the Defense 
Department and segments of the defense 
industry to resume work on the Sentinel 
anti-ballistic-missile system. 

These are strong words, to be sure, but 
they merely indicate the depth of my 
convictions in this matter. I firmly be
lieve that a decision by this administra
tion to resume construction of the Senti
nel system could lead to a new and un
controllable spiral in the nuclear arms 
race. I firmly believe that the end result 
of that process could be nuclear war, not 
between China and the United States, 
but between the Soviet Union and the 
United States. And I believe such a war 
would bring about the total destruction 
of our society, that of the Soviet Union, 
and that of many of the nations with 
which these superpowers are allied. In 
short, it would be the end of most, if not 
all, of modern civilization. It would be a 
calamity of such proportions that, just 
possibly, there might never be a history 
book to record it. 

I have chosen to speak in such sweep
ing terms, Mr. Speaker, not to frighten 
anyone but to drive home a point that 
seems to be missed by many people to
day. That is simply this: War has 
changed, not just a little, but completely. 
It is nonsense to use the old terms of 
bravery and courage and national pride 
and apply them to nuclear war. It is 
suicidal to talk about defense against 
enemy attack and have your people as
sume that any meaningful defense is 
possible. 

Many people still talk glibly about the 
"next war," as though this would be just 
another war like all past wars-painful 
and costly, perhaps, but something to be 
endured and beyond which life could still 
continue. 

Even President Nixon, for one brief 
moment on inauguration night, caught 

himself thinking in the old terms. He re
called dancing to the music of Guy Lom
bardo at the end of World War II and 
said he hoped to be able to do so after 
the "next war." I do not criticize him 
for it-anyone could make such a slip
but it served to dramatize the kind of 
mental adjustment we all must achieve 
if we are to deal realistically with the 
world of the 1970's. If we value human 
society, if we attach importance to 5,000 
years of history and to the future of the 
human race, we cannot talk about the 
"next war." It is as simple as that. 

For this reason I was greatly relieved 
when the administration on February 6 
announced it was ordering a temporary 
halt in construction work on the Senti
nel system pending a review of the pro
gram. However, I was not heartened a 
few days later when Secretary Laird in
dicated he expected construction to re
sume. I believe resumption of work on 
this missile would be a disaster. And I 
look to President Nixon to see that this 
does not occur. 

Mr. Speaker, in such maitters as this 
the point is made, all too often, that or
dinary citizens, and even Members of 
Congress, cannot have all the facts. 
Therefore, the military must be trusted 
to do the right thing. Surely, this argu
ment must raise a few eyebrows in view 
of the succession of mistakes, miscalcu
lations, and blunders associated with our 
war in Vietnam, all on the best military 
advice. Choices between Springfield rifles 
and carbines may be the proper business 
of the military experts, but choices be
tween war and peace, life and death, 
existence and annihilation, are choices 
that can only be made by the American 
people as a whole. It is time that issues 
of this nature, affecting the lives and 
futures of all of us, are dea1t with openly 
and honestly and fully. 

In his book, "Thirteen Days," the late 
Robert Kennedy told of the advice of the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force to Presi
dent Kennedy during the Cuban missile 
crisis. That advice was to launch a mili
tary attack on Cuba, even though that 
would mean the loss of many Russian 
lives and threaten nuclear war with the 
Soviet Union. 

On another occasion, Senator Kennedy 
wrote, a member of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff told him he believed the United 
States should make a preventive attack 
against the Soviet Union. These are fur
ther evidences, if more are needed, that 
decisions like these cannot be left solely 
to our so-called military experts. 

At this moment in time some of our 
military experts are telling us that a 
Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile system 
could protect this country totally from 
the threat of Chinese intercontinental 
ballistic missiles. This is nonsense. Any
one remotely acquainted with the nature 
of the problem faced by the attacker, as 
opposed to the problem faced by the de
f ender, will know that this claim cannot 
be supported. 

Prof. George Rathjens, of Massachu
setts Institute of Technology, in a paper 
published by the Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace, makes this ob
servation: 
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It must be borne in mind that the offense 
can choose any target on which to concen
trate its attack; the defense must defend 
all. 

Obviously a thin ABM system will not 
do the job. And even a complete ABM 
system, covering all areas fully, could 
not eliminate the possibility of a Chinese 
missile reaching its target. Thus, there is 
no way, in his judgment, that the United 
States could deny to China some of the 
bargaining power its nuclear missile 
threat poses. 

In view of this situation, combined 
with the fact that the Sentinel system 
could never be tested once in place, I 
believe it would be the highest folly to 
proceed to build such a system and, in 
the process, trigger a new and exceed
ingly CO'stly arms race. 

Since the first rush to build intercon
tinental missiles in the late 1950's and 
early 1960's the world has enjoyed a 
period of relative stability in nuclear 
arms. While the United States had con
siderably more nuclear strength than the 
Soviet Union, each nation knew it had 
the "assured destruction capability" 
needed to stay any aggressive act by the 
other. No matter what happened, we 
knew we had weapons we could rain on 
the Soviet Union if it attacked us, and 
the Soviet Union enjoyed the same cer
tainty. 

Now, however, this stability is chal
lenged, and curiously enough the initia
tive for a new spiral in the arms race 
is coming, not from the Soviet Union but 
from the United States. We have based 
our decisions on the most questionable 
suppositions concerning the military 
plans of the Russians and the Chinese. 
We have started building a new genera
tion of missiles, with multiple, targetable 
warheads, to counter what we thought 
was to be an anti-ballistic-missile system, 
only to discover that it is apparently an 
antiaircraft system. And we have started 
an ABM system of our own to counter a 
Chinese capability of the most minuscule 
size, apparently expecting the Russians 
to ignore its existence-even though such 
a system could alter significantly the ef
fective strength of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Speaker, if there is one lesson that 
past wars can tell us, it is that contending 
nations never ignore the military prepa
rations of their adversaries. Invariably, 
every action has its equal and opposite 
reaction. To assume that the Soviet 
Union will stand still and do nothing 
when we make a significant change in the 
balance of power now prevailing is naive 
in the extreme. 

I wonder, Mr. Speaker, whether the 
American people have any idea of what 
costs are at stake in this controversy. I 
refer, not just to the ultimate costs of 
nuclear war, but to the funding of nu
clear arms procurement. 

Hopefully, this Nation will see an end 
to the Vietnam war in the next year. 
When that occurs, the $30 billion cost of 
that military venture will begin to taper 
off, and conceivably our country will have 
some additional funds to spend on the 
long-delayed problems plaguing our do
mestic scene. This will not be so, how
ever, if the advocates of the Sentinel sys
tem and other new nuclear arms have 

their way. The figures assigned thus far 
to the Sentinel system are only a drop 
in the bucket. Billions more will follow, 
not only to complete that system but to 
build all the other systems necessary to 
respond to the steps taken by the Soviet 
Union in response to our initiatives. Quite 
literally, these costs could go off the chart 
completely. The point could be reached 
where, for sheer self-preservation, we 
would have to devote the major portion 
of our entire Federal budget to nuclear 
procurement. 

Looking at that dismal prospect, one 
has to wonder how anyone in his right 
mind could advocate oonstructton of a 
defense system to counter a threat of 
such minor significance as that of Com
munist China in the 1970's. 

To those who say, "Ah, but the Chinese 
are irrational; we cannot trust them 
even to act in accordance with their own 
self-interest," I would say read your his
tory. Those whom men and naitions con
ceived as potential enemies have always 
been accorded subhuman, beastly and 
irrational traits. Consider the "yellow 
peril" feared so long by Kaiser Wilhelm. 
That very same notion cropped up only 
last year in the words of our own Secre
tary of State. To base a nation's foreign 
policy on such a bogeyman psychology is 
hardly to exercise the rationality we 
claim to possess. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe I speak for most 
of my constituents when I say that the 
Sentinel system must not be construct
ed-at least not until every conceivable 
effort has been made to slow down or 
halt the arms race. I commend Presi
dent Nixon for halting its construction, 
and I pray that he will have the wisdom 
and courage to make that decision per
manent. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to have this opportunity to fur
ther record my views on the proposed 
construction of an anti-ballistic-missile 
system, whether thin or thick, around 
the country. 

I have already made public pronounce
ment, through the news media, of my 
very great fears, on the information so 
far presented by the administration and 
Defense Department, that this proposal 
is not in the best interests of this country 
and the people throughout the world. 

In summary, my fears are based upon 
three primary factors about which there 
are grave questions that, thus far, re
main to be convincingly answered. 

The factors and questions are inter
related, but perhaps the first one should 
be-has the system been demonstrated 
to be technically workable and militarily 
effective? The immediate and obvious 
answer is that many eminent and knowl
edgeable scientists do not believe it is 
technically sound nor that it could be 
militarily effective in its objective. It has 
not been tested and it does not appear 
practically possible to fully test the sys-
tem on these counts. 

The second question that calls for an
swer in this matter is whether or not its 
construction would aid the administra
tion in arriving at arms reduction and 
control agreements with Soviet Russia, 
and others, or whether it would rather 
accelerate a further and more tragically 

reckless arms production race. Perhaps 
no one but the Russian leaders them
selves could answer this question, but it 
is rather openly admitted on our part, 
that this is an area in which no certainty 
at all can be developed. At best, it ap
pears to be a gamble that would be very 
hard to justify. 

Another question is whether this pro
posal is financially prudent and feasible. 
The various estimated costs of this sys
tem seem to range anywhere from $5 
billion to $50 or $80 billion. During this 
critical financial period of our history, 
when we are calling for valiant efforts 
and great sacrifices to balance the budg
et and get back on a sound financial 
course, an expenditure commitment of 
such vague range and indefinite limit 
cannot, by any standard, be classified 
as economically prudent or practically 
feasible. The final but not the least im
portant question to be answered is 
whether the system is absolutely safe 
from an accidental explosion of cata
strophic proportion. While we all know 
that responsible officials would exhaus
tively exert every technical resource to 
prevent accidents, we, nevertheless, must 
reflect that whenever and wherever 
human techniques and energies are in
volved, there is hardly ever such a thing 
as perfect safety. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no more chal
lenging problem, other than the peaceful 
ending of the Vietnam war, before the 
country today than this proposed con
struction of the anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem. It must, therefore, be given the most 
searching and thorough examination 
with full and open discussion, for rejec
tion or resumption, by every responsible 
segment of our Government and our 
national society. I am pleased that the 
Defense Secretary and the administra
tion are reviewing the problem now and 
that appropriate committees of the Con
gress will conduct their separate and 
complete inquiries as to the necessity for 
and feasibility of this tremendous mili
tary project. 

We shall all be waiting for the addi
tional information and recommendations 
that will come from the reviews and 
inquiries by these separate sources, but 
I am impelled to state that until and 
unless all the very grave doubts and 
uncertainties that currently surround 
this vitally important proposal are sat
isfactorily resolved, I shall be constrained 
to retain my present conviction that the 
construction of this system, as proposed, 
is not essential or prudent, nor would it 
be militarily effective or accident free. 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, I should 
like to express my appreciation to the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. YATES), and 
to those others who have sought to give 
us this further opportunity to discuss 
the highly complicated and complex is
sues involved in any consideration of an 
anti-ballistic-missile system. 

I regret that other commitments, this 
afternoon, have prevented me from being 
here to listen to and to participate in 
such debate as has heretofore gone on, 
and I offer these remarks with knowl
edge that they may, therefore, in some 
way be repetitive of what has already 
been said. 
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However, Mr. Speaker, I do wish to 
express for the RECORD once again my 
very deep concern about the wisdom of 
going ahead, now, with the deployment 
of any form of an ABM system. In do
ing so, I recognize full well the fact that 
neither I-nor any of us--can speak to 
these issues with any certainty, and this 
is precisely because, as the Washington 
Post said editorially on yesterday, so 
many of these issues "fall in the realm 
of the unknowable at present," involving 
as they do ultimate decisions that can
not "be established by argumentation or 
by fiat assertion or by the yes-it-will 
versus no-it-won't approach." 

Then, as others may already perhaps 
have noted, the Post went on to decry 
what it called "the recurrence of the 
disturbing custom of stating as certainty 
what is at best prediction and specula
tion at this point-that the limited sys
tem would or would not work, that it will 
or will not inspire a new round of weap
ons development in the Soviet Union, 
that it is or is not necessary by way of 
keeping current with new technology 
that may be required to meet a new So
viet threat, and that it will prove useful 
or the exact opposite to the chance of 
reaching a missile limitation agreement 
with the Soviet Union." 

In such an absence of certainty, Mr. 
Speaker, one must proceed largely on in
stinct, tempered by as objective an anal
ysis of our present situation-vis-a-vis 
both Russia and Red China-as one can 
muster. 

Proceeding along that line as best I 
could, I first expressed my reservations 
about the wisdom of proceeding with the 
actual det>loyment of an ABM system by 
my "no" vote-one of only 26 so cast-
against the military construction appro
priation bill of 1968, as it passed this 
House on a rollcall vote on October 24, 
1967, and I have subsequently supported 
such moves as were made in this body to 
remove deployment funds from follow
on authorization or appropriation bills 
dealing with this subject. 

Briefly stated, my position has been 
and remains one of believing we must 
proceed with such additional and ad
vanced research and develot>ment work 
on such a system as those who are ex
perts in this field, and on whose judg
ment we must so heavily rely, advise us 
may be necessary. 

But I have been and remain uncon
vinced that our actual need for whatever 
additional protection such a system-in 
its present uncertain state of develop
ment-may provide us is such that we 
must go ahead with deployment now. 

I believe it to be important for us to 
attempt to keep this distinction between 
research and development programs and 
the actual beginnings of deployment of 
whatever "thin" or "thinner" system we 
are technologically able to put together 
now foremost in our minds. 

Keeping that distinction in perspec
tive, it seems to me, would be helpful to 
President Nixon in his announced am
bition-which is one I have applauded
to make the coming era one of "nego
tiation" rather than "confrontation." 

For we are clearly moving under our 
new President toward some form of dis-

cussions with the Soviet Union in which, 
as Secretary of State Rogers admitted 
before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee the other day, the question 
of deploying an ABM system will be a 
"big issue," and in his own words "an 
item of very great importance." 

Of course, it will be, Mr. Speaker-it 
could not be otherwise-and I believe 
it is urgent, if we are to grasp this new 
and possibly last chance at slowing the 
pace of the senseless arms race, that we 
give our President the support and en
couragement he may need to approach 
those pending discussions under the best 
possible terms for success. 

Quite frankly, I do not see how our 
going forward with deployment of a very 
limited ABM system now adds one iota 
to our negotiating strength. I fully ap
preciate the sincerity of those who have 
come to an opposite judgment on this 
question, but I think they are wrong be
cause our negotiating strength rests, as 
it will more and more in this age of com
plicated and highly advanced weapons 
systems, on our vast and oft-demon
strated technological superiority. 

The leaders of the Soviet Union most 
surely respect that facet of our overall 
strength. 

On the other hand, our at least tem
porary restraint in refraining from put
ing into being an ABM system of doubt
ful value that could have the appear
ance-though probably not the sub
stance-of tipping the present nuclear 
balance between ourselves and the So
viet Union, ought to demonstrate to 
Russia's leaders, as to the world, that 
we are prepared to negotiate in earnest. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot say-nor can 
anyone say-what the Russian response 
to this might be, but if we are to have 
a chance to earn the title of peacemaker, 
which is something Mr. Nixon in his 
splendid inaugural address said is "the 
greatest honor history can bestow," then 
I think it behooves us to run the risks 
incidental, whatever they may be, to our 
attempting to find out. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I believe it 
is imperative that a genuine top-level re
view of the proposed Sentinel anti-ballis
tic-missile system be undertaken. In my 
judgment, the very serious questions 
raised by the proposed deployment of this 
new weapons system require that we in 
the Congress give our careful considera
tion to the technical, the political, the 
military and the economic issues posed 
by this new undertaking. I believe that at 
the present time adequate answers are 
not available, and therefore, I think it 
would be unwise, imprudent and poten
tially dangerous to proceed toward an
other spiral in the arms race at this 
particular time. 

It is in no way to cast doubt on the 
achievement, or the ingenuity, or the 
technical capacity of the American scien
tific community to suggest that the tech
nical limitations involved in designing 
and testing a missile that can find and 
destroy another missile are great indeed. 
In fact, a substantial body of opinion in 
the scientific community holds that such 
a missile is technically unfeasible. 

In my view, the strategic importance of 
the Sentinel system has a dimension that 

has not been adequately explored. And 
like the technical limitations, this too, 
cautions further investigation and delib
eration before a deployment decision is 
made. 

The security of our Nation surely de
pends as much on the degree to which we 
can understand, live with, and work to
ward a mutual reduction in tensions with 
our adversaries, as it does on maintain
ing our military strength at a level where 
no adversary would be willing to pay the 
cost in destruction of human life and so
ciety that would surely follow a nuclear 
attack on this country. These are, I sug
gest, the two sides of a balance involved 
in our security. 

In addition to very possibly encourag
ing another round in the arms race, de
ployment at this particular time may 
well cost us our security in yet another 
respect-that of lost opportunities for 
meaningful disarmament discussion. In 
my judgment, this can best be fostered 
by withholding a final decision on Sen
tinel deployment until we can at least 
make some test of the Russians' good 
faith in arms negotiations. 

Finally, in times when the problems of 
our Nation demand an ever-increasing 
share of the tax dollar, legislators have, 
I believe, a special responsibility to be 
certain we are buying real security with 
defense dollars, not false security or even 
worse, less security. The sums we are 
talking about are truly astronomical. For 
the "thin" system, costs have been esti
mated in excess of $6 billion. For the 
"'thick" system which several-including 
Secretary of Defense McNamara-have 
advised against, costs would be well over 
$50 billion. 

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I be
lieve that Congress should turn its at
tention to the Sentinel system. And I be
lieve that our attention should be marked 
by careful, calm and conscientious de
liberation so that our most crucial na
tional interest-that of self-preserva
tion-can be most effectively served. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, argu
ments for the Sentinel anti ballistic 
missile resemble a piece of clay-squeezed 
first into one shape or another-sold to 
the American public first as a defense 
against a potential Chinese nuclear at
tack; then as protection against an acci
dental missile fired from any country; 
and more recently, as a defense against 
a Soviet nuclear attack. 

Since its proponents can not provide 
data to indicate its effectiveness, they 
instead describe an impressive list of 
negotiatory wedges with the Soviet Union 
open to us if the ABM system is pursued. 
The fact that proof or even substantial 
likelihood of the effectiveness of the sys
tem is overlooked in the process does not 
bother them. 

Even if one were satisfied with its 
effectiveness, the Soviet Union could 
overwhelm such a defense simply by 
building up its own o:ff ensive strength. 
As Prof. Jerome Weisner has pointed 
out: 

Some weapons systems are obsolete in their 
conception and I th-ink this is probably true 
for the anti-ballistic missile system. 

No missile defense system can be really 
effective because any enemy can buy of-
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fensive missile strength much cheaper 
than defense measures can be taken 
against them. Indulging ourselves in the 
illusion of missile defense fools no one, 
protects no one and helps no one but 
those with vested interests in an inflated 
military budget. 

We should, instead, devote our energies 
in this field to achieving a mutual reduc
tion, with the Soviet Union, and ulti
mately with China, of overall offensive 
weapons systems. Devotion to disarma
ment should replace our fervor for new 
and better weapons. 

Ironically, we have witnessed millions 
of public dollars spent by the military on 
conditioning the public to support the 
system-millions spent on the system 
before it goes beyond the design state. 
Exploitation of the national feeling of 
insecurity is the purpose of this promo
tion campaign. Defense projects are en
dowed with that familiar and special 
label: "This is holy, do not disturb." But 
the deployment of this system would 
actually increase the threat of nuclear 
war by adding fuel to the arms race. 

The real doubts as to the military value 
of this project, coupled with the pro
jected monetary cost--probably as much 
as 10 times the early estimates-are 
serious considerations. But far more im
portant than the fallibility of the pro
posed system and the monetary cost are 
the dangers of an ever-escalating arms 
race. Where will it end? The Soviet 
Union will increase offensive capability 
and we will be faced with the need to 
add to both our defensive and offensive 
systems. One move cancels out the other 
and the stakes increase by leaps and 
bounds. We must put a halt to this spiral 
now-by understanding and accepting 
the judgment that the real defense 
against the Soviet Union missile system 
is our overwhelming capacity to deter 
the possible use of that system and not 
the development of new and more fantas
tic defense systems which ultimately 
cannot def end. 

The bases planned in the most thickly 
populated centers of the Nation pose a 
grave menace to city residents. Innocent 
civilians could be the victims of an acci
dental explosion and their cities the vic
tims of a further increase of the already 
bloated military presence around us. 

Many important issues are also as
sociated with that of the Sentinel sys
tem-such as the distribution of Fed
eral funds between military and domes
tic programs. The money slotted for the 
Sentinel system should be channeled into 
rebuilding our cities-providing Amer
icans with a quality education, medical 
care, and a decent job and place to live. 

The insatiability of the military estab
lishment for new projects, cloaked in the 
guise of protecting our national security, 
is disturbing. We must maintain a clear 
perspective of the domestic, military, and 
diplomatic implications of the Sentinel 
system-and, in my judgment, the Sen
tinel system should be rejected on all 
counts. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the sources of tension in our society to
day is the awareness that we constantly 
live on the brink of thermonuclear war. 
This awareness is heightened in interna-

tional crises, such as the Berlin wall, the 
Arab-Israel wars, the approach to the 
Chinese border during the Korean war, 
the Cuban missile deployment, and the 
Pueblo incident. At these times sober 
Americans reflect on the Armageddon 
that a false step or a miscalculation 
might bring. 

We live our daily lives with this aware
ness submerged below the immediate 
concerns. We have learned, as Americans 
did on the frontier, to live with the dan
ger of the thermonuclear age. But if 
there is any doubt that the awareness 
and concern is there, one has only to 
watch a central telephone switchboard 
light up when there is a loud explosion 
in one of our towns or cities. People want 
to know if it was the bomb. So far, the 
answer has been "No." 

There was a brief period following the 
Second World War when we did not face 
this threat. We emerged from that con
flict as one of the most powerful nations 
on earth. We had a nuclear monopoly. 
We were confident that we could resist 
any aggression that an enemy might 
launch against us. This was a brief, and 
in some sense, misleading interlude. 

Our nuclear monopoly was misleading 
because it still gives rise to the belief that 
we can achieve some perfect defense in 
today's complex world. Americans are led 
by what was a very unique period to 
search for an ironclad assurance that our 
country will be safe. Unfortunately, this 
assurance is not within the realm of pos
sibility. We must live with the awareness 
that there is no perfect defense-there 
is no totally secure way of life. 

This coexistence with danger is not 
new. Our forefathers lived with the con
stant threat of Indian raids on the 
frontier. We were unable to defend our 
Capital, Washington, against the British 
in 1812. Our border States suffered griev
ously during the Civil War for neither 
Federal nor Confederate armies could 
guarantee safety. In World War I our 
shipping was attacked on the high seas. 
And Pearl Harbor illustrated the falli
bilities of our defenses. We understood, 
however, that we could live with this 
danger if we took the necessary precau
tions to see that we had a reasonable 
level of security. 

The nuclear era is different in kind, 
perhaps, because of the numbers of 
casualities that would accompany a con
flict. Military strategists debate defense 
systems that would involve 120 million 
versus 30 or 40 million dead Americans. 
But the underlying truth is that most 
Americans cannot imagine 1 million 
dead-much less 40 or 120 million. De
struction on this scale is beyond our 
comprehension. 

The vast scope of a nuclear conflict 
should not obscure the fact that the 
lack of perfect security is similar to that 
of earlier periods in our history. We are 
still forced to live with the possibility 
that there might be a conflict--that the 
goal of total security is illusory. With 
this in mind, we can consider our mili
tary posture in a realistic manner. 

Our strategic defenses today are based 
on the concept of assured nuclear deter
rence. This concept involves maintaining 
nuclear intercontinental ballistic mis-

siles in sufficient quantity and security so 
that even if we are attacked with the 
missiles of another country, we will have 
enough missiles left after the attack to 
destroy the aggressor. We maintain this 
assured deterrent capability with a com
bination of weapons; Minutemen inter
continental ballistic missiles, Polaris 
missiles, and the B-52 bomber fleet in 
a high state of readiness. It is generally 
acknowledged that this force gives us the 
capability to destroy any nuclear power 
that might attack us several times over. 

Both the Soviet Union and the United 
States have maintained an assured nu
clear deterrence in the post World War 
II years. Although there have been pe
riods when our nuclear capability has 
given us a greater edge than during 
others, there has been no period when 
we, or for that matter, the Russians 
could launch a nuclear strike without 
fear of effective retaliation. American 
and Russian nuclear strength today can 
be described as being roughly in balance. 
We have a greater number of nuclear 
warheads than the Russians but the edge 
would be obscured in the massive de
struction that would accompany use of 
any sizable part of these arms. 

This rough equality of forces should be 
emphasized, for I think that it is un
likely that in the near future, we will 
achieve this equality again. This rough 
equality is a necessary condition for 
meaningful strategic arms limitation 
talks with the Soviets. Without this 
equality, neither side is likely to sit down 
to talk for long. 

A major shift in our defense posture 
has been recommended by some of our 
strategic planners. It has been recom
mended that we build a thin antiballistic 
missile--ABM--def ense system to pro
tect our country against a number of 
threats. Such a step would represent a 
significant change in the approach that 
we have taken in the strategic field. 
Simply, this approach attempts to reduce 
the number of civilian casualties and 
physical destruction that would be in
flicted on our country in a nuclear con
flict. It presumes that we can destroy 
enough of the incoming nuclear missiles 
to significantly lower the casualties that 
we would otherwise suffer. 

Until this point, we have not spent any 
significant sums on defensive systems 
against intercontinental missiles. Our ex
perts conceded that the weapon systems 
that were proposed to do this job, the 
Nike X and its following versions, would 
not do the job. Our one major experi
ment in defense against nuclear weap
ons, in that case, weapons carried by 
enemy bombers, proved to be a failure. 
The Nike-Ajax and the Nike-Hercules 
were acknowledged to be deficient in the 
ability to stop the Russian bomber fleet. 
Yet we poured millions of dollars into 
the deployment of that system. 

A number of developments in Russia 
during the last several years have been 
the moving force behind the suggestion 
to build the ABM system. The Russians 
began building intercontinental missiles 
at a more rapid rate than we had ex
pected. They also began building what 
appeared to be an anti-ballistic-missile 
system around a number of their cities. 
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And they started to build a different 
ABM system around Moscow. 

Our military planners decided to take 
certain steps to maintain our assured 
nuclear deterrent. We decided to build 
the Poseidon missile for our Polaris sub
marines. This missile would carry sev
eral warheads that could be individually 
directed toward separate targets. We de
cided to build the Minuteman m inter
continental missile, a land-based missile 
that would carry a similar cluster-type 
warhead. And we decided to build this 
sophisticated warhead, called MffiV for 
multiple individually targetable reentry 
vehicle. These steps in total will increase 
the number of warheads that we will be 
able to deliver to about three or four 
times the current number. This has been 
our response to actions, as we interpreted 
them, taken by the Russians. 

We find now, however, that the ABM 
system that was being built around a 
number of different Russian cities is 
really not an ABM system but is rather 
an antiaircraft system. This Tallinn sys
tem was probably built against the B-70 
bomber threat, a threat that did not ma
terialize since we decided not to build the 
bombers. We also find that the ABM sys
tem being built around Moscow slowly 
in the Moscow area, perhaps in recogni
tion of the difficulties in making any 
such system effective. Our response to 
their moves as we interpreted them, will 
cost us more than $5 billion, even though 
it turns out that we apparently mis
judged their intentions. 

When our military planners made the 
decision to go ahead with an ABM sys
tem, known as Sentinel, it was primarily 
justified as a defense against a Chinese 
threat. They acknowledged that it was 
probably impossible to defend against a 
determined Russian missile attack. They 
did feel that we could provide a defense 
against 25 or so Chinese intercontinental 
missiles with a so-called thin Sentinel 
system that would cost $6 to $10 billion. 
This defense would be effective, so we 
were told, during the 1970's and would 
prevent us from being blackmailed by the 
Chinese. 

What was also acknowledged, but with 
far less fanfare, was that the radar sys
tem that would be used with the Sentinel 
system would be the basis for a larger 
system that supposedly would def end us 
against a Russian threat. By expanding 
the radars used with the thin Sentinel 
system, by producing more long and short 
range ABM's on the production lines 
that would have been set up, we would 
have the capability to build a heavy Sen
tinel system. The point I am making is 
that although we would presumably be 
building an ABM system for defense 
against the Chinese, in the eyes of the 
Russian military strategists we would be 
building a capability to resist their mis
siles. And if we gained this capability, 
their country would be in danger. 

A decision to build an ABM system, 
even a so-called thin system, upsets the 
balance in Russian-United States arms 
capability. If taken, it will force the 
Russians to respond. They will either 
have to build their own ABM system or 
vastly multiply their missile force. And 
once again both countries will be pursu-

ing the highly expensive and never end
ing task of maintaining assured nuclear 
deterrence. 

A new race for nuclear parity involving 
ABM construction would be particularly 
harmful at this time because for the first 
time we appear to have an opportunity 
to sit down with the Russians to discuss 
the limitation of strategic arms. First at 
Glassboro, then in subsequent contacts, 
we have gradually moved toward dis
cussions on strategic arms limitations. 
No topic is of more importance to Ameri
cans. It has meaning in terms of reducing 
the constant tension that I spoke of 
earlier and it has meaning in terms of 
making resources now used for arms 
available for peaceful uses. 

I am of the opinion that we are at a 
crossroads in the search for reduction of 
international conflict. I do not think that 
we will soon find both the Soviet Union 
and the United States in the position of 
rough nuclear parity that permits both 
to sit down at the table to discuss stra
tegic arms limitations. If we pass up this 
opportunity-throw it away by making 
decisions that preclude the possibilities 
of talks, we will commit a blunder that 
will haunt future generations of Ameri
cans. 

I believe that we can def er a decision 
on the construction of an ABM system 
for at least 6 months to a year while we 
begin discussions with the Russians. We 
can maintain our research capability in 
the ABM field in the meantime without 
prejudicing our ability to construct a sys
tem should it prove necessary. We can 
reserve the right to act at any time we 
wish to--even though we are engaged in 
discussions at the time. 

Such a course demands courage. It in
volves the uncertainties of negotiations 
with the Russians. But there are just as 
many uncertainties in diplomatic nego
tiations of this type as there are in the 
deployment of an ABM system. There is 
just as much chance that Sentinel will 
prove ineffective as there is a chance 
that the arms discussions may fail, per
haps more. But we have an obligation to 
attempt to slow down the arms race. And 
we should not jeopardize that attempt 
by committing ourselves to a Sentinel 
system unless we absolutely have to. 

I urge that we defer the decision on the 
Sentinel system at this time. I believe 
that Americans have the courage to live 
with the uncertainties of arms limita
tion negotiations. More than that, I be
lieve that informed Americans will in
sist that we pursue these negotiations. 
And I believe that they are willing to 
accent the lack of absolute safety that ac
companies any meaningful search for 
peace. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, there are 
three reasons the anti-ballistic-missile 
system should not be built. 

First, it would be ineffective. 
Second, it would be too dangerous. 
Third, it would be too expensive. 
The first thing that is clean- about an 

anti-ballistic-missile system is that it 
would not protect the United States 
from a massive attack by the Soviet 
Union. It is supposed to be a defense 
system, but it would not def end us. The 
reason is that the U.S.S.R. could and 

would improve its offensive pawer to 
overcome our ABM defense. This can be 
done by modifying the Soviet offensive 
weapons to carry multiple warheads and 
to use more sophisticated methods of de
coys and avoidance. 

Second, the ABM would be too danger
ous because it would inevitably lead to 
a heightened arms race between the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. If the 
Soviets perceive that we are building a 
system to cut down the effectiveness of 
their missile attack threat, they will cer
tainly adopt multiple warheads, and a 
number of other modifications to assure 
their ability to overcome our defense. 
We in turn will respond by expanding 
and improving our ABM system to reach 
again for the goal we sought-to cancel 
the effectiveness of the Soviet nuclear 
strike threat. 

As Secretaa-y McNamara stated to the 
Congress 2 years ago: 

It is the virtual certainty that the Soviets 
will act to maintain their deterrent which 
casts such grave doubts on the advisability 
of our deploying the NIKE-X system for the 
protection of our cities against the kind of 
heavy, sophisticated missile attack they 
could launch in the 1970s. In all probability, 
all we would accomplish would be to in
crease great ly both their defense expendi
tures and ours without any gain in real 
security to either side. 

Third, the exorbitant cost of an ABM 
system should make us wake up and 
refuse to go along with this unwise 
proposal. 

Fifty billion dollars over 1 O years is 
just one of many estimates of the enor
mous costs of an ABM system. Even 
larger amounts can be expected as re
finements and improvements are added 
even as the system is being built. The 
annual cost of operation is thought to be 
in the neighborhood of a billion dollars. 

All of that money being spent on a 
system that is certain to be ineffective 
and dangerous. 

All of that money being drained from 
our national budget when we are woe
fully short of funds needed for housing 
and transportation and education and 
programs to aid our own people. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to commend the gentleman from Cali
fornia <Mr . CoHELAN) and others for af
fording this opportunity to write a rec
ord for the American people so that they 
might be fully advised as to the pros 
and cons of the Sentinel anti-ballistic
missile system. 

My position in the matter has been 
fully outlined in this body and my re
marks can be found on page 3408 in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of February 17, 
1969 and on page 4197 on February 24, 
1969. 

I testified before the Committee on 
Appropriations January 15, 1969, and at 
that time I did not oppose the defense 
system but rather opposed its location on 
Bainbridge Island in my congressional 
district. I still oppose this location, but 
after a careful review of this entire proj-
ect, I now strongly believe the program 
should be delayed indefinitely. At the 
outset I felt this was a means of having 
a bargaining item to discuss the possi
bility of nuclear disarmament with the 
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Russians, but while I still firmly support 
nuclear disarmament, I think our in
tentions to defend ourselves are fully 
known and that we would suffer no risk 
by def erring this Sentinel system. 

I would like to further commend the 
gentleman from California for his state
ment in the RECORD this past Monday in 
which he well outlined the arguments 
against the establishment of the Sentinel 
system at this time. 

But, I do not intend to reiterate these 
same arguments. Rather, with permis
sion, I place a letter I sent President 
Richard M. Nixon on February 17, 1969, 
in the RECORD for the information of my 
colleagues: 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.0. 

FEBRUARY 17, 1969. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The purpose of this 
letter is to strongly urge you to defer all 
further implementation of the Sentinel Mis
sile Program indefinitely, or until after any 
disarmament negotiations with the Soviet 
Union. 

Because one of the proposed missile sites is 
scheduled for my Congressional District I 
have had occasion to carefully consider the 
pros and cons of this anti-Ballistic missile 
defense system. In this connection, I fully 
agree with your recent statement when you 
said you did not buy the assumption that 
the "thin shield" system is to protect us from 
Red Chinese missile attack. After all the 
former Secretary of Defense, Robert S. Mc
Namara, stated on September 18, 1967, that 
the United States has the power not only to 
destroy completely China's entire nuclear of
fensive forces, but to devastate her society as 
well. Surely this capability is sufficient to 
deter any Communist Chinese missile attack. 
As Secretary McNamara said then, it would be 
insane and suicide for her to launch such an 
attack. 

Thus, I conclude, the present sentinel is 
actually a first step forward the so-called 
heavy ABM system although at best it has 
little promise of producing an adequate 
shield. However, surely if we did develop such 
an anti-Soviet shield, such a program would 
certainly induce the Soviets to increase their 
offensive capability to overcome any defense 
moves of ours. It seems to me any decision to 
proceed needs a careful second look. 

I voted last year for the funds to initiate 
the sentinel system. Until recently I felt the 
same way in support of that program. I did 
not want, nor do I now want the Soviets to 
outdistance us in offense or defense. 

But, now I feel it advisable to pause in this 
costly program. I realize you, as President, do 
not want to take any risks. But, would a 
deferment in the sentinel program constitute 
a risk? I don•t feel it would. 

So, Mr. President, I urge that you halt the 
sentinel missile program at least until the 
need for any anti-ballistic protection is 
clearer. Surely the decisions of the past are 
sufficient to indicate to the Communists our 
intention to build a strong defense if need 
be--but let us talk nuclear disarmament and 
common sense with the Russians before we 
proceed with this weapons system which to 
say the least has dubious value. 

Respectfully, 
THOMAS M. PELLY, 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to express my warmest thanks to the 
gentleman from California for affording 
this opportunity to the Members to ex
press their views on the vital decisions 
whether to proceed with deployment of 
the Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem. 

I consider this decision on ABM de
ployment one of the most crucial ques
tions that confronts the new administra
tion and Congress. It will affect not only 
the security of the United States, but as 
well the future ability of this country to 
meet all our foreign and domestic re
sponsibilities. 

There should no longer be any doubt 
that the ABM system upon which we 
have embarked is a "thick" system de
signed to protect against the possibility 
of Russian attack, not the "thin" system 
directed against Chinese attack for 
which it was originally announced. This 
was made explicit in the testimony last 
year of Gen. Harold K. Johnson, Army 
Chief of Staff, before the Senate Ap
propriations Committee. It is confirmed 
by the expressed interest of the new 
Secretary of Defense in using the "thin," 
supposedly China-oriented system as a 
bargaining point in arms limitation talks 
with the Russians. 

Estimates of the cost of the "thick" 
system range as high as $100 billion
and our past experience indicates that 
Defense Department estimates are in
variably a fraction of actual cost. 

The cost does not begin to stop there, 
however. The system contemplates 
Sprint missiles with nuclear warheads 
that will intercept enemy missiles that 
get by the long-range Sentinels, creating 
nuclear explosions directly over our ma
jor population centers. To be at all effec
tive, a multibillion-dollar shelter system 
would have to be constructed. You can 
be sure that if we institute this kind 
of a system, the Russians will have to 
either overcome it with more sophisti
cated offensive weapons that will require 
multibillion-dollar ABM improvements 
or will duplicate our defensive system 
requiring us to invest in such multibil
lion-dollar offensive weapons ourselves. 
The true expense is sure to involve mul
tiple hundreds of billions. 

Now, if the end result were a substan
tial increase in the security of the United 
States against nuclear attack, then it is 
arguable that we should make the in
vestment regardless of cost. There is no 
such evidence, however. Quite the con
trary, it would appear that deployment 
of the ABM will merely touch off an of
fensive-defensive cycle of arms escala
tion, resulting in vastly greater destruc
tive pawer on all sides, without any in
crease in security. As Secretary Mc
Namara said on September 18, 1967, after 
a thorough Defense Department review 
and consultation with the leading tech
nical experts: 

It is futile for each of us to spend $4 bil
lion, $40 billion or $400 billion-and at the 
end of all the spending, and at the end of all 
the deployment, and at the end of all the ef
fort, to be relatively at the same point of 
balance on the security scale that we are 
now. 

As Carl Kaysen, writing in Brookings 
Institution's Agenda for the Nation put 
it: 

The expected result of the process can be 
no more than a new balance at higher force 
levels, larger expenditures, and most likely, 
unthinkably higher levels of destruction in 
the event that the forces were ever used. 

It seems quite clear that in the nu
clear confrontation game, as in many 
sports games, the best defense is a good 
offense. The scientific community seems 
to have reached an overwhelming con
sensus that there is no defense we could 
devise that could not be overcome rela
tively easily and cheaply by more sophis
ticated offensive weaponry. 

To my mind, this is the crux of the 
objection to ABM deployment-that at 
enormous cost, it would not add to the 
security of the United States. On the 
contrary, it would force an escalation 
that would increase the jeopardy of our 
people, expose them-in the process of 
def ending them-to nuclear defense ex
plosions over our cities, and increase the 
balance of terror in the world. 

The only security I can see enhanced 
by ABM deployment is the security of 
the military-industrial complex. 

It is important to note that if the pro
posed ABM system is ineffective because 
of the necessity of the Russians to maitch 
or overcome it, then the objection applies 
equally to "thin" or "thick" deployment 
and to deployment for the alleged pur
pose of increasing our bargaining posi
tion with the Russians in disarmament 
talks. The Russians will have to match 
or overcome the system at whatever level 
we choose-and you can be sure they 
will not be satisfied to bargain from 
weakness any more than we. Any of the 
"thin" rationales are but a way to get a 
foot in the door to start the inexorable 
cycle of defensive and offensive eseala
tion. No matter how modest the begin
ning, the cycle will have been set off. 

Beyond ineffectiveness attributable to 
Russian response and the ease of over
coming the defense, there is substantial 
evidence that the Sentinel system sim
ply would not work. Senate testimony 
indicates the possibility of a nuclear 
cloud created by a Sentinel explosion 
that would render our radar-controlled 
system ineffective. There is further tes
timony that various kinds of decoys and 
artificially created metallic clouds could 
readily overcome the system-and that 
at any rate, enough offensive weapons 
would get through even a "thick" system 
to destroy tens of millions of our inhab
itants. 

There is a strong likelihood that, after 
spending billions upon billions of dollars 
on the Sentinel system, shelters, and the 
more sophisticated offensive systems that 
would be required to overcome Russian 
accelerated defenses, the Sentinel would 
never be deployed. 

This would hardly be the first time 
that the military had caused us to em
bark upon a multibillion-dollar defense 
missile boondoggle. Senator YOUNG, of 
Ohio, said in a speech in the other body 
on February 7, 1969: 

The fact ls that the United States has 
spent almost $19 billion since World War II 
on missile systems that either were never fin
ished or were out of service when completed 
because of obsolescence. 

In 1959, the Army proposed deploy
ment of ·the Nike-Zeus system, father of 
the Nike X system from which the Sen
tinel was developed. The cost was esti
mated at about $14 billion. President 
Eisenhower, explicitly wary of the mili-
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tary-industrial complex, turned it down. 
Secretary McNamara said last year that 
had we gone ahead and produced the 
Nike Zeus system, most of it would have 
had to be replaced before it became op
erational because of obsolescence. This 
was a near miss, but there have been 
many other accomplished billion-dollar 
Pentagon fiascos. 

The B-70 bomber was proposed and 
approved in 1959 as a follow-on to the 
B-52 at an estimated cost of $1.3 billion 
for the first three prototypes. Only two 
were actually built, at a total cost of $2 
billion. One crashed in 1966 and the 
other, after completion of unsuccessful 
test flights last month, was retired to the 
Air Force Museum. The project was 
abandoned. 

The Skybolt air-to-surface missile was 
another boondoggle. In 1960, the Pen
tagon estimated R. & D. costs at $214 
million and production at $679 million. 
By December 1961, the estimates were 
$492 million and $1.4 billion respectively. 
In 1962, the ante was raised to a total 
of $2.3 billion. The program was formally 
canceled in January 1963, after total 
expenditures of some $2 billion. 

What these examples are intended to 
show is simply that the military is not 
infallible. There is an unfortunate tend
ency in Congress to regard military pro
posals as sacrosanct. Anyone who chal
lenges them is accused of being soft and 
fuzzy headed in the face of the great 
military dangers we confront. We must 
end ithis tendency. Just because the Joint 
Chiefs propose doesn't mean we have to 
dispose. Military proposals, particularly 
those that involve basic policy decisions 
and billions in spending, deserve the most 
careful and skeptical scrutiny from both 
Houses of Congress. 

The Sentinel system proposal is the 
biggest and most far-reaching military 
proposal yet. It is so big that its impli
cations affect our ability to meet the en
tire spectrum of foreign and domestic 
needs of the country. It certainly deserves 
particularly close and skeptical scrutiny. 

It is long past time that we faced up 
to the fact that we are a country of lim
ited resources. This truth has been dram
atized by the Vietnam war, a so-called 
limited engagement in a peanut-sized 
country. That "small" war, costing in the 
neighborhood of $27 billion per year, has 
brought us to the brink of financial crisis, 
creating a serious inflationary threat, 
forming the excuse for underfunding 
vital domestic programs, provoking a se
rious imbalance in our international pay
ments and undermining the dollar as the 
staple of international exchange. 

The hundreds of billions of dollars that 
the Sentinel system could absorb and re
quire for new offensive systems would 
certainly preclude expansion of programs 
vitaliy needed to overcome pressing do
mestic problems of education, hunger 
and malnutrition, health, housing, job 
training and placement, and restoration 
of our water and air. It would undermine 
further our ability to help the underde
veloped nations of the world achieve 
self-sufficiency both economically and 
in their own defense. Indeed, it would 
limit our own defense capability to meet 
likely nonnuclear confrontations. A pro-

gram involving such serious conse
quences must certainly bear a heavy bur
den of proof as to its soundness and im
perative necessity. The Sentinel system 
sorely fails this test. 

It is my strong conviction that the ad
ministration should abandon deployment 
of the system and concentrate on the 
deterrent of our second strike offensive 
capability to assure us against nuclear 
attack. This second strike capability is 
apparent1Y the only effective deterrent, 
at any rate. 

At the present time, our experts tell us 
that our second strike capability is suffi
cient to destroy Russia and China several 
times over. We clearly must maintain 
such sufficiency. But we should do all 
within our power to prevent a costly and 
fruitless arms race. In the words of Wins
ton Churchill on sufficiency: "Why make 
the rubble bounce?" 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the participa
tion in today's special order by many of 
our colleagues and the serious questions 
of public policy raised in this discussion 
should make it clear to the Nixon ad
ministration that, unlike last year when 
only a few of us voted against the au
thorization and appropriations for the 
Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile system de
ployment, there is strong and organized 
opposition in the House. The same is true 
in the Senate. 

Therefore, it behooves the administra
tion to weigh very seriously the argu
ments advanced today on the floor of the 
House and I should like to commend 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CoHELAN) for his efforts. 

The plans of the Department of De
fense to locate missile sites in or near 
large population centers has provoked 
such widespread apprehension and pro
test from ·the general public that the De
partment of Defense has been forced to 
reconsider its plans to locate the missiles 
in heavily populated urban centers. But 
the mere relocation of missile sites would 
not be a sufficient response to the basic 
questions. A Sentinel system located in 
sparsely populated areas would still pose 
the question of whether or not an anti
ballistic-missile system in any form
"thin" or "thick"-and in any location 
is in the public interest. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an appropriate 
time, as the new administration takes 
office, to reassess our national priorities 
and examine the stark disparity between 
the allocation of our resources to meet 
our domestic needs and the insatiable 
demands of the military-industrial com
plex. 

At a time when military spending has 
forced cutbacks in programs designed to 
meet urgent domestic problems, the 
enormous cost of an ABM system will 
only increase the military budget. The 
$5 billion that a "thin" ABM system is 
said to cost is only the beginning. Once 
the "thin" system is established there 
will be immense pressure to expand the 
program-both to increase its geographic 
coverage and to attempt to provide pro
tection from a possible Soviet attack. 
Given the influence of the military
industrial complex, it is hard to estimate 
where the expansion will end. Secretary 
of Defense McNamara, in a Defense ap-

propriation hearing on January 25, 1967, 
said: 

I believe that once started, an ABM sys
tem deployed with the objective of protecting 
the U.S. against the Soviet Union would re
quire an expenditure of $40 billion over a 
10-year period. 

Another point is that the ABM system 
may be obsolete or ineffective before it 
is completed. An example of this is the 
Nike-Zeus system proposed by the Army 
in 1959. In spite of its strong backing 
from the Army, President Kennedy de
cided against producing and deploying 
the program. We now know that his 
choice was correct--it would have cost 
$13 to $14 billion and most of it would 
have had to be torn out and replaced, 
almost before it became operational, by 
new missiles and radar. Presently experts 
agree that none of the existing systems 
and none of those in the foreseeable fu
ture will provide an impenetrable shield 
over the United States. An important 
technological fact about the ABM system 
is that weapons can be developed to over
come any currently possible defense. Of
fensive weapons with penetration aids-
using decoys and multiple warheads
can frustrate any known defensive sys
tem. Other methods of attack-that is, 
using low-altitude missiles launched 
f ram submarines--can also be used 
against ABM systems. Many feel that 
these offensive improvements would be 
far less costly than the defensive pro
grams that stimulate them. 

To proceed with the ABM system will 
escalate the arms race and seriously 
lessen the possibility of an agreement on 
arms control. In his September 18, 1967, 
speech before UPI editors and publishers 
in San Francisco, Secretary of Defense 
McNamara commented: 

· If we in turn opt for heavy ABM deploy
ment-at whatever price-we can be certain 
that the Soviets will react to offset the ad
vantage we would hope to gain. 

The end result will be larger stock
piles of nuclear weapons and increased 
tensions with no change in the balance 
of nuclear power. It was because they 
understood this fact that the science ad
visers of the last three Presidents and 
directors of research and engineerjng to 
the last three Secretaries of Defense 
unanimously recommended against de
ployment of an ABM system designed to 
protect against a Soviet attack. 

Deploying the ABM system also has 
serious implications as far as the nu
clear nonproliferation treaty is con
cerned. Under the treaty the nuclear 
powers are to "pursue negotiations in 
good faith on effective measures relating 
to the cessation of the nuclear arms race 
at an early date and to nuclear disarma
ment." A "good faith" interest in dis
armament would be evidenced by def er
ment of the deployment of the ABM 
system and entering into negotiations 
with the U.S.S.R. on limiting offensive 
and defensive weapons systems. 

Justice William 0. Douglas made a 
pertinent statement which 1 would like 
to call to the attention of my colleagues: 

My lay judgment is that the manufacture 
of the missile defense systems will make the 
m.illtary-industrial complex rich, will result 
in the production of huge piles of Junk and 
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will be meaningless in terms of survival. In
deed, our preoccupation with problems of 
this kind reveals the growing political bank
ruptcy of this nation. The salvation of the 
world lies in the pursul t of law not in the 
anti-ballistic missile. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, I am happy 
to have this opportunity to join with my 
colleagues in discussing the question of 
deployment of an anti-ballistic-missile 
defense system in the United States, and 
the many difficult problems this proposal 
raises for each of us here in the Congress 
as well as for all American citizens 
throughout the country. 

Indeed, I believe that the issues are so 
important to the very survival of our Na
tion that every means should be used to 
assure that the American public becomes 
thoroughly ,acquainted with the full facts 
of this critical situation-with the pros 
and cons of ABM deployment with its 
attendant consequences for our national 
security and for the peace of the world. 

Only in this fashion, will we be in a 
position to make an intelligent and con
sidered decision in the best interests of 
all our people. 

First of all, I would like to make it cleair 
that there is no difference between the 
proponents and opponents of immediate 
construction and deployment of the sug
gested Sentinel ABM system-with re
gard to the vital necessity of an American 
national defense effort second to none. 

We all agree that whatever must be 
done to protect our country and preserve 
our freedoms-can and will be done; and 
whatever price must be paid-will gladly 
be paid; in the traditional American way 
of bearing the burdens and sharing the 
sacrifices necessary to guarantee that our 
Nation's priceless heritage will be enjoyed 
by future generations of American citi
zens-as we and our ancestors have also 
enjoyed them. 

Second, it is apparent from the exten
sive discussions of the ABM concept over 
the last several years that the experts in 
all the related fields-military, techno
logical, scientific, political, international 
relations-differ widely in their opinons 
and in their judgment and evaluation 
of the ABM system as an effective de
fense or deterrent in the nuclear/space 
age. 

In view of this kind of divergence of 
expert opinion from men of worldwide 
stature over all aspects of the subject, it 
is evident that honest men can, in good 
conscience, differ among themselves as 
to the value, and the advantages and 
disadvantages of the Sentinel ABM 
system. 

For this reason, it is all the more im
portant that this question be given the 
widest possible publicity-so that inter
ested and concerned citizens can have 
an active voice in resolving the question 
in the best interest of all. 

I have always hoped that a workable 
and carefully monitored system of arms 
control could be negotiated that would 
make it unnecessary to proceed now with 
a vast, multibillion-dollar anti-ballistic
missile defense program-which might 
have the ironic effect of accelerating the 
arms race and actually resulting in less 
real national military protection than 
we have at the present time. 

With the progress we have made re
cently in securing broader acceptance of 
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, and 
the excellent prospects for the beginning 
of United States-Soviet talks on the 
overall subject of arms limitation, I 
would think that perhaps the best, most 
prudent course for us at this time would 
be to proceed actively toward discussing 
a halt to the arms race, while holding 
the Sentinel system, at least temporarily, 
in abeyance-until it can be determined 
the degree of success we can expect for 
these vital negotiations. 

In this way, we do not preclude pick
ing up any of our national defense op
tions at any time in the future, should we 
so decide, and at the same time, we pro
vide the best possible atmosphere in 
which to encourage a mutually advan
tageous agreement on arms control and 
limitation that in this thermonuclear age 
could literally spell the difference be
tween human survival and extinction. 

Mr. Speaker, the recent publication, 
''ABM: Yes or No?" issued by Califor
nia's Center for the Study of Democratic 
Institutions, contains a fine pro and con 
discussion of the ABM controversy by 
some of America's leading authorities on 
this subject. 

I believe it would be helpful to include 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this 
point the preface to this publication, 
written by Mr. Donald McDonald, as well 
as the foreword, entitled "The State of 
the Question: An Introduction" by for
mer Vice President Hubert Humphrey. 

These articles together off er a good 
background desci-iption of the entire 
ABM question, plus a penetrating discus
sion of the major points at issue. 

The articles follow: 
ABM: YES OR No? 

PREFACE 

(By Donald McDonald) 
Since the end of World War II, the nuclear 

arms relationship between the United States 
and Soviet Russia has been marked by cal
culation and miscalcula tlon, many alarms, 
occasional accommodations, slow-downs, 
speed-ups, relative stabilization, frequent 
unease, and constant uncertainty, with the 
whole periodically subjected especially dur
ing presidential election campaigns to mis
leading rhetoric about bomber gaps, missile 
gaps, and security gaps. 

For more than a decade the two great 
powers, and perforce the rest of the world, 
have predicated their strategy upon a power 
balance based on what ls popularly called 
"deterrence," and is more precisely identi
fied by scientists and military planners as 
"mutual assured destruction." That ls, both 
the United States and Russia possess "sec
ond-strike capabillty": if either is attacked, 
it can retaliate with sufficient force to in
flict "unacceptable dam::ige" on the ')ther. 

Until very recently this second-strike capa
bility has been presumed to be an adequate 
safeguard against either power's initiating 
or provoking a. nuclear attack. Both have 
acted on the premise that their offensive 
strength also provided a basis for defense 
strategy: rational men would not attack in 
the face of certain knowledge that a nuclear 
exchange would be suicidal. 

However, the era of deterrence has been 
marked by curious anomalies, usually aris
ing from a nervous misreading of the other 
side's activities and intentions. Both great 
powers have amassed enough thermonuclear 
warheads to devastate most of the habitable 
world several times over, and in the process 

the United States h as built up a four-to-one 
numerical superiority over Russia in the 
number of deliverable thermonuclear mis
siles. This ratio probably will increase 
dramatically when the United States' MIRV 
(multiple independently targetable reentry 
vehicles) and Poseidon (multiple warheads 
fitted to Polaris submarine-launched mis
siles) are fully deployed and operational. 
MIRV and Poseidon make it possible for one 
missile to carry from three to ten thermo
nuclear warheads which can be dehched in 
trajectory and aimed at as many separate 
targets. 

Still, the offensive balance continues to 
hold. Although the United States has a nu
merical superiority over Russia, this is not 
the same as nuclear superiority. Nuclear su
periority is the power of one nation to inflict 
a. first strike on another of such force that 
the other ls not able to retaliate and inflict 
unacceptable damage on the attacker. Neither 
the United States nor Russia possesses such 
power. And William Foster, the Johnson Ad
ministration's director of the Arms Control 
and Dlsarmamen t Agency, said last fall that 
the "most authoritative experts have assured 
us" that neither side "can hope to attain 
(nuclear superiority) in the foreseeable 
future." 

Although Russia. and the United States 
have continued to pin their primary strategy 
on the deterrent power of their massive, sec
ond strike/nuclear capab11lty, this has not 
precluded sporadic efforts on both sides to 
explore the possibilities of an active missile 
defense system. The immediate objective, to 
reduce casualties, is enormously attractive in 
its own right. The larger consideration is 
strategic: an ABM system that could nullify 
a substantial portion of the enemy's striking 
power could serve to tilt the balance of of
fensive power in reverse. 

The record of such explorations has not 
been brilliant. In the nineteen-fifties the 
United States spent thirty billion dollars on 
bomber defenses which later were found to 
have been full of holes. In the nineteen-six
ties the United States spent another twenty 
billion dollars on anti-ballistic-missile re
search and development, but in every in
stance abandoned emerging defensive sys
tems when it became obvious that, years be
fore they could be deployed, the hardware 
and controls would have been rendered ob
solescent by Russian offensive missile ad
vances. 

Despite these failures pro-ABM pressure 
has continued to mount in the face of con
trary official policy. Scientific advisers for 
three successive Presidents have opposed 
anti-missile expenditures, as did former De
fense Secretary Robert McNamara, who 
served both Presidents Kennedy and John
son. Then, a little more than a year ago, 
Secretary McNamara yielded. The back
ground of this historic modification of ABM 
policy has been summarized by Jeremy Stone 
in an Adelphi report published by the British 
Institute for Strategic Studies: 

"On 18 September 1967, Mr. Robert S. Mc
Namara, then US Secretary of Defense, an
nounced plans to deploy a limited ballistic 
missile defence system (called Sentinel) 
against the possibility of an attack by Chi
nese ballistic missiles. He acted under con
siderable political pressure, and called the 
case for the weapon system 'marginal'. This 
political pressure was generated very largely 
by the belief-now thought to be mistaken
that the Soviet Union was deploying ballistic 
missile defences around far more than Mos
cow. 

"The Soviet Government had expressed 
willingness in principle to discuss limits on 
the arms race, but had delayed in setting a 
date for talks to begin. Many drew the con
clusion that the Russians were 'stealing a 
march' on the United States. Because this 
pressure combined with the problem of mis
sile defence against China, and because 
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China became the rationale for the decision 
-taken, it is a decision almost impossible to 
reverse on the grounds of faulty American 
estimates of Soviet intentions. Indeed, the 
new US Secretary of Defense, Mr. Clark 
Clifford, has advised the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee that he is for maintaining a 
4 Clear-cut nuclear supremacy' over the Soviet 
Union; this approach, distinctly more favour
able to missile defence procurement than 
that of Mr. McNamara, suggests an increase 
in the likelihood that the United States will 
press on to build a larger system. . . . 
·"For eight years preceding the September 

1967 decision to deploy a 'thin' ballistic mis
sile defence, United States Administration 
considered and rejected suggestions that on
going development programs for missile de
fence be followed by procurement of one sys
tem or another. At first it was a primitive 
Nike-Zeus missile--considered successful if 
it could make an 'intercept' of a single in
coming warhead. Such a system could have 
been built by 1963-64 but would, according 
to estimates made by the Defense Depart
ment in 1962, have been obsolete by the time 
it became operational. A more advanced sys
tem, Nike-X, could have been ordered in 1963 
and built by 1968, but-relative to projected 
Soviet improvements-would have been ob
solete by 1966. 

"These systems depended upon tracking 
incoming objects despite clouds of 'chaff,' 
then distinguishing between decoys and 
weapons, and then launching anti-missiles at 
located warheads. Since observations of 
atmospheric drag on incoming objects were 
critical to distinguishing them, the defence 
was required to wait until the attacking 
warhead had entered well into the atmos
phere and to intercept perhaps 5,000 to 100,-
000 feet off the ground; hence it had to rely 
upon interceptors that could climb thou
sands of feet in a few seconds. For this rea
son also, it had to anticipate low-level deto
nation of adversary warheads, and hence it 
had to complement the system with fallout 
shelters. Finally, the defence was local in 
character, covering ranges of only 15 to 25 
miles, and all but the largest 25 or 50 urban 
areas would have been undefended. 

"Although the systems under development 
were quite obviously improving throughout 
the 1959-65 period, they seemed, paradoxical
ly, ever less likely to be built. The problem 
of civil defence, the partial coverage pro
vided by the defence, the rising cost of build
ing an ever more complicated system, a grow
ing willingness to rely upon the balance of 
terror, the prospect of suitable Soviet pene
tration devices, a wide-spread desire not to 
stir up the arms race, and Mr. McNamara's 
emphasis on cost-effectiveness---all combined 
to limit the prospects for missile defence 
procurement. 

"In 1964, Communist China exploded her 
first bomb, and American strategists saw a 
threat that might be neutralized with greater 
confidence than could thS1t of" the Soviet 
Union. Not long thereafter, the range of the 
American interceptor missiles was greatly 
expanded. At the same time, new techniques 
were developed to permit the destruction of 
incoming missiles with X-rays while they 
were stlll outside the atmosphere. (Earlier 
systems had relied on blast effects in the 
atmosphere, and hence such systems were 
ineffective at airless altitudes.) The increased 
range of the interceptor, in conjunction with 
the new X-ray method of 'kill', enormously 
improved paper-and-pencil calculations of 
effectiveness. Incoming missiles could be at
tacked several hundred miles up. Each inter
ceptor ba ttery could cover a ground radius 
of about 400 miles. When these results were 
considered with respect to the new (and 
weaker) prospective Chinese threat, some 
began to talk of the possibillty of preventing 
any Chinese missiles from penetrating until 

the 1980s--even of discouraging China from 
building long-range missiles at all. 

' 'In this supersaturated situation, in 1966, 
some evidence was uncovered that the Soviet 
Union had begun to build a ballistic missile 
defence. Earlier sporadic Soviet efforts to 
build a single battery around Leningrad in 
1962 had created only a stir. Now it seemed 
certain that defensive system had been in
stalled around Moscow. Elsewhere, unques
tionably, something was being built rapidly. 
This more comprehensive installation (called 
the 'Tallinn' system, after the Estonian city 
that housed part of it) was thought by some 
to be a defence against missiles. General 
Earle G. Wheeler testified that it would vio
late 'military logic' if it were not. But despite 
an earlier news conference in which Mr. Mc
Namara announced 'considerable evidence' 
that the Soviet Union was deploying an anti
missile system, he testified in 1967 that exist
ing evidence could be explained by the hy
pothesis of an extensive new air defence sys
tem. Presumably such a system would have 
been started in anticipation of a high-fiying 
B-70, or it might have reflected compulsive 
vested interests in air defence. By 1968, a 
'majority' of Department of Defense analysts 
subscribed to Mr. McNamara's 'air defence' 
view, and the situation was seen as follows in 
[testimony supporting] the fiscal 1969 de
fence budget: 

"'Now, I can tell you that the majority of 
our intelligence community no longer be
lieves that this so-called Tallinn system 
(which is being deployed across the north
western approaches to the Soviet Union and 
in several other places) has any significant 
ABM capability. This system is apparently de
signed for use within the atmosphere, most 
likely against an aerodynamic rather than a 
ballistic missile threat.' 

"Although construction of the Galosh ABM 
system around Moscow is proceeding at a 
moderate pace, no effort has been made dur
ing the last year to expand that system or 
extend it to other cities. It is the consensus 
of the intelligence community that this sys
tem could provide a limited defence of the 
Moscow area but that it could be seriously 
degraded by sophisticated penetration aids. 

"Notwithstanding this new appraisal of 
Soviet plans, the Defense Department has 
not changed its own plans, asserting: 'Never
theless, knowing what we do about past 
Soviet predilections for defensive systems, 
we must, for the time being, plan our forces 
on the assumption that they will have de
ployed some sort of an ABM system around 
their major cities by the early 1970's.' The 
phrase 'for the time being' presumably refers 
to the possibility of America n-Soviet discus
sions and may suggest American willingness 
to compromise in the presence of talks." 

Tb.is shift in Defense Department policy, 
followed by congressional authorization of 
the five-billion-dollar "thin" screen, has 
opened the way for ABM proponents to raise 
the ante and argue openly for the "thick" or 
"heavy" system, of which Sentinel would be 
simply the building-block. The initial cost of 
ABM as now visualized is generally conceded 
to be in the range of forty to fifty billion dol
lars and its scope has been escalated to pro
vide protection for twenty-five to fifty Amer
ican cities and for our missile-launching 
installations. 

The debate between pro and anti ABM 
partisans has waxed throughout the months 
since Mr. McNamara's Sentinel announce
ment, a curious and prophetic speech in 
which he warned of the pressures that would 
follow: 

"There is a kind of mad momentum in
trinsic to the development of all new nuclear 
weaponry. If a weapon system works-and 
works well-there is strong pressure from 
many directions to produce and deploy the 
weapon out of all proportion to the prudent 
level required. 

"The danger in deploying this relatively 

light and reliable Chinese-oriented ABM sys
tem is going to be that pressures will de
velop to expand it into a heavy Soviet
oriented ABM system. 

"We must resist that temptation firmly
not because we can for a moment afford 
to relax our vigilance against a possible So
viet first strike-but precisely because our 
greatest deterrent against such a strike is not 
a massive, costly, but highly penetrable ABM 
shield, but rather a fully credible, offensive
assured destruction capability. 

"The so-called heavy ABM shield-at the 
present state of technology-would in effect 
be no adequate shield at all against a So
viet attack, but rather a strong inducement 
for the Soviets to vastly increase their own 
offensive forces. Tb.at, as I have pointed out, 
would make it necessary for us to respond 
in tUrn-and so the arms race would rush 
hopelessly on to no sensible purpose on 
either side." 

The ABM debate has been only incidental
ly over Sentinel as such. Tb.at decision has 
been taken, Congress has appropriated the 
construction funds, and presumably Sen
tinel will be deployed unless President Nix
on presses for a reversal of prevailing De
fense Department policy. But the debate 
over the basics of anti-ballistic-missile de
fense ls by no means over. The current 
round turns on whether a heavy ABM sys
tem can be justified; the Sentinel decision 
did not settle that argument, it only in
flamed it. Mr. McNamara's pronouncements 
before leaving office, and Secretary Clifford's 
since assuming it, have done nothing to 
resolve the technical, mllitary, economic, 
and political differences which lie at the 
heart of the ABM controversy. 

Yet, despite the high status of the ad
versaries and the fateful character of the 
issue, the ABM question has been debated 
in rather restricted circles to date: in the 
scientific community; before a few con
gressional committees and, on one occasion, 
before a secret session of the Senate as a 
whole; and in some journals of opinion. In 
fragmented fashion the running contro• 
versy occasionally breaks through in the 
mass media, and this has produced a pre
vailing editorial uneasiness among the more 
serious newspapers, periodicals, and tele
vision commentators. And the ABM issue 
turns up as a priority item on the agenda 
of all of those concerned with the current 
state of international relations, for it ls well 
on the way to becoming the most immedi
ate and dangerous symptom of the Cold 
War. 

To examine the current state of the ABM 
issue, and appraise its possible consequences, 
the Center for the Study of Democratic In
stitutions brought together experts repre
senting opposing scientifi.c, military, and po
litical views. Gathered in New York in late 
November of 1968, with the confusions and 
alarms Of the Presidential election behind 
them, protagonists and antagonists of ABM 
met in two lengthy sessions, the second of 
which broadened the discussion to in'Clude 
associates of the Center and others qualified 
to introduce subsidiary but essential politi
cal, economic, and social questions that flow 
from the central strategic issue. Tb.is publi
cation is a distillation of those discussions, 
and of the position papers prepared for them. 

It is introduced by Hubert H. Humphrey, 
former Vice-President of the United States. 
A leader in anns control debates during his 
long service in the Senate, Mr. Humphrey 
during the past four years has been directly 
involved, as a member of the National Se
curity Council, in the decisions that led to 
deployment of the Sentinel system and to 
the apparent reversal of long-standing policy 
against anti-missile defense. Mr. Humphrey 
here renews his plea for a full public airing 
of the larger strategic issues that lie behind 
ABM. 
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THE STATE OF THE QUESTION: 

AN INTRODUCTION 

(By Hubert H. Humphrey) 
America's determination to find ways of 

stabilizing the nuclear arms race will be se
verely tested in the coming days. President 
Nixon will be faced with a series of decisions 
that will irrevocably affect the security of 
this nation and the peace of the world. The 
U.S. Congress will review these decisions and 
a spirited exchange of opinion on Capitol Hill 
is guaranteed. We are, in short, on the verge 
of a great debate on nuclear arms control, 
a debate whose outcome could well deter
mine the survival of this country, not to 
mention the life and death of millions of 
other persons around the globe. 

Yet the American people are shamefully 
ill-informed on these matters. Decisions of 
far-reaching significance can be accom
plished with only the slightest involvement 
of the informed and politically aware public. 
In a representative democracy this is un
healthy under any circumstances. When the 
survival of the planet may be involved, the 
situation becomes intolerable. That is why 
this paper is so important. It seeks to bring 
to the American people the facts on the most 
critical issue of nuclear arms control; should 
the United States build an anti-balllstic
missile defense system? 

As President Nixon takes office he will find 
that the basic decisions on the strategic is
sues posed by ABM, far from being settled 
by the congressional authorization for a 
"thin" screen that lies on his desk, are yet 
to be made. He will receive, as we did in the 
Johnson Administration, directly conflicting 
testimony from his scientific advisers as to 
the capability of the proposed anti-missile 
defenses; and he will receive conflicting in
telligence estimates as to the Russians' capa
bility to penetrate our defenses, or shield 
themselves against our nuclear missiles. He 
stands now at the point where he must 
modify or reverse the recommendation of his 
military advisers; rest with the admittedly 
inadequate "thin" ABM system for which 
the Army is already selecting sites; or make 
a commitment to a "heavy" system that will, 
by common agreement, usher in another fate
ful stage in the nuclear arms race with the 
Soviet Union. 

Throughout the Presidential campaign, I 
emphasized that the most important ques
tion facing the new President would be that 
of negotiating an agreement with the Soviet 
Union to limit the strategic arms competi
tion. Despite the brutal invasion of Czecho
slovakia by the Soviet Union and its dire 
consequences for East-West relations, both 
the United States and the Soviet Union con
tinue to have a mutual interest in reaching 
such an agreement. The discussion over the 
ABM should be reviewed in relation to this 
broader issue, but the ABM issue is, how
ever, the most immediate and potentially 
dangerous issue on the arms control agenda. 
Although the ABM issue was not discussed 
in detail in the Presidential campaign, I 
have always been skeptical in my own mind 
about the security value of deploying an 
ABM system. I share the reservations stated 
by Secretary McNamara when he announced 
the ABM deployment in 1967. At the same 
time, I understood the reasons why the 
President felt that preparations for a limited 
deployment might quicken the interest of 
the Soviet Union in meaningful negotiations 
on the strategic arms race, provided we place 
top priority on the urgent necessity of reach
ing an agreement on the ABM issue. 

The ABM issue is not an easy one for the 
public to follow. It may be, as suggested by 
Dr. David R. Inglis, of Argonne National 
Laboratory, "the world's nuclear problems 
are too subtle for the average unconcerned 
citizen; the part most visible to him is the 
economic manna descending from the de
fense-industry heaven.'' The trouble with 

that complacent view ie that there is no 
longer any such thing as an unconcerned 
citizen, whether he knows it or not. 

There are a good many reasons why the 
ABM controversy, which has raged within 
the government for almost a decade now, has 
been hard to follow. Official secrecy has had 
something to do with it, but not much. Al
though sometimes delayed and distorted by 
security regulations, the essential facts on 
such large strategic questions always come to 
light and find their way into general cir
culation. The description of the development 
of American ABM policy quoted from a paper 
published by the British Institute of Strate
gic Studies in the preface to this paper is an 
example of the manner in which the infor
mation and estimates of the "intelligence 
community" are regularly publicized. Al
though a few details may be incorrect, or 
missing, the principal elements upon which 
the official policy-makers based their deci
sions are neatly laid out for all to see. 

The record of the debate on ABM: Yes or 
No? which follows provides a valuable dem
onstration of how this kind of decision
making actually goes forward. As the reader 
wm see, the participating scientists provide 
a hard core of factual analysis, usually re
duced to numerical calculations suitable for 
a computer, and upon this base the 
strategists erect their structures of specula
tion and conjecture. It is, on the surface at 
least, comforting to come back to this solid 
collection of presumably measurable facts 
after a chilling exercise in what, in the nu
clear era, has come to be called "thinking 
the unthinkable.'' 

The very vocabulary of nuclear gamesman
ship is uncomfortable for all but the most 
hardened practitioners. Neil Jacoby has 
noted that with economists ordinarily "cost
benefl.t" analysis is changed to "cost-effec
tiveness" analysis in Pentagon parlance, 
"probably because it puts language under 
serious strain to refer to the death of a 
hundred million Russians or the destruction 
of a hundred b1llion dollars of Soviet capital 
as a benefit.'' 

But one begins to suspect that this resort 
to the "facts" is not, as it appears, a return 
to reality but a retreat from it. Changing the 
vocabulary does not disguise the fact that 
the counters in the game are human lives, 
and the stake the fate of nations. Jerome 
Wiesner, who played it for years, calls it "the 
numbers game" and insists that it runs out 
of substance at the point at which it requires 
human judgment-as it always does. 

Trying to explain to President Kennedy 
why scientists, who are supposed to be the 
most rational of people, could differ 
so on a technical issue, Wiesner pointed out 
that it is nature that is rational, not the 
scientists who try to explain natural proc
esses. "Different people make different as
sumptions about all these elements. That is 
what is involved in the argument about anti
ballistic-missile systems. One man's assump
tions give one set of conclusions; another 
man's assumptions give a different set. Some 
of the assumptions are essentially unde
finable. We are talking about things we do 
not and cannot know anyth'ing about no 
matter how we try. And so you can take 
whichever set of assumptions you choose." 

Yet much of our most critical defense 
policy is being made on the basis of these 
numbers. And even so experienced a Wash
ington hand as Dr. Jacoby, turning a skepti
cal economist's eye on the decision to put 
five billion dollars in the thin Sentinel ABM 
system, has looked at the cost-analysis con
siderations involved and accepted the result 
because "presumably the Pentagon has 
plugged figures into the equations, run the 
calculations, and reached an affirmative con
clusion." 

We are living in an environment signifi
cantly affected by what President Eisenhower 
called the military-industrial complex and 

its principal off-spring, the mammoth re
search and development budgets which sus
tain the defense establishment in the nu
clear and missile age. R & D is a catalyst; 
by its nature it leads to far greater invest
ment in production of the goods and systems 
it makes possible. Thus every dollar spent 
on R & D has produced an expenditure of at 
least five dollars in military procurement 
alone. This diversion of funds into the mili
tary-industrial complex is widely recognized. 
What often escapes notice is the massive 
diversion of brainpower away from the civil
ian economy into the defense establishment. 
There inevitably arises among many of these 
talented individuals a disposition to justify 
defense expenditures, rather than to think 
in terms of national limitations on the pro
duction and dissemination of arms. 

The principal points at issue in the ABM 
controversy are ably set forth in the follow
ing discussion. Here, as in the inner circles 
in Washington, they are advanced by men 
of great intellectual capacity and high mo
ral purpose. In summary they are: 

Challenge: The "heavy" ABM system will 
be the most complex technological system 
ever built by man, and there is no way to 
test it except under actual enemy attack. 
The odds are for at least a partial failure, and 
in this contest even a low percentage of mis
sile penetration can be fatal. 

Response: The military-industrial complex 
can meet the challenge and produce a sys
tem with a tolerable margin for error. 

Challenge: Today's offensive missiles, with 
their improved penetration aids, probably 
could overcome the ABM system as now visu
alized, and the offensive improvement that 
its deployment is bound to stimulate cer
tainly will render the system obsolete before 
it can be made operational. 

Response: Any projected margin of failure 
for the defense system is not necessarily any 
greater than that for the offene. 

Challenge: The cost is disproportionate to 
the protection ABM can afford. 

Response: Potential deaths in an unde
fended United States are a hundred and 
twenty million; ABM could reduce that cas
ualty list to forty million; the saving of 
eighty million lives is not only a compelling 
humane consideration but involves our sur
vival as a nation. 

Challenge: ABM will intensify rather than 
restrain the arms race, worsening instead of 
improving U.S.-Soviet relationships. 

Response: This does not necessarily fol
low. If the United States deploys an effective 
ABM system the Russians might also shift 
their emphasis to defense, thus permitting a 
mutual deescalation of the offensive missile 
race. 

There is not, as Dr. Wiesner points out, any 
final proof here, only untested assumptions
and a man may come down in good con
science on either side, depending upon which 
set of assumptions he chooses. In closely 
following the development of missile policy 
over the years, I have myself found the most 
persuasive scientific argument on the side 
of restraint. I did not change that view when 
Secretary McNamara reluctantly compro
mised in favor of the "thin" ABM; it seemed 
to me that even in announcing it he made 
a better case against the new system than 
he did for it. 

There is a grave omission in all this. The 
missile game is played almost entirely within 
the limits of scientific and military con
cepts; political considerations are largely dis
missed as imponderables, relegated in the 
computer computations to a place along with 
such diversionary factors as the possibility 
of human error. The result is to predetermine 
the character of the game's results; the pol
icy it produces is bound to be shaped within 
the limits of the military factors upon 
which it is predicated. We may have more 
missiles, or fewer, or missiles of a different 
type, but this ls no more than addition and 
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subtraction of the hardware of deterrence
and experience on both sides has indicated 
that the exercise leads inexorably to multi
plication. 

The tendency is to dismiss the political 
alternative to the balance of terror as en
tirely too risky--or at best to give it lip 
service. Well, politics is a risky business. But 
I would ask in all seriousness if it is any 
more difficult for the skilled and dedicated 
men who practice diplomacy to compute the 
odds on possible failure of a U.S.-Soviet dis
armament treaty than it is for the scientists 
and strategists to determine the malfunc
tioning potential of ABM. I do not believe it 
is, and if the question is to be decided by the 
simple assessment of risk, it ought to be 
pointed out that a diplomatic debacle would 
not necessarily be terminal, while an ABM 
failure certainly would be. 

The truth is that we have been demanding 
more certain guarantees of success of those 
who have urged the positive course of nego
tiated disarmament than we have of those 
who insist that prudence requires us to rely 
on the negative protection of nuclear deter
rence. The only proof of effectiveness that 
can be offered in defense of the missile stand
off is that we have survived twenty years of 
international tensions without precipitating 
World War III. 

ABM is described by its proponents as de
fensive, but if it does achieve an effective 
missile screen it could become offensive, since 
it would release strategic policy-makers from 
the restraints imposed by enemy second
strike capacity. The Russians will certainly 
recognize such an offensive potential, as we 
did when a rudimentary missile defense sys
tem was deployed around Moscow several 
years ago. 

It is contended that we can build up our 
defensive screen and our deterrent forces at 
the same time we actively pursue the goal of 
arms control and ultimate disarmament; 
indeed, it is argued that this is the only 
practical way we can proceed, since our 
adversaries will not respond to anything less 
than the clear threat of being outdistanced in 
the arms race. The history of the last decade 
seems to me to provide a monument to the 
fallacy of this theory. 

So it is in the larger arena where we co
exist uneasily with the Soviet Union, while 
sharing with the Russians the overt hostility 
of the People's Republic of China. I would 
be the first to agree with the dictum that 
the United States must negotiate with the 
communist world from a position of strength. 
But there ls reason to doubt that we can any 
longer equate strength with mill tary power 
alone. Secretary Clark Clifford, in his final 
report to the Congress, echoes the thoughts 
of his predecessor in the Defense Department 
by stressing that true national security is a 
compound of more than nuclear warheads 
and missiles. Another round in the nuclear 
arms race could only increase our insecurity 
compared to achieving verifiable agreement 
with the Soviet Union to limit strategic of
fensive and defensive forces . 

For a while, when the leaders of all the na
tions accepted the balance of terror as an in
escapable fact of strategic life, we began to 
see our differences more clearly, and to con
sider means by which they might be resolved 
without the use of the military force now 
denied the great powers, at least on a global 
scale. We did not resolve our ideological dif
ferences, nor reduce all our conflicts of inter
est, but, as Justice Douglas notes in the con
cluding essay in this paper, we did achieve a 
substantial number of agreements and ar
rangements under which a great deal of use
ful international business has been con
ducted. We can draw at least a minimal les
son from that experience: we are not 
strangers any longer, and it ls not ordained 
that we must again become enemies. 

Robert McNamara, who has been as close 
to these matters as any man alive, ended his 

long tour in the Defense Department con
vinced that the most dangerous thing in the 
world is a state of mind-the belief among 
powerful men on both sides, in the face of 
all the horrendous evidence to the contrary, 
that somehow the scientists will yet find a 
way to employ nuclear weapons so that mili
tary men may again win a war. This is the 
real issue in the ABM controversy; when na
tions begin to accept the thesis that they 
may be able to devise adequate protection 
against nuclear attack they also raise the pos
sibility that they may yet be able to use de
cisively offensive missile force; and on the 
basis of a mixture of unfounded hopes and 
challenged assumptions they may turn away 
from serious negotiation and the effort to find 
a way to base international relations on 
liberating reason rather than paralyzing fear. 

I say the time has come when we should 
take some risks in the name of peace, rather 
than continue the great nuclear gamble in 
the name of security. In this light ABM 
mig'ht yet provide a great service in advanc
ing the strategic arms negotiations, if, hav
ing taken the system to this stage of devel
opment, we set it aside as a symbol of our 
determination to halt the arms race where 
it is, and turn it back if we can. Let us cou
ple this with passage of the nuclear non
proliferation treaty now pending in the Sen
ate, and go back to the negotiating table 
with the Russians. The application of as 
much energy, imagination, and determina
tion in an honest effort to find a formula 
for arms control as we have invested in the 
effort to ring our cities with ABM will, I 
am confident, bring far greater rewards with 
less risk. 

Many wise and experienced men in Wash
ington who agree that this is what we should 
do insist that it cannot be done-that it is 
a political impossibility to reverse the poli
cies that have produced, and are now shaped 
by, the military-industrial complex. It will 
be difficult, yes, but it is not impossible. For 
we cannot forget that our only chance of ob
taining the huge volume of funds and talent 
required to rebuild American society at 
home lies in placing some limitation on the 
arms spiral. If we fail to do this, urgent do
mestic needs will go unmet. What is needed 
now is a great expansion of the dialogue set 
forth in this paper: let us get the issues out 
in the open, and get them clear. The funda
mentals of the missile controversy are not 
beyond the comprehension of the American 
people, and certainly no decision of the mag
nitude of ABM should be taken on their be
half without greater evidence of their in
formed consent than can be said to exist 
presently. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, the pur
pose of this discussion in the House is 
to provide a better understanding of the 
enormous magnitude of the anti-bal
listic-missile system decision. This is as 
it should be. We in this Chamber are 
charged with the responsibility of mak
ing decisions that at!ect the lives of every 
American, and this is one such decision. 
We must carefully weigh the risks in
volved and try to determine the degree 
of security the system will ot!er our Na
tion. And the American people should 
be informed of the facts and findings. 

We are, I believe, at the crossroads-if 
we elect to go the way of the Sentinel 
ABM system, it is possible there will be 
no turning back. My own conclusion is 
that it is not in the national interest for 
the United States to deploy the ABM 
system. The testimony from scientists, 
defense experts, and others knowledge
able on the subject, is overwhelmingly 
against it. 

Last year I voted against the appro
priation for the Sentinel ABM system 

and I stand firm in my opposition to the 
deployment of any such system. The 
cost is exorbitant and the risks of ac
cidental explosion near our urban cen
ters is frightening. I do not think any of 
us can feel comfortable with megaton 
nuclear warheads in our backyards. The 
sites thus far considered are all near 
large urban centers. This creates the pos
sibility that enemy fire might be di
rected toward a large city which other
wise might not be a target. And it also 
creates the chance that if one of the 
H-bomb warheads in the ABM system 
should accidentally explode, the conse
quent loss of life could be catastrophic. 
Can millions of Americans get used to 
the idea of living on a powder keg? 

If we had the assurance the system 
could make our country bombproof
that it would assure the safety of all of 
us in the future-then this could be an 
accomplishment we would all welcome. 
But this is not the case. Even former 
Secretary of Defense McNamara, when 
he announced the decision to go ahead 
with the Sentinel system, said the ABM 
could not possibly def end us against the 
Soviet Union's large striking capabili
ties and would be effective only against 
smaller Chinese attack. Even then, there 
is the question of just how useful it 
would be. Experts see severe technologi
cal limitations in the ABM, making it 
vulnerable to certain types of weapons 
and inet!ective as a missile defense. 
Since the Sentinel is useful only against 
high altitude missiles, those fired from 
submarines or surface vessels coming in 
at low altitude, could get through. In ad
dition, ABM operates on radar, and mis
siles encased in paint that absorbs rather 
than refiects radar beams, the experts 
tell us, could probably penetrate the ABM 
defense system. Then there is the ob
vious observation that any such system 
can be defeated by an enemy by simply 
sending more et!ective warheads--or 
even dummy warheads-than there are 
defense missiles capable of destroying 
them. It has been pointed out that it is 
relatively simple to devise decoys and 
penetration aids to foil the radar and 
divert intercepting missiles. 

Mr. Speaker, my conclusion that we 
should not deploy the ABM system is 
not based solely on the risk and possible 
inet!ectiveness of it, though these are 
certainly major factors. I believe it will 
escalate the arms race and weaken our 
bargaining position with the Soviet 
Union. The Soviets are not likely to 
stand by and remain static as we pro
ceed in the deployment of the ABM sys
tem. They will no doubt respond as we 
did when we got evidence the Soviet 
Union was deploying a limited defense 
around Moscow. We began developing 
penetration aids and more powerful war
heads to enable us to penetrate that sys
tem. They could react the same way and 
nullify our system possibly in less time 
and with less outlay than was required 
for us to install it. 

If our goal is peace, Mr. Speaker, we 
must set an example for the rest of the 
world. We must not diminish our ca
pacity to conduct intelligent and ra
tional foreign policy. The ABM system 
is inconsistent with our etiorts for the 
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ratification of the nuclear nonprolifera
tion treaty and the establishment of a 
Department of Peace. Under the terms 
of the treaty the nuclear powers are to 
undertake "to pursue negotiations in 
good faith on effective measures relating 
to cessation of the nuclear arms race 
at an early date and to nuclear disarma
ment." If there is "good faith" intent in 
nuclear disarmament, then deployment 
of the ABM system is inimical to a non
proliferation treaty. 

Mr. Speaker, the financial drain for 
the ABM system-billions of dollars-
must come from our Federal budget. Irt 
will be at the expense of the poor and 
underprivileged, our already overtaxed 
low- and middle-income Americans. I 
prefer to direct my efforts in Congress, as 
I have in the past, to trying to eliminate 
the social ills that plague America: 
poverty, unemployment, improper hous
ing, polluted air and water, and unequal 
opportunity. The billions the ABM sys
tem will cost can better be used to cope 
with the social and economic needs of 
our country, and for the promotion of 
better relations between and among na
tions. I believe the security of our Nation 
depends more on our ability to work 
and live with other countries and on our 
efforts U>ward mutual reduction of ten
sions, rather than on a costly anti-bal
listic-missile system that undoubtedly 
will escalate the arms race and yet offers 
no guarantee that it will save American 
lives in the event of nuclear attack. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, at this point 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I would 
like to bring to the attention of my col
leagues one more example of the wide
spread disapproval for the proposed 
ABM system: 

[From Forbes, Mar. 1, 1969] 
SHOOT IT DowN 

Sentinel, a half-baked $6- to $10-billlon 
antimissile program, I think wm be shot 
down by a combination of worried constitu
ents and sensible congressmen. 

When Defense Secretary Laird first said he 
was going ahead with this "thin" facade, I 
felt most glum about him. 

The prime justification put forward for 
this vastly expensive boondoggle was that it 
would help us to bargain with the Russians. 
The logic of this totally escaped me, since the 
Reds presumably could read in our papers 
that the "system" couldn't interfere with the 
kind of nuclear assault the Russians could 
launch, and was intended primarily as a 
negotiating ploy. 

My hopes for Mr. Laird rebounded when 
he responded to Congressional doubters and 
postponed the Sentinel "for further study." 
Now he talks of it as a defense against Chi
nese missiles and/or as a project to give us 
"experience" in constructing a missile de
fense, etc. 

If Mr. Laird doesn't have the sense to sen
tence Sentinel to be shot down, there's 
high hope that Congress will do it for him. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, during the 
90th Congress I was anxious to receive 
the assistance of scientists familiar with 
the military and strategic implications 
of an anti-ballistic-missile system. Ac
cordingly, in November 1967, I wrote let
ters to several distinguished scientists 
asking them to comment on the wisdom 
of deploying an antiballistic system. My 
colleague from Minnesota (Mr. FRASER) 
also joined in these requests. 

The answers received were most in
formative and useful. Since this issue has 
again come before the House during this 
session of Congress, I would like to insert 
these letters, along with the articles to 
which several of the letters referred. I 
commend the views expressed in these 
letters to my colleagues and urge them 
to heed the advice of these experts as 
they consider this crucial issue. 

I include at this point in the RECORD 
letters from Prof. Jerome B. Wiesner, 
former science adviser to President Ken
nedy and President Johnson, Prof. Victor 
F. Weisskopf, Department of Physics, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology; 
Dr. Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky, director, 
Stanford University Linear Accelerator 
Center; Dr. Leonard S. Rodberg, Insti
tute for Policy Studies, Washington, 
D.C.; and Prof. Betty Goetz Lall, New 
York State School of Industrial and 
Labor Relations, Cornell University: 

MAsSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE 
OF TECHNOLOGY, 

Cambridge, Mass., November 28, 1967. 
Hon. 'WILLIAM F. RYAN, 
Hon. DONALD M. FRASER, 
Members of Congress, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sms: I am writing in response to your 
recent letter asking for my thoughts about 
the antiballistic missile system deployment. 
I have just recently published a statement 
in Look magazine which sets forth my 
strong feelings about the matter. I believe 
that we are embarking on a course of action 
which will lead to a new cycle in the arms 
race, one which will ultimately result in a 
new level of deterrents and which would 
potentially be more destructive than the sit
uation with which we are now living. I am 
enclosing two copies of that piece for your 
use. I wonder whether you have seen the 
collection of papers on the antiballistic mis
sile problem that were recently published by 
the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists. If not, I 
would suggest that you look at them for 
these were interesting papers relating to 
the ABM problem. 

A number of persons in the United States 
would, I'm sure, be willing to help you under
stand the ABM issue. Professor Herbert York, 
who is at the La Jolla campus of the Univer
sity of California, has spent a good deal of 
time on these matters, and would, I'm sure, 
be pleased to have an opportunity to talk 
to you. The same would apply to Professor 
Jack Ruina on the M.I.T. faculty, Professor 
George Kistiakowsky at Harvard University, 
Professor Paul Doty at Harvard, Professor 
Leonard Rodberg, Physics Department, the 
University of Maryland, and Professor Frank 
Long at Cornell University. I'm sure a short 
note from you would solicit their views, and 
I'm also certain that any one of them would 
be willing to participate in more formal dis-
cussions with you. · 

Sincerely yours, 
JEROME B. WIESNER. 

THE CASE AGAINST AN ANTI-BALLISTIC-MISSll.E 
SYSTEM 

(By Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner) 
When China exploded a hydrogen bomb, 

waves of concern spread around the world. 
Renewed calls were raised in the United 
States for a defense that would protect us 
from Chinese nuclear ballistic missiles. These 
calls have now been heeded by President 
Johnson. Scientists agree that neither the 
Unit ed States nor the Soviet Union can pro
tect itself completely from a nuclear attack 
by the other. But as long as Communist 
China's primitive missile force is very small, 

some protection can be achieved-and this ls 
what the President has decided to buy. Be
cause he couldn't persuade the Russians to 
consider limitations on missile defenses, the 
President has now ordered the building of a 
"thin" defensive system to protect us from 
the Chinese. The logic of the President 's 
decision seems mighty tortured. 

The word in Washington ls that President 
Johnson was forced to bend under the pres
sure of the mllitary, congressional and in
dustrial sponsors of the antiballistlc-missile 
system. Enormous pressure certainly existed, 
but such pressure on a President to build a 
missile-defense system is not new. Both Pres
ident Eisenhower and President Kennedy 
were exposed to it. One of the most difficult 
decisions President Kennedy had to make 
concerned the Nike-Zeus missile-defense sys
tem. The pressures on him were tremendous, 
but after long, careful study, he decided, on 
technical grounds, not to build the Nike
Zeus. Today, we know that to have built that 
system would have wasted between $20 and 
$30 billion. It would have been already ob
solet e. I am certain that the system we are 
now planning will be regarded as ineffective 
before it is installed. 

Secretary of Defense McNamara estimates 
that the United States could build an ABM 
system (for between $3 and $6 billion) that 
would provide a reasonably effective defense 
against Chinese ballistic missiles-for 10 to 
15 years. But he concedes that such a system 
would do us little good against an attack 
by the Russians. Even if the thin ABM system 
is as effective as the Secretary of Defense 
says-and I strongly question this-should 
we take the portentous step of deploying an 
ABM system for protection against Red China? 
I think we should not. 

In his long statement announcing the 
President's decision to build an anti-Chinese 
ABM system, Secretary McNamara concludes 
that the arguments marginally support its 
construction. This is obviously a matt er of 
judgment. I think the arguments are over
whelmingly against building it. In fact , r 
believe that this decision could be as wrong 
and have as serious domestic and int erna
tional consequences as the disastrous con
clusion six years ago that a few military 
advisers and some weapons would lead to an 
early victory for South Vietnam's forces. 

In the late 1950's, the United States first 
began to examine the problem of defense 
against ballistic missiles. At that time, the 
only useful concept involved low-altitude in
terceptor missiles armed with nuclear 
weapons. The idea was that radars would 
track an incoming enemy missile and guide 
our "antimissile missile" near enough so that 
the nuclear warhead, exploded at the right 
time, would destroy the enemy missile. One 
defensive rocket would be fired against each 
incoming object. But an enemy could easily 
confuse the radars-by including along with 
the real nuclear warheads high-altitude 
"decoys," such as lightweight metallic bal
loons. Since decoys break up or slow down 
when they hit the earth's atmosphere, we 
hoped that by waiting, we could pick out the 
real warheads and launch a defensive attack. 
The antimissile missiles would have to be 
placed near each city to be defended, and the 
tremendous heat and blast caused by the ex
plosion of the defensive warheads, low over 
the cities, could inflict terrible civilian cas
ualties. It was possible that such a defensive 
system would do as much damage as enemy 
warheads. The Nike-Zeus plans, therefore, 
included a major fallout-shelter program. 

During the past two years, it has appeared 
feasible to build high-altitude defensive mis
siles for use against small-scale attacks. The 
nuclear warheads on the high-altitude mis
siles would be exploded far out in space-in 
an attempt to destroy both the decoys and 
the real enemy warheads. In this way, some 
defense of a much wider region, farther from 
each antimissile site, would be possible. The 
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proposal is that, with enough sites, the entire 
United States can be protected. But this will 
not work if an attacker staggers his decoys 
and warheads in time and spreads them over 
a large area, or precedes them by a nuclear 
explosion of his own to "black out" our de
fending radars. High-altitude defense repre
sents an improved approach to the problem 
of defense against ballistic missiles, but it is 
by no means a solution. 

The basic technical fact about an ABM de
fense is that a sophisticated opponent can 
overcome any defense currently possible. Of
fense has all of the advantages; any defense 
system can be overpowered. 

Today, the nuclear powers rely on the de
terrent effect of their offensive missiles to 
keep the peace. A powerful incentive, there
fore, exists for either side to increase its of
fensive-missile forces the moment the other 
starts to build an ABM system. 

The Russians appear to be building a sim
ple ABM defense around Moscow, and pos
sibly other areas, though it is yet unclear 
that they have decided on a full-scale anti
missile defense system. In respons~. the 
United States has taken steps to add decoys 
and multiple warheads to its own offensive
missile force. These actions on our part are 
still quite limited, but the steps we have al
ready taken, especially the introduction of 
multiple warheads on each missile to over
whelm possible Soviet defenses, will greatly 
increase the number of missile warheads in 
our inventory. The Russians appear to have 
been taking similar steps in anticipation of a 
U.S. decision to build an ABM system. An ABM 

system in the U.S. will stimulate the Soviets 
to increase the number of their offensive 
warheads. 

The United States is earnestly seeking some 
agreement with the Soviet Union to limit the 
deployment of ABM systems and missiles, in 
order to forestall a new spiral in the arms 
race. Unofficial conversations have been held 
with individual Russians, but we have not 
succeeeded in getting discussions started at 
an official government level. In Glassboro, 
President Johnson repeated to Mr. Kosygin 
our willingness to explore the problem. The 
Soviet Union does not seem ready to discuss 
such questions-yet. But there is no need 
for us to rush into an ABM deployment. 

There is little relation between a Russian 
decision to deploy an ABM system (if, indeed, 
they have made a decision for more than an 
experimental system) and such a decision 
here. Our security would be seriously endan
gered if the Russians installed an effective 
ABM defense that could prevent our missile 
force from reaching their territory and if 
they simultaneously developed an effective 
defense against our Strategic Air Force 
bombers--something they have not been able 
to do so far. Since it is obvious folly for us 
to build a defense against missiles while we 
also are so vulnerable to a bomber attack, the 
Pentagon has quietly decided to spend four 
billion more dollars improving our air-de
f ense system. 

I do not believe that a really effective anti
missile system is remotely possible for either 
the U.S. or the Russians. And even if the 
Russians could develop one, and a truly ef
fective defense against our SAC bombers as 
well, our installing an ABM system would 
not restore our powers of deterrence. Only 
improvements in our own offensive-missile 
force, including "penetration aids" such as 
decoys and electronic jammers to ensure that 
our missiles could get through the Russian 
defense, could achieve this. This is our De
fense Department's basic strategy. 

The United States has embarked on a large, 
expensive program of outfitting ballistic mis
siles with multiple warheads and other de
vices to penetrate Russian defenses. We have 
also started a $2 billion program to replace 
our submarine-based Polaris missiles with 
the larger Poseidon missiles, which can carry 
more and better penetration aids. As long as 

we continue to improve our missile forces 
and maintain our B-52 bomber force, our 
deterrent power will remain effective. An 
ABM system is not required to preserve the 
power and the effectiveness of our deter
rents. 

We should build an ABM system only if it 
gives us greater security. And in deciding 
this, we must assume that the Russians will 
respond to our ABM system by upgrading 
and enlarging their missile force--just as we 
are doing In response to their ABM activities. 
If the Russians were to do this, an American 
ABM system would leave us with less security 
and more vulnerable to destruction. 

Secretary McJfamara and many proponents 
of an ABM system concede that an anti
Soviet ABM defense would not be worth the 
huge expense, because the Russians could 
nullify its effectiveness at considerably lower 
cost to themselves. So the proponents now 
argue: We can at least provide ourselves with 
protection against Red China at a more mod
est cost and without starting a new Rus
sian-American arms spiral. Is this so? Again, 
I think not. 

An ABM system would grant us some pro
tection against China's missiles during the 
early years of its missile buildup; but this 
protection would not be complete, and It 
would be short-lived, certainly, much shorter 
than 15 years. Once the Chinese can build 
intercontinental missiles, the cost to them 
of producing additional missiles would be 
relatively small (perhaps $5 to $10 million 
per missile). Within a short time, they would 
have enough missiles (say, 50 to 100) to 
penetrate our "anti-Chinese" ABM system. 

The Chinese would certainly build penetra
tion aids into their missile force. The tech
niques of designing such aids are neither 
highly complex nor exceedingly costly (one 
can learn all about them in American aero
space journals). I do not believe, therefore, 
that an ABM system will give us either com
plete or lasting protection against Chinese 
missiles. I am convinced we must rely instead 
on the offensive deterrent, as we must with 
the Russians; that ls, we must rely on our 
known ability to retaliate devastatingly in 
case of a nuclear attack. Ten percent of our 
SAC bomber force could kill 200 million 
Chinese. 

I am very skeptical that any ABM system 
based on the present a,pproach will ever work 
at its calculated effectiveness. No one has 
even succeeded in developing an antiaircraft 
defense that is as much as ten percent effec
tive (three percent is a more common actual 
effectiveness). An ABM system that was only 
this effective would be almost worthless. Even 
if an ABM system were as much as 90 percent 
effective, it could still not prevent an oppo
nent from inflicting millions of fatalities on 
us. 

Besides, whenever an ABM system might be 
installed, how could a realistic test be made? 
We could not fire missiles at it (it would be 
located within the continental United 
States) , and from hard experience during 
World War II, we know that far simpler de
vices (such as submarine torpedoes) fail to 
work the first time. I realize that a model 
system is being tested on Kwajalein, but 
these tests are under laboratory conditions 
and cannot simulate a nationwide installa
tion manned by GI's and technicians. Even 
if we were willing to fire missiles at the sys
tem, the test would not be completely realis
tic, for we would be testing against our mis
siles, not enemy warheads. Few competent 
people expect the extremely complex ABM 

system to work the first time; yet it must to 
have any effect! 

There will always remain a big chance that 
even if the system is working as designed, it 
will not intercept all of the enemy missiles. 
They will obviously know how our ABM sys
tem works; we will know little about their 
offensive weapons. Imagine the advantage a 
football team would have if it knew precisely 

its opponents' defense on every play. Remem
ber that if a single enemy nuclear weapon 
leaks through the defense to a city, the city 
will be destroyed. 

Besides, the Chinese could bypass our ABM 

system completely-either with low-altitude 
missiles launched from submarines or with 
aircraft, which, surprisingly enough, are more 
difficult to intercept than intercontinental 
ballistic missiles because they come in at 
relatively low altitude and do not follow pre
dictable projectories the way a missile does. 
We simply cannot rely upon an ABM system 
to give us a sure defense against a Chinese 
attack. 

Many people also fear that the deterrent 
power on which we rely against the Soviet 
Union will not be effective against China. 
The exceptional anxiety expressed each time 
the Chinese carry out a nuclear test seems 
related not to their military potential but to 
our view of them as irrational or unstable. 
This anxiety rises more from Chinese rhetoric 
than Chinese actions. Although the words of 
China's leaders have been inflammatory in 
the extreme, in action, they have been ex
ceedingly cautious. 

China's actual military capacity is, most 
likely for decades to come, hardly comparable 
to that of either the United States or the 
Soviet Union. The Chinese have a.n extremely 
limited industrial capacity (until now, they 
have produced no aircraft of their own!) . 
They also lack the broad base of technically 
trained manpower that is absolutely neces
sary for a modern military establishment. 
Nonetheless, they have made remarkable 
progress in developing nuclear weaponry. 
They took less time than any of the other 
nuclear powers to carry out a thermonuclear 
explosion. In this, they received considerable 
help from the Soviet Union, in the late 
1950's, as well as a good deal of technological 
information from open sources and their own 
intelligence network. And they do appear to 
be making progress on missiles capable of 
carrying nuclear weapons. Apparently, they 
launched one of their nuclear weapons on a 
short-range missile. Though we have no evi
dence of a Chinese long-range oollistic mis
sile, we know that their resources a.re ade
quate to develop one and, I believe, produce 
it in moderate numbers (100-200) in less 
than a decade. 

During the late 1950's, many statements 
by Chinese leaders minimized the importance 
of nuclear weapons, arguing that they did 
not really change the relative power balance. 
We heard boasts that China alone among the 
great powers would be able to survive a nu
clear war. All this has changed. The Chinese 
now renounce any intention of being the first 
to use their nuclear weapons, and they show 
every sign of a growing sophistication in nu
clear matters, which is to be expected as they 
acquire knowledge of the terrible effects of 
nuclear explosions. 

It is China's neighbors, not we, who would 
be most directly threatened by any Chinese 
missile force, and an ABM system in the U.S. 
would be of little help to them. We could not 
deploy an ABM system in India and Japan; 
they are to close to China to permit the 
system to work effectively. What, then, must 
the leaders and people of Japan and India 
think as we make plans to hide under an 
ABM umbrella while they have no way to de
fend themselves? If the United States 1s so 
fearful of China that it must create an ABM 
defense, should not Japan and India con
clude that it is time for them to make their 
peace with the Chinese? There is no easier 
way for us to build up China in Asian eyes. 
No Asian can afford to believe that we are 
prepared to lose New York to counter a 
Chinese nuclear attack against them. Some 
Indian officials are already asking for a mis
sile-defense system. 

Can we build a limited ABM system to pro
tect us against China without stimulating 
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the Soviet Union to respond with an offen
sive-force buildup of its own? I think not. 
Just as we are enlarging our missile forces 
because we cannot wait to see whether the 
Soviet Union is building a limited or an ex
tensive ABM system, so the Russians could 
not wait to see whether our system would be 
a limited one before embarking on an offen
sive-missile buildup. Even if, as the Presi
dent proposes, we build a thin ABM system, 
it would be unlikely to remain small; pres
sures from the military and industrial estab
lishment to improve-and expand-it would 
be irresistible. Most military planners expect 
the system to expand rapidly, and in fact do 
not consider the initial system to be of much 
use. This is the reality of the President's de
cision. I am convinced that once we decide to 
take the ABM route, we cannot avoid an en
larged arms race. 

Three other consequences of the Presi
dent's decision are not generally appreciated. 
First, an expanded ABM system will be needed 
eventually to cope with decoys and multiple 
warheads. It will almost certainly raise the 
issue of fallout shelters to protect the popu
lation both from Russian nuclear weapons 
and our own protective system. 

Secondly, no one has bothered to mention 
the several hundred million dollars a year 
that it will cost to maintain and operate even 
this thin system or the billions of dollars it 
would take to run the final one. 

Finally, our only substantial arms limita
tion accomplishment, the limited test ban 
treaty, is likely to be a victim of this step-up 
in the arms race. The developers of the ABM 
system will soon be telllng us that they can
not assure its effectiveness without nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere. The pressure on the 
President to renounce the treaty in the inter
est of national security and protecting our 
multi-billion-dollar investment will be over
whelming. 

The United States and Russia are learning 
to work together to create a more rational 
world order. Gone are those deep fears of a 
surprise attack that dominated the 1950's. 
The best hope for the future lies in joint ef
forts by the Soviet Union and the United 
States to eliminate the arms race. Such ef
forts will be impossible if each side is forced 
to offset the defensive and offensive buildup 
of the other. 

Under the present circumstances, we are 
going to have to accept and live with a "de
terrent balance." We have done it with the 
Russians. We will have to with the Chinese. 
There just is no way to avoid this; there is 
no magical or technical escape from the di
lemmas of the nuclear age through defense. 
A sensible course would be to reduce greatly 
the offensive-missile forces on both sides, 
achieving the deterrence with much less dan
ger to all of us. 

Like most other scientists who have studied 
its problems, I am convinced that much mu
tually coordinated disarmament is techni
cally achievable with considerably less risk, 
effort and cost than is involved in our cur
rent deterrent position. The blocks to dis
armament are political and psychological, not 
technical. Unfortunately, disarmament has 
no effective political support, no vested in
terests backing it, and no power base in the 
Government bureaucracy or in the Congress. 
Some of the same senators who have been 
pressing the President to spend tens of bil
lions of dollars on defense against a missile 
attack have consistently tried to cut the tiny 
budget of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency. Substantial balanced disarma
ment is sensible, safe and technically achiev
able, and even partial disarmament would 
release many tens of billions of dollars for 
constructive uses. But it is not coming very 
fast. Until statesmen take disarmament ef
forts seriously and fashion international 
security arrangements more appropriate to 
the nuclear age we all live in, the best we can 
hope for is an increasingly nightmarish peace 
insured by only a balance of terror. 

A real defense against nuclear-armed mis
siles is a mirage. Our only real security lies 
in peace itself. Nuclear weapons are just too 
potent for effective defense. The best defense 
is to prevent a nuclear war. 

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 
TECHNOLOGY, 

Cambridge, Mass., November 29, 1967. 
Congressman Wn..LIAM RYAN, 
Cannon Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. RYAN: I was very pleased to re
ceive your letter in respect to the plans of 
the Administration to deploy an anti-bal
listic missile system. I am very strongly 
against this measure, being both useless and 
dangerous. My ideas are perhaps best ex
pressed in an article which my friend and 
collaborator, Provost Jerome Wiesner, has 
written in Look Magazine a few weeks ago. 
I am sure that you are in possession of this 
valuable document. I also was deeply im
pressed and convinced by the speech that 
Mr. McNamara has given in respect to the 
anti-ballistic deployment. In the first three
fourths of his speech he is most cogently 
against such a measure, but at the end he 
was forced by the circumstances to subscribe 
to the Administration's policy to begin with 
such unnecessary and useless expenses. I 
feel that the anti-ballistic issue is a most 
dangerous one, and it is high time that the 
public is informed of the dangers involved. 
The fate of the United States and the whole 
world are at stake, and I am greatly heart
ened by the fact that congressmen like your
self and Mr. Donald Fraser are taking up 
this important issue. Please let me know 
whenever I can be of help to you in this 
matter. There is quite a number of mem
bers of the M.I.T. and Harvard community 
who would be only too glad to help you 
in your efforts. 

Very sincerely yours, 
VICTOR F. WEISSKOPJi'. 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY, 
Stanford, Calif., November 28, 1967. 

Hon. Wn..LIAM F. RYAN, 
Hon. DONALD M. FRASER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR MESSRS. RYAN AND FRASER: I have 
your letter of November 17, 1967, asking for 
my opinion of the recent decision on the part 
of the Administration to proceed with the 
development and deployment of a "thin" 
anti-ballistic missile system. I am extremely 
glad that you and other members of the 
Congress are taking an interest in this vital 
issue since it clearly represents a decision 
which could have far-reaching consequences. 

I should like to emphasize that I am re
sponding to your request as an individual 
and not as a member of some of the military 
and disarmament advisory groups in which 
I am continuing to play a part. 

It is clear that one can respond in reacting 
to the deployment decision in two ways: 
namely, one can take the decision at its face 
value-that it represents "thin" deployment 
to meet specified objectives, or one can as
sume that it represents a "foot in the door" 
to lead to a full deployment decision costing 
many tens of billions of dollars, which is 
aimed at a hopefully effective anti-ballistic 
missile defense against the Soviet missile 
force. In my reply to your letter I will not 
deal with the merit or lack of merit of such 
a full deployment; I continue to be opposed 
to such a move since it clearly would signal 
the initiation of another round of strategic 
escalation with the Soviet Union without a 
gain in security for either side. I believe that 
Secretary McNamara's San Francisco speech 
well documents the arguments against such 
full deployment and I heartily concur with 
these arguments. Whether it is politically 
feasible to resist the pressure for such de
ployment as a result of the "thin" deploy
ment decision is a matter on which you and 

other members of Congress are more qualified 
to pass judgment. My comments are therefore 
restricted to the deployment decision as it 
relates to "thin coverage" only. 

The dominant arguments now presented in 
favor of a quick deployment decision for the 
thin umbrella system are the following: 

1. To give interim protection against the 
Chinese threat. 

2. To assure survival of an adequate frac
tion of Minuteman ICBM's against a fully 
coordinated first strike Soviet attack. 

3. Protection of command and control and 
protection against accidental attack. 

I would like to comment in turn on these 
three arguments. 

1. CHINESE THREAT 
The justification for the partial system is 

presented in the context of a limited number 
of ICBM's in the 1975 time period. It should 
be made clear that there is no quantitative 
basis whatsoever for a specific projection. On 
the one hand the Chinese may exploit their 
ICBM potential for propaganda or political 
purposes only and not make the .major eco
nomic sacrifice involved in an ICBM produc
tion program; moreover, they may find them
selves unable to sustain a major program as 
a consequence of the chaos produced by the 
cultural revolution. On the other hand, the 
Chinese may give highest priority to the de
velopment of an ICBM threat. It is then 
technically feasible for them to reach num
bers adequate to penetrate the thin shield. 

The proposed defense is characterized by 
the fact that its effectiveness is highly sen
sitive both to the quantitative nature of the 
threat and the specific level of defense. 
Under all circumstances it is recognized by 
even the most ardent advocates that the pro
tection it can give us is of an interim nature, 
i.e., that we cannot "win" a defense race 
against the Chinese ICBM's any more than 
we can "win" it against the Soviets. What 
purpose does this interim protection serve? 
It appears to me that such a system can pri
marily pennit us to implement a strategic 
policy vis-a-vis the Chinese not unlike John 
Foster Dulles' "massive retaliation" which 
was invoked against the USSR during the 
time when the Soviets did not have a nu
clear delivery capability. Under this policy a 
massive nuclear attack by the USA could be 
threatened with impunity as a possible con
sequence of unacceptable USSR military 
moves, even of a minor nature, yet this policy 
did not prevent the buildup of USSR strength 
to a level which made complete defense 
against nuclear attack infeasible, so that the 
USA was forced to rely on an assured de
struction capability as its primary means of 
averting attack. 

I see no reason why the outcome of such 
a course should be fundamentally different 
in Asia. At present we could, in principle, re
spond by "massive retaliation" to unaccept
able Chinese moves were it not for other 
consequences (including Soviet response or 
moral considerations). A limited ABM de
ployment would extend this policy option 
until we will once again have to rely on de
terrence as our primary means of strategic 
defense. Eventually a big enough buildup of 
ICBM forces can always concentrate its fire 
on sufficiently few targets and thereby pene
trate the defense by sheer exhaustion if by 
no other means. 

An argument often cited in support of the 
thin ABM defense against the Chinese threat 
goes as follows: If we fail to deploy an ABM 
system the Chinese can blackmail us by 
threats to our cities and population and 
thereby immobilize our willingness and 
ability to resist her expansionist Inilitary 
moves in Asia. This argument is recognized, 
however, as no more than a restatement of 
what I have said above and means only this: 
We can threaten "massive retaliation" until 
the Chinese buildup of their ICBM threat 
forces us to rely on deterrence once again 
rather than on an airtight ABM system for 
strategic defense. 
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What price should we be wllling to pay to 

extend temporarily our present security from 
Chinese threats-especially when we discern 
little at present that serves to retard Chinese 
military buildup and political intransigence? 
Since the Chinese must realize fully that a 
nuclear first strike against U.S. cities would 
be suicidal for them, is not our deterrence 
effective protection? There is no evidence 
whatever that the Chinese are apt to be 
irrational in military ventures. The Chinese 
military action vis-a-vis Quemoy and Matsu 
and other targets under U.S. protection has 
been exceedingly cautious. I am therefore 
talking only about temporary protection 
against a totally irrational and suicidal at
tack by the Chinese which would result in 
limited damage to the U.S. in comparison 
with the tragic consequence for China. For 
this reason I believe that by itself the Chi
nese threat is a very weak argument for de
ploying at this time the "thin" system. 

A further reason for questioning the "Chi
nese" argument for the deployment decision 
relates to the reaction of our Pacific allies. 
On the one hand they might feel Zess secure 
1f the U.S. protected itself in order to avoid 
pressure from potential nuclear attack by 
China, while leaving them exposed and 
vulnerable as hostages. On the other hand, 
they might feel more secure in the knowledge 
that the USA could protect them without 
itself being exposed to nuclear attack. Given 
the choice between these two arguments I 
doubt that the Pacific allies of the U.S. would 
take much comfort in this second argument 
while fully realizing the first. At best this 
reasoning must be considered to be a stand
off unless the U.S. is willing to extend ABM 
protection to its allies also. 

2. PROTECTION OJ' MINUTEMAN 
Although, historically, in the evolution of 

the Army ABM proposals "hard point de
fense" has not been a primary argument, I 
feel that the evolving rationale for deploy
ing the limited system for defense of the 
Minuteman force has some justification. 
However, it is difficult to make it a high 
priority objective. 

It is possible in principle that the Minute
man force can in time be denied its second 
strike effectiveness through increase in accu
racy and numbers of the Soviet ICBM force 
and through the development and deploy
ment of sophisticated, multiple warhead de
vices on the part of the Soviets. There is a 
minimum time interval between first indi
cations of such a threat to Minuteman 
through new technical developments and a 
full-scale Soviet deployment of new devices 
endangering Minuteman. Should such a 
threat occur, an over all challenge to our 
deterrence would arise only 1f it were ac
companied by the deployment of a truly 
effective ABM on the pa.rt of the Soviets to 
neutralize Polaris and Poseidon, and an air 
defense considerably more impenetrable than 
that now facing SAC bombers. Nevertheless, 
one can argue that all these events may 
happen with a lead time no longer than the 
time required to deploy active defense for 
the Minuteman force, or the time required 
to proliferate our ICBM force to keep up 
with the threat. Under these highly s·trained 
assumptions a case can therefore be made 
for a decision to proceed now with active 
defense of the Minuteman force. 

Given such a decision there is still the 
question of whether the present system is 
technically the best means to accomplish 
this objective. 
3. PROTECTION OF COMMAND AND CONTROL AND 

PROTECTION AGAINST ACCIDENTAL ATI'ACK 
An argument for the "thin system" which 

has some validity is that Lt protects vital 
command and control points, in particular, 
Washington, D.C., in case of an accidental 
firing of a Soviet or Chinese ICBM, or in 
case of other limited threats. This argument 
in my view has considerable validity. It is 
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certainly imaginable that there can be an 
accident of this nature and the chance of an 
irrational or ill-informed response on our 
part would be substantially reduced if the 
lines of command were protected so that 
meaningful investigations as to the source 
of actual firing and possible discussions over 
the "hot line" could take place before a 
course of action is decided. 

The question may naturally be raised as to 
how ABM deployment, both in its present 
"thin" context and a possible full deploy
ment, relates to the prospects for arms limita
tion or arms reduction. As you know, over
tures have been made towards the Soviet 
Union to forego ABM deployment and to con
sider reduction of strategic weapons if the 
USSR showed some interest in a reciprocal 
arrangement. To the best of my knowledge 
these moves have not been successful, par
tially, of course, under the shadow of the 
Viet Nam war. It is my belief that including 
ABM in an arms limitation agreement with 
the Soviets would be a very difficult negotia
tion problem since, traditionally, the Soviet 
Union has been more defense minded than 
the USA: that is, the Soviet Union has always 
spent a considerably larger fraction of its 
strategic military budget on defensive, rather 
than offensive weapons. quite apart from 
these ongoing moves in relation to the Soviet 
Union one can argue that the "thin" deploy
ment would make it more feasible to reach 
a disarmament agreement with the Soviet 
Union in the field of long-range strategic mis
siles. The argument is that should one reach 
an agreement involving complete destruction 
of long-range ICBM's, but if one lacked con
fidence in an adequate inspection system, 
then the thin ABM system would offer pro
tection against residual, clandestine deploy
ment. This argument is valid only provided 
means are found to reach a point of total 
elimination of strategic missiles without 
passing through a strategically unstable situ
ation; I am not aware of any feasible pro
posal to achieve such a reduction in the 
presence of deployed ABM. If, on the other 
hand, an arms reduction move is being nego
tiated which would provide reduction of pres
ent strategic forces to a minimum deterrence 
level, then the presence of a limited ABM 
would raise the level which each nation would 
conclude to be required for minimum deter
rence. In short, the relation of the limited 
ABM deployment decision to the prospect for 
arms limitations or arms reduction depends 
on the particular scheme under discussion. 
Since I consider the prospects for engaging 
in a meaningful dialogue with the Soviets 
aiming at complete elimination of long-range 
strategic missiles to be considerably less hope
ful than engaging a dialogue aiming at a sim
ple reduction of strategic force missiles, I feel 
that on balance the decision for limited de
ployment is an impediment rather than a 
help toward the prospect of arms reduction 
agreements. 

To summarize, I continue to be very much 
opposed to full deployment of an ABM sys
tem and I also feel that the "Chinese Argu
ment" for deploying a thin system now lacks 
validity. On the other hand, I feel that there 
may be valid arguments, although not of high 
priority, for deploying the thin system for 
protection of Minuteman and thereby reduc
ing the pressure for proliferating the Minute
man force, and there are also valid arguments 
for the thin system for protection of com
mand and control, in case of accident or 
otherwise limited attack. You will note that 
the two arguments which I consider to be 
valid for deployment of the "thin" system are 
limited in scope and in themselves could not 
be used as a basis for amplification of the 
system. The "Chinese Argument" on the other 
hand, which I do not consider to be valid, 
also contains the implied threat of pressure 
for the deployment of a vastly expanded 
system. 

I hope you will find these comments use-

ful; clearly a great deal more can be said on 
this very complex question. 

Sincerely yours, 
WOLFGANG K. H. PANOFSKY, 

Director. 

INSTITUTE FOR POLICY STUDIES, 
Washington, D.C., December 1, 1967. 

Hon. WILLIAM F. RYAN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Cannon Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN RYAN: Thank you for 
letter of November 16 regarding the anti
ballistic missile problem. I am very much 
concerned with this problem and will be 
happy to provide whatever assistance I can 
in your study of this most important ques
tion. 

The recent decision to deploy a "thin" 
ABM system is of course most disturbing. I 
believe it was a most unwise decision, lead
ing us toward a much more dangerous fu
ture military position. It was clearly a deci
sion impelled by the pressures of intense 
military-industrial (and Congressional) 
lobbying, in the face of Administration re
luctance to initiate such a large and momen
tous new program at this time. The departure 
of Secretary McNamara only adds to my con
cern, since the forces resisting an all-out 
arms race will be weakened thereby. 

It is clear from the history of ABM discus
sions that the "anti-Chinese" emphasis cur
rently in vogue was developed to justify a 
program whose prime initial justification, as 
a defense against Soviet ICBMs, was not 
"selling". The Administration now wants to 
deploy such a system, directed: against 
China, while at the same time avoiding an 
arms race with the Soviet Union. However, it 
cannot have it both ways. If the system will 
provide as effective a defense against the 
Chinese as the Administration has claimed, 
then it will also threaten the Soviet deter
rent, and the Russians will have to expand 
their missile forces to keep their deterrent 
"credible". If the system is kept more lim
ited, it will not work against the Chinese 
missiles, and cannot even be justified on 
those grounds. 

This new program also refocuses world at
tention on nuclear weapons and will make 
it difficult to stop the spread of these weap
ons to other countries. This is perhaps the 
most important consequence of this decision. 
From the domestic political point of view, 
though, I do not see that much can be made 
of this, since it is difficult to raise it dra
matically before the public view. 

I enclose several things I have written re
cently on this subject, including an article 
in the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists on the 
arms control impact of ABM deployment, 
and a letter I have written to the New York 
Times on recent discussions of the deploy
ment decision. I would also refer you to an 
article by Jerome Wiesner in the Novem
ber 28 issue of Look Magazine. 

In addition, the Federation of American 
Scientists has recently been in contaot with 
Congressman Cohelan, who has also in
dicated interest in investigating the ABM 
question further. The Federation has 
gathered some materials for Mr. Cohelan, 
and I have asked Mr. Daniel Singer, its Gen
eral Counsel, to make these materials avail
able to you also. 

If there is any other way I can be of as
sistance, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEONARD S. RoDBERG. 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY, 
New York, N.Y., February 29, 1968. 

CONGRESSMAN WILLIAM F. RYAN, 
CONGRESSMAN DONALD M. FRASER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN RYAN and CONGRESS
MAN F'RAsER: I am delinquent in respond
ing to your request of last November to share 
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With you some thoughts about the decision 
of the Secretary of Defense to develop and 
deploy an anti-ballistic missile system. I am 
enclosing some four articles that I have writ
ten on this subject. 

I would particularly like to stress the im
portance of not separating the ABM ques
tion from that of strategic offensive forces. 
I believe that from the point of view of 
domestic politics and With respect to negotia
tions With the soviet Union, as well as giv
ing consideration to the problems of ob
taining the signatures of non-nuclear coun
tries to a non-proliferation treaty, we need 
to proceed from the assumption that the 
issue is now to halt the strategic arms race 
in both offensive and defensive weapons. I 
believe the Secretary of Defense in the past 
has done a disservice in emphasizing only the 
need to control the defensive aspects of the 
strategic arms race. I hope that your efforts 
can be directed along lines to rectify this 
lopsided way of looking at the question. 

I think it would be very useful if mem
bers of Congress could turn their attention 
to means by which the U.S. could develop 
a negotiating position on means to curb 
the strategic arms race. I realize that the 
Soviet Union has been resisting negotiations 
on this question because of the Vietnam 
War. At the same time you should know that 
there have been several quiet discussions be
tween U.S. and soviet scientists on this 
issue. They are planning to meet again. As 
the Soviets move closer to more of a balance 
with the U.S. in strategic forces, it is likely 
that once again there may be interest in 
serious negotiations on this question. 

Obviously, it would be desirable for both 
political parties to discuss this matter in a 
constructive light during the campaign or at 
least take the issue out of the campaign by 
not having the parties use it as an area of 
controversy. 

In any case hearings to explore various 
negotiating postures might be enormously 
educational as a means of focusing Congres
sional and public interest on the question. 
This at least would help to indicate to the 
Soviets that influential political leaders in 
the U.S. took the issue seriously. Further
more, this is one of the more important areas 
which could have some influence on non-nu
clear powers to sign the non-proliferation 
treaty. If such powers think the two super 
powers are willing to curb their own arma
ments, just as they are using the non-prolif
eration treaty to prevent others from ob
taining nuclear weapons, signatures may be 
more forthcoming. 

As to other sources you should consult, 
you might want to talk With George Rath
jens, Jack Ruina, Frank Long, and Paul 
Doty. 

Sincererly yours, 
BETTY GoETZ LALL. 

THE ABM DECISION: $40 BILLION FOR ANTl
MlsslLE-ESTABLISHMENTARIANISM 

(By Betty Goetz Lall) 
(NoTE.-Betty Goetz Lall is on the staff 

of Cornell University's State School of In
dustrial and Labor Relations.) 

When Secretary of Defense McNamara an
nounced last November that he was stepping 
up production of the newest U.S. strategic 
missile, the sea-based Poseidon, because there 
was increasing evidence that the Soviet 
Union had begun to deploy an anti-ballistic 
missile defense system around Moscow, he 
may not have anticipated the storm of con
troversy he was brewing up. His announce
ment raised the pitch of the debate about 
whether the United States should move from 
the research and development stage to the 
production and deployment stage of its anti
balllstic missile, the Nike X . The Secretary 
of Defense clearly does not favor spending 
an estimated $40 billion over a ten-year 
period for such a weapon of dubious effec
tiveness. If the United States were to deploy 

an ABM and the Soviets were then to act 
to counter this with an improvement in their 
own offensive capability, Mr. McNamara has 
said: "In all probability, all we would accom
plish would be to increase greatly both their 
defense expenditures and ours without any 
gain in real security to either side." But since 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and some important 
members of Congress favor early deployment 
of an ABM system around 50 American cities, 
along with a necessary accompanying large
scale fall-out shelter program, it seems pru
dent to examine the policy choices before the 
American government and people at this 
point in time. 

What are the choices? 1. Produce and de
ploy the currently developed Nike X system. 
Enough research has been done on this sys
tem to consider it deployable. If the soviet 
Union took no measures (a rather optimistic 
assumption) to counteract the Nike X, de
ployed both as an area defense and around 
about 50 cities, it is estimated that the U.S. 
fatalities from a Soviet strike might be re
duced from 120 million to 30 million. If the 
Soviets improve their offensive capab111ty to 
counteract the effect of the Nike X, which 
they easily can do, then the U.S. fatalities 
would remain at about 120 million. 

The system itself would consist of three 
parts : a long-range interceptor missile, the 
Spartan, which would aim to detect and de
stroy Soviet incoming missiles above the 
atmosphere as much as 400 miles away; a 
short-range interceptor missile, the Sprint, 
which would attempt to destroy those at
tacking missiles getting by the Spartan; and 
a fall-out shelter program to protect people 
from the inevitable fall-out which would 
descend upon them by the detonation of the 
U.S. and Soviet missiles intercepting one 
another with their respective large nuclear 
warheads above large U.S. populations. 

There are two main advantages in deploy
ing suoh a system. One is the obvious sav
ing of some 90 million lives in the event 
of a full-scale Soviet nuclear attack on 
American cities and provided no measures 
were subsequently taken to improve the 
Soviet missile capab111ty to counter the U.S. 
deployment of Nike X. The second advantage 
is the possible further deterrent effect on 
the Soviet Union: it would not try to attack 
the U.S. because with the Nike X the U.S. 
would probably have the strength to count
erattack and kill mlllions of Soviet citizens. 
Another, rather weak, argument is that other 
countries might be less likely to build their 
own nuclear weapons. Instead they would 
rely on a U.S. guarantee to come to their aid 
in the event they were attacked with nuclear 
weapons. It is contended that, if the U.S. had 
an ABM system deployed, such a guarantee 
would be more credible, i.e., the U.S. would 
be more likely to risk attacking a nuclear 
aggressor if it knew that its own population 
was relatively more immune from nuclear 
attack. A fourth possible argument ls that 
the U.S. should adopt the Soviet strategy, 
spend money for an ABM system, and reduce 
its concentration on offensive missiles. The 
U.S. has been spending roughly $4 billion on 
offensive missiles for every $1 billion spent 
on defensive systelllS. If this ratio were re
versed and the Soviets were also to rely pri
marily on defensive strength, then the U.S. 
offensive strength, whioh is considered four 
times that of the Soviet Union, may become 
less ominous to the Soviets and a reduction 
in tensions between the two countries might 
result. 

SEVERAL ARGUMENTS 

Arguments aga'inst ABM deployment in
clude the following: First, the coS't (esti
mated by McNamara to be $40 billion for 
defense of 50 cities and up to $100 billion 
for all major cities) is not worth it since it is 
unlikely that such a system would in fact 
reduce U.S. faitalities. The Soviet Union would 
surely counter U.S. deployment with stronger 
offensive systems, thus completely nullifying 

the U.S. effort. Such a large amount of money 
is more usefully spent elsewhere, on better 
offensive systems or on needed non-military 
projects. 

Second, if the Soviet Union reacted to 
American Nike X deployment by improving 
or enlarging its own defensive force, the U.S. 
might then feel required to increase its of
fensive force, thereby reducing the possi
bilities for de-escalation of the arms race, 
improved U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations, and further 
arms control agreements. (In particular, 
ABM deployment would diminish chances to 
extend the partial test treaty to cover under
ground tests, because suoh tests give infor
mation on ABM effectiveness: it would re
duce possibilities of an agreement to stop 
production of fissionable material for weap
ons purposes because the U.S. or the Soviet 
Union may decide they need to continue 
production for ABM nuclear warheads.) 

Third, U.S. allies may decide that if the 
U.S. must have an ABM system, so must 
they, thus further reducing the likelihood of 
containing the spread of nuclear weapons. 
West Germany ma!' have in the ABM a more 
effective argument for acquiring nuclear 
weapons than she had in wanting to par
ticipate in a NATO sea-based multilateral 
nuclear force. Germans might claim, just as 
the Russians do, that nuclear warheads for 
an ABM system are only defensive and, there
fore , cannot be a. threat to any nation. 

Fourth, an ABM system may ca.use the 
American people and government to believe 
themselves invulnerable to attack and con
sequently to lose interest in further efforts 
to reach arms control and disarmament 
agreements; similarly, other countries would 
note the la.ck of U.S. and Soviet restraint in 
the arms race and conclude they should not 
show restraint in arming themselves. 

Fifth, the U.S. is not yet absolutely sure 
what the Soviet Union is doing or is ulti
mately intending to do regarding an ABM 
system; a hasty U.S. decision to go ahead and 
deploy an ABM system might destroy the 
forces of restraint in the Soviet Union. (It 
ls known that some Soviet scientists have 
urged their government to go slowly on de
ployment; if they have had some measure 
of success, a. decision by the U.S. for major 
deployment would certainly weaken their 
position.) 

Sixth, the U.S. deterrent posture should 
not be determined by ilnitating precisely 
whatever the SOviet Union chooses to do. 
There ls no necessary principle of defense 
that states that because the Soviet Union 
has a certain weapon or employs a particular 
strategy the U.S. must follow willy-nilly. In 
fact, when the Soviet Union spent for air de
fense systems over twice what the U.S. was 
spending, the U.S. reaction was not to ape 
the Soviets in building more air defenses, 
but rather to concentrate on offensive weap
ons. 

All this for and against argument, how
ever, still leaves other choices to be consid .. 
ered: 

2. Decide against dJeployment now and 
concentrate on continuing to build offensive 
strength to overcome the disadvantages of 
any Soviet ABM system. The main argument 
for this approach ls that the deterrent to So
viet attack lies primarily in having a good 
offensive capability. Furthermore, the cost 
of a. given amount of offensive capability is 
mu<:h less than the cost of a comparable ef
fort in the defensive field. Offensive strength 
gives, moreover, greater confidence to U.S. 
allies that we have the wherewithal to pro
tect them in the event war comes. 

Placing major emphasis on continued of
fensive strength has its own disadvantage, 
however. This can pose as a threat to the So
viet Union, more so than defensive measures. 
Consequently the Soviet Union may feel com
pelled to continue its offensive buildup and 
to doubt the United States' interest in find
ing ways to curtail armaments. 
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3. Seek agreement with the Soviets not to 

deploy further any ABM system. This step 
would have the advantage of precluding vast 
expenditures for defense on either side. The 
status quo of the existing deterrent would 
remain. Each side would know that the other 
possessed overwhelming power to deliver 
deadly blows on its people causing 100 to 
120 million fatalities to each side. Such an 
agreement might be embodied in a formal 
treaty or it might be an understanding or 
declaration made by the two sides. The need 
to perfect further the offensive missiles of 
both sides would decrease; for example, the 
U.S. may find it unnecessary to replace the 
Polaris sea-based missiles with Poseidon, thus 
saving at least $1.9 billion. 

An agreement not to deploy an ABM system 
would not require inspection on the territory 
of the two powers. Satellite reconnaissance 
can detect the large radars and other equip
ment related to an ABM system. 

Soviet unwillingness to negotiate any kind 
of an agreement on defensive weapons that 
lets offensive weapons stay intact is the main 
impediment to an agreement not to deploy 
an ABM. The Soviet Union has always been 
more defensive-minded and traditionally has 
spent more money on defensive measures 
than has the United States. Therefore, Mos
cow would not feel that its security had been 
enhanced if the U.S. were free to improve and 
enlarge its stretegic offensive strength while 
the Soviet Union was forbidden to undertake 
defensive measures. 

A simple limitation on ABM deployment 
by the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. had been the 
preference of the Secretary of Defense. In his 
budget presentation earlier this year the 
Secretary said that, although the U.S. would 
continue to push ahead with its ABM devel
opment program, the U.S. would "initiate 
negotiations with the Soviet Union designed, 
through formal or informal agreement, to 
limit the deployment of antl-balUstic missile 
systems." But since the Soviet Premier, in a 
recent letter to President Johnson, an
nounced thait he would not be content with 
so restricted a proposal, this leads to a fourth 
choice. 

4. Negotiate an agreement to limit both 
offensive and defensive weapons. President 
Johnson apparently concurred in the Soviet 
request mentioned above to consider limiting 
both offensive and defensive missiles, and 
has instructed his Ambassador to the Soviet 
Union, Llewellyn Thompson, to pursue dis
cussions. The principal advantage of this 
move is that, if successful, it would achieve 
a stability of the deterrent at no higher level 
than exists today and possibly even at a 
lower level. Money would be saved and valu
able manpower released for other high pri
ority projects. Non-nuclear powers would be 
encouraged to sign a treaty preventing the 
spread of nuclear weapons. Their chief com
plaint about such a treaty at present is that 
it would deny them a weapon which the two 
nuclear super powers had in great quantity 
but refused to limit in any way for them
selves-relegating non-nuclear powers to a 
permanent position of inferiority. Already 
such a claim is being made among groups in 
West Germany, India and Ja.pan. Restrictions 
on U.S. and U.S.S.R. offensive and defensive 
strategic weapons woUld demonstrate that 
these nuclear powers were acting to control 
their most important weapons. 

But when offensive weapons are added to 
defensive as part of international arms con
trol negotiations, there arise two added diffi
culties from the U.S. point of view. The U.S., 
since World War II (it did not take this posi
tion in the inter-war period) advocates rather 
complicated inspection procedures whenever 
it considers reducing a.n important part of 
its weapons arsenal, and these inspection 
procedures are usually so elaborate as to be 
unacceptable to the Soviet Union. The U.S. 
demand for inspection springs from a 

profound distrust of the Soviet Union, a sus
picion that it woUld not honor its commit
ments; by the same token, the Soviet Union 
has rejected most U.S. inspection demands 
out of a profound distrust of the United 
States, a suspicion that it would use inspec
tion as a means to carry out anti-Soviet ac
tivities in the Soviet Union. Whether this 
mutual distrust has dissipated sufficiently 
for the U.S. to moderate its inspection re
quirements and for the Soviet Union to aic
cept some inspection is unlikely; but since 
relations between the two powers have im
proved slightly (though they would probably 
improve much more if the Vietnam war could 
be brought to a satisfactory end) , a serious 
and sustained exploration of possible areas of 
agreement is certainly justified. 

This brings us to the other problem in 
pursuing this choice, and that is the reluc
tance of powerful U.S. political and military 
leaders to see any diminution of the U.S. 
offensive strategic strength regardless of what 
policy is pursued by the Soviet Union. Dur
ing the Senate consideration of the partial 
test ban treaty in 1963, the importance of 
testing for the perfection of weapons, both 
offensive and defensive, was one of the major 
concerns of those Senators who were skepti
cal about the treaty. Additionally U.S. politi
cal leaders have convinced themselves that 
offensive strength is the key to security and 
that the margin of superiority of U.S. to 
Soviet strategic offensive strength must be 
substantial (it is now between 3 or 4 to 1) . 
Any attempt, therefore, to limit strategic 
offensive weapons ls likely to be regarded with 
hostility by some influential members of the 
Congress and many members of the military, 
especially the Air Force. 

The crucial question is, what kind of an 
agreement might be worked out. At the 
outset it should be understood that serious 
negotiations on what both sides regard as 
the heart of their mill tary strength will 
necessarily be long and arduous. One of the 
advantages of such negotiation is that it 
woUld provide both sides with a reason to 
defer further aictivlty in the defensive area 
and to slow down the pace of what they were 
doing in the offensive area. 

The precise nature of any agreement will 
be delicate to work out. There are four as
pects: deployment, reductions, production, 
and research and development. No one ap
pears to be advancing any scheme to curtail 
research and development. This is difficult 
to inspect, and although provocative in a 
sense, not nearly as much so as either produc
tion, deployment, or an unwillingness to re
duce existing stockpiles. With respect to de
ployment, it would probably not be a difficult 
task for each side to ascertain through recon
naissance satellites and other intelligence 
techniques that the other side was not in
creasing its deployment of either defensive 
or offensive strategic weapons. Furthermore, 
it would not be difficult to check on reduc
tions of missiles, since this could be done 
by a so-called bonfire approach; each side 
would place its missiles in a given location 
for destruction, and destruction would be 
observed by those from the other side or by 
an international inspection team. 

The more difficUlt question is that of pro
duction controls. In 1964 the United States 
proposed a production freeze on offensive 
and defensive weapons which would cover not 
only a freeze on the number of strategic mis
siles produced, but also on all of their im
portant characteristics. This proposal had 
attaiched to it an elaborate inspection proce
dure requiring entry into all the known 
production plants for producing missiles as 
well as spot checks into other plants to in
sure that no missiles were being produced 
surreptitiously. However, if the freeze did 
not extend to the charaicteristics of missiles 
but only to the rate at which existing mis
siles could be replaced, then the inspection 

procedures might not be so onerous. This 
might not even require inspection of produc
tion plants, but rather, only inspection of 
the replacement. Such a procedure might be 
sufficiently unobtrusive to be acceptable to 
Soviet leaders. · 

The possibilities for agreement may be de
pendent on the course of the other areas 
of Soviet-U.S. relationships, particularly 
Vietnam. Any agreement may have to await 
the outcome of that struggle, but if that 
outcome can be mutually satisfaictory, then 
there is real hope that the perplexing ABM 
problem can also be resolved. 

[From the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. 
September 1967] 

CONGRESS DEBATES THE ABM 
(By Betty Goetz Lall) 

(NoTE.-"On the ABM question ... the 
pattern of Congressional interest shows some 
usual and unusual aspects. . . . They [Con
gressmen) are pondering many of the conse
quences of a decision to deploy or not to de
ploy. There is no panic and little oratory. 
They do not pretend to have pat solutions 
to the problem and clearly most would like 
to be confronted with a case of successful 
diplomacy to avoid a commitment to 
deploy.") 

It is a virtual certainly that when Presi
dent Johnson and Secretary of Defense Mc
Namara decide to undertake some degree o:t 
production and deployment of an anti
ballistlc missile system for the United States, 
Congress will not object. On major weapons 
systems, especially those recommended 
unanimously by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Congress as a body does not usually try to 
override the decisions of the military and its 
civilian chiefs. The ABM case is not likely 
to be an exception. What Congress frequently 
does is to recommend production of arms 
before the Executive branch has judged them 
to be essential for the nation'e security. 
When this happens the uncertainty ts. 
whether or not the Executive branch will 
adhere to Congressional conclusions. 

On the ABM question, which become a 
major public issue in 1967, the pattern of 
Congressional interest shows some usual and 
and unusual aspects. It is the purpose of this. 
article to discuss pertinent Congressional 
concerns as they have evolved by mid-1967. 

HISTORY OF THE ABM AND CONGRESS 
Research and development on the first U.S. 

ABM system, the Nike Zeus, began in fl.seal 
1955; it grew out of the Nike Hercules and 
Nike Ajax systems, the two surfaice-to-alr 
missiles designed to protect the population 
from an attack by Soviet bombers. Congress 
authorized and appropriated the funds re
quested by the Executive branch for Nike 
Zeus research and development, without 
substantive comment, until 1959 when the 
Army announced that the system was ready 
for production and deployment. The U.S. 
Secretary of Defense, Neil McElroy, rejected 
the Army's request but the dispute precipi
tated considerable Congressional discussion; 
at that time the issue was resolved by Con
gress adding to the defense budget $375 mil
lion for the "acceleration of the Nike Zeus 
and/ or the modernization of Army fire
power." Because of technical weaknesses in 
the Nike Zeus, research and development be
gan in 1963 on a new system, the Nike X. 
Congressional interest remained minimal, a 
technical question was asked now and then 
during authorization or appropriation hear
ings, but on the :floor of the House or Sen
ate no attention was given to the ultimate 
and strategic implications for U.S. national 
security policy. 

Later in 1963, however, when the partial 
test-ban treaty was before the Senate, in
terest in ABM increased due to opposition 
to the treaty on grounds that it would pre-
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elude perfection of an ABM. Once this op
position was overcome and the treaty ratified, 
Congress reverted in 1964 and 1965 to its 
previous relative disinterest. 

In 1966, as a result of a recommendation 
by the Joint Chiefs that Nike X was ready 
for production and deployment, the Senate 
Armed Services Committee recommended an 
.additional $153.5 million for preproduction 
of long leadtime items for the ABM and $14.4 
million for additional developmental efforts. 
The House Armed Services Committee, in 
agreeing with the Senate, said in its report: 

"Recent advances in technology and con
cepts of deployment permit a blanket of pro
tection for the whole United States against 
a relatively small number of a.ttacking mis
siles, and tighter protection against heavier 
attacks for 25 major cities, at a five-year cost 
of $8.5 to $10 billion. Because of its build
ing block or modular design concept, the Nike 
X system lends itself to the initial deploy
ment of a light defense for a small number 
of cities and a later addition of more exten
sive and intensive coverage as circumstances 
capable of defending against not only inter
continental ballistic missiles, but also mis
siles that might be launched from Polaris
type submarines. Even a modest ballistic mis
sile defense might save millions of American 
lives in the event of an enemy attack. 

"The committee is not attempting to define 
the ultimate type or scope of a ballistic mis
sile defense deployment and it is not neces
sary to make such a determination now. The 
leadtime between a decision to proceed wtth 
deployment and the attainment of an opera
tional capability is so long, however, that the 
committee considers the cost of buying a 
saving of about one year in such a deploy
ment as being reasonably priced insurance 
when one considers the consequences of being 
attacked without any protection." 

The Senate and House accepted their 
Armed Services Committees' recommenda
tion with a modicum of debate--Represent
atives Bennett (D. Fla.), Sikes (D. Fla.), 
and Younger (R. Calif.) were for deploy
ment and Senators Clark (D. Pa.), Young (D. 
Ohio) and Representative Cohelan (D. 
Calif.) were opposed. The Secretary of De
fense subsequently announced tha.t we would 
not spend the money at that time, on the 
grounds that it would not add to U.S. se
curity because the Soviet Union would act 
to counter effectively any major deployment 
effort and China would not have an intercon
tinental ballistic missile capability before the 
mid-1970s. 

In late 1966, probably to justify accelerated 
development and production of the ad
vanced Poseidon missile--a substitute :for 
the Polaris misslle--Secretary McNamara 
announced that the Soviet Union had ac
celerated its deployment of an ABM system 
around Moscow. But the President and Sec
retary McNamara, in presenting the defense 
budget to Congress for fiscal 1968, continued 
to hold the view that deployment of an 
ABM system was not now desirable and that 
any such decision should await the outcome 
of proposed talks between the Soviet Union 
and the United States on an agreement to 
freeze ABM deployment on both sides. (The 
Soviets requested, in February 1967, that 
these talks be expanded to include strategic 
offensive as well as defensive missiles.) The 
major public Congressional reaction to the 
McNamara announcement was a telegram 
sent to the President by the Senate's Assist
ant Minority Leader, Senator Kuchel (R., 
Calif.), a member of the Defense Subcom
mittee of the Appropriations Committee, who 
urged agreement to freeze ABM deployment 
between the United States and the Soviet 
Union as a means to forestall "a new and 
ominous round in nuclear arms race" 1f both 
sides deployed ABM systems. Not objecting 
to this advice, the President nevertheless 
requested $377 million for ABM of which $91 

million was for contingent funding for the 
initiation or procurement of an ABM system 
if talks with the Soviets proved unsuccessful 
Congress approved the Administration re
quest. 

SCOPE OF CONGRESSIONAL INTEREST 

In contrast to its posture on most defense 
policy questions, Congress showed aroused 
interest in whether and when the United 
States should begin to produce and deploy 
the Nike X system, which expressed itself 
in the following ways: 

What size system, when, and against whom. 
The Joint Chiefs wanted deployment of an 
extensive system around 25 cities, in addi
tion to an area defense network; but the 
Secretary of Defense wanted to postpone 
a decision about deploying any system. The 
Senate Armed Services Committee took a 
middle course and recommended considera
tion, in the U.S. negotiations with the Soviet 
Union, "of the desirability of our deploying 
a 'thin' ABM defense against such threats 
[as China, an accidental firing , or a form of 
blackmail], or those that might be posed 
by future nuclear powers." Such a system 
could be expanded later, the Committee felt, 
until full deployment was reached covering 
the entire country, including protection of 
Minuteman missile sites. On March 21, 1967 
Senator Russell (D. Ga.), chairman of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, presented 
the Committee's views and added: 

"It seems to me that the objective in de
fense should be to prepare to save all that 
you can, even if you are unable to save every
thing and everyone. Fortunately, it is not 
necessary to decide now what the ultimate 
scope of the deployment need be. . . . The 
Committee, of course, does not oppose nego
tiations with the Soviet Union on an agree
ment banning the deployment of compli
cated, expensive, and extensive missile de
fense systems. We believe, however, that 
these negotiations should take into account 
that a bilateral agreement would leave us 
vulnerable to a possible nuclear attack from 
Communist China, or even an accidental at
tack. The Committee feels that full consid
eration should be given to permitting de
ploymen~. of at least the 'thin' ABM de
fense .... 

The Chairman's somewhat satirical re
sponse to the arguments of Mr. McNamara
that the Soviet Union would act to nullify 
any ABM system installed by the United 
States by improving its offensive systems
was "in trying to support its conclusions that 
it is expensively futile to build an ABM de
fense against the Soviet Union, the Depart
ment of Defense presented an involuted series 
of assumption, hypotheses, and assumption 
upon assumptions. In its latter stages, this ex
ercise gets too esoteric for me to follow. If 
one accepts every premise in this syllogism, 
he will arrive at the conclusion the Depart
ment desires. More seriously, the Depart
ment's case is based more on ... the assump
tion that the reaction of the Soviet Union to 
our ABM deployment would be 'equal, op
posite, feasible, and possible'." 

The Committee did not appear to be pan
icky about the need for haste to begin deploy
ment (construction of a thin system would 
require at least four to five years) nor im
pressed with arguments that the decision 
should be postponed for an indefinite period. 
Some members of Congress expressed greater 
impatience. Senator Thurmond (R. S.C.), the 
most vocal in favor of immediate deployment, 
inserted into the Congressional Record sev
eral articles and editorials supporting this 
point of view and himself told the Senate: 
"The most urgent task facing the 90th Con
gress is to spur the Administration toward 
immediate and decisive action in beginning 
forthwith the preproduction engineering on 
the Nike X system as authorized and funded 
by Congress." Senator Fannin (R. Artz.) ad
dressed the Senate April 12 on "The ABM-

Let Us Begin." His case rested on the report 
that the Soviets had begun deployment and 
were increasing their offensive weapon 
capability. 

On the House side Representatives Ash
brook (R. Ohio), Evins (R. Tenn.), Gross (R. 
Iowa), Michel (R. Ill.), Roudebush (R. Ind.), 
Sikes (D. Fla.), and Taylor (R. N.C.), publicly 
indicated, through remarks in the House or 
inserts in the Record, that they favored pro
ceeding immediately with deployment. Rep
resentative Berry (R. S.D.) proposed a radical 
step in order to obtain a favorable decision 
for deployment. On February 16, 1967, he 
introduced a bill (H.R. 5586) "to provide that 
no further appropriations for the purpose of 
furnishing foreign aid shall be deemed to be 
authorized by the Congress until an adequate 
antimissile defense system for the U.S. has 
been constructed." It is unlikely that the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee seriously 
considered such an extreme measure. 

Is cost a factor? Although Secretary Mc
Namara stated that cost was not a factor in 
deferring a deployment decision, his em
phasis on a $40 billion program led several 
in Congress to evaluate the issue partly on 
that basis. Senator Symington, not neces
sarily an opponent of "deploy now," re
sponded to testimony by Secretary of the 
Army Vance at hearings before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Subcommittee on Disarm
ament by saying: 

"You say $3.5 billion to defend against the 
Chinese [referring to a 'thin' ABM system). 
We had previous testimony on the Terrier, 
Talos, and Tartar. We used $3 billion alone 
for those lost missiles. I do not know how 
many billions were lost on Bomarc, but it was 
plenty. I do not know how much was lost on 
the Nike Ajax or Nike Hercules, or Atlas, but 
it was plenty more. I would guess the overall 
figure was $10 billion if it was a nickel. It 
might be a good idea if you would at some 
time get up a table for the record to show 
what we have lost on missiles abandoned, as 
one of the reasons for justifying not going 
ahead with the ABM." 

Senator Gore (D. Tenn.), chairman of the 
Disarmament Subcommittee, stressed that 
cost was not a key consideration for him: 
"This business of equating the possible kill
ing of 80 million people, which is almost 
half of our population, with a cost of $40 
billion just would not appeal to me," he said. 
"But if there are other and more compelling 
reasons, then let us have them." Senator 
Symington agreed with this view. Also dis
counting cost an argument against deploy
ment was Senator Ervin (D. N.C.) who said: 
"We scatter over the earth hundreds of mil
lions of dollars in foreign aid; certainly this 
nation can afford to spend $40 billion for 
such a program." Senator Young (D. Ohio), 
opposed ABM deployment partially on cost. 
It "would be a complete waste of taxpayers' 
money," he asserted In the Senate, and ad
vocated instead an overwhelming offensive as 
the best defense. 

Negotiations with the Soviet Union. Since 
the Administration position was to postpone 
a decision on deployment until determining 
the outcome of negotiations with the Soviet 
Union, some in Congress directed their at
tention to the wisdom of this Presidential 
decision and the likelihood of successful 
negotiations. Senators Clark, Fulbright, 
Javits, Proxmire, Symington, and Young sup
ported the President on his decision and 
Representatives Moss (D. Calif.) and Rosen
thal (D. N.Y.) inserted editorials into the 
RECORD urging negotiations with the Soviet 
Union. This is probably the first time since 
the Cold War began that so many in Congress 
publicly urged the Administration to seek 
negotiations with the Soviet Union on an 
arms control measure. In the past Congress 
has been skeptical or hostile and seldom so 
willing to look to negotiations as an alter
native to pursuing military strength. 
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other Congressmen, however, expressed 

concern that negotiations would drag on and 
the Soviets might stall; meantime the United 
States would be falling behind the Soviet 
Union in proceeding with deployment. Some 
tried to obtain a firm answer from Adminis
tration spokesmen as to what would be a 
maximum time limit for negotiations. This 
answer tended to be vague or classified, but 
on one occasion a time limit of five or six 
months was suggested. Senator Gore was one 
who wanted a limit on negotiations. "This 
time element," he claimed, "is something 
about which I feel a sense of urgency that, 
in all candor, I have not detected in the 
President's statement." In a d.11Ierent tone, 
Senator Sparkman (D. Ala.) offered the ad
vice: "My impression has been that the mat
ter was rather sensitive and that, perhaps, 
it was felt that we would have a better 
chance of making headway with the Russians 
if we went into it in a soft and quiet manner. 
We ought to feel our way." Yet, Senator 
Symington pursued the point: "I do think 
here in Congress we ought to have some 
idea as to how long we wait." The answer 
from Secretary Vance: "I think it all de
pends on how the discussions seem to pro
ceed. If we are making progress then we 
would be willing to wait longer than other-
wise .... " 

The Senate Armed Services Committee 
went on record as favoring negotiations but 
added that funding for initial production 
for deployment should be used "if an agree
ment that fully protects the interest of the 
United States cannot be consummated with
in a reasonable period." Senator Javits de
murred from such a view and told the Senate 
that "even if the negotiations do not succeed, 
I would wish to evaluate the strategic im
plications involved in such an antiballistic 
missile system st that time." The New York 
Senator also took exception to the proposal 
in the Committee's report that negotiations 
with the Soviet Union should explore the 
desirability of deploying a thin system for 
protection against any Chinese threat. He 
said he felt this would not be "a proper ele
ment of negotiations with the Soviet Un
ion." 

Few Senators evinced interest in the kind 
of position being developed by the Executive 
branch for presentation in negotiations with 
the Soviet Union. Even after President John
son announced on March 2 that he had ac
cepted, at the Soviets' request, inclusion of 
offensive as well as defensive missiles in 
projected U.S.-USSR negotiations, Congress
men did not inquire about the U.S. nego
tiating position. On one occasion during 
Armed Services hearings, Senator Young (R. 
N.D.) asked Mr. McNamara whether an 
agreement with the Soviets to freeze ABM 
systems would require inspection. The an
swer, oddly enough, was deleted as being 
classified. Although the Secretary of Defense 
suggested that an agreement with the So
viets might be either formal or informal, 
Congress did not pursue the meaning of in
formal. Usually Senators in particular are 
sensitive to any possibility of the Executive 
branch circumventing use of the treaty pow
er. In any event, without further inquiry 
into the nature of the U.S. position, Congress 
will not be knowledgeable enough to assess 
cause if the negotiations fail. 

Only Senator Gore seems to have advanced 
a proposal for ABM agreement. He urged 
the Secretary of State to suggest "to the 
Soviets a willingness to discuss the feasi
bility of an international agency, preferably 
the U.N., deploying a thin ABM line. If you 
will look at the world in terms of a sphere, 
a thin line of defensive ABMs, running, say, 
from Greenland to Kamchatka, would bisect 
just about all fixed bases of missile trajec
tories from the Soviet Union to the United 
States. Has the administration given any 
thought to utilizing an international agency 
In this regard, to give some security, some 

feeling of safety to both countries?" Sec
retary Rusk promised to consider such a 
proposal, although he noted that there were 
problems of who would pay the cost and 
under what circumstances firing would take 
place. 

Impact on the economy. Of interest to 
some in Congress is whether heavy defense 
expenditures, such as those that would be 
involved in an ABM production and deploy
ment system, might have undesirable conse
quences for the economy. Senator Aiken (R. 
Vt.) expressed his apprehensions during the 
Disarmament Subcommittee hearings: 

"I think we are overlooking one impor
tant phase of this whole program. That is 
the growing dependency of areas and States 
on Government orders until they get to where 
they are almost helpless. For example, for 
the State of Washington over 50 per cent of 
their gross national product is from Govern
ment. California and Connecticut are also 
highly dependent, and this will certainly 
increase. It might be a mutual dependency 
on the part of the Government and the 
States on how the work is being done, but I 
am wondering how far we want to go before 
we divert them back to something of a dif
ferent nature. For instance, I believe the 
Connecticut Brass Works are now offering 33 
per cent of their facilities in the production 
of shell casings. How far can they go in that 
direction, and then say, 'We have to keep on 
with this, we have got to look for uses for 
this product we make because we cannot 
afford to stop business or readjust any
thing.'" 

On the same theme Senator Clark intro
duced into the Record an article, "Thirty 
Billion Dollars For Whom?-Politics, Profits, 
and the Antimissile Missile." The article by 
Frederic Collins in The New Republic listed 
some 20 companies as being important con
tractors in ABM development and produc
tion, and suggested that because the various 
plants of these companies permeate most of 
the states and a majority of Congressional 
districts, pressures may mount on Congress 
to seek a positive decision on deployment. 

Although he did not label it blackmail, or 
any other opprobrious term, Senator Russell 
referred to a speech by Dr. Haa-old Agnew, 
head of the Scientific Laboratory Weapons 
Division of the AEC Los Alamos Laboratory, 
where Agnew said that "companies working 
on the Nike X were now ready for the next 
step but might disband their technical teams 
and convert their facilities to other uses if 
the system is kept in suspension another 
year." 

Effectiveness of the system. Administra
tion spokesmen claim that the present effec
tiveness of the Nike X in shooting down in
coming missiles from Soviet territory would 
reduce American fatalities by 90 million in an 
all-out nuclear exchange. McNamara would 
deploy the system were it not for his con
viction that the Soviets would act to counter 
it and thus render it completely ineffective. 
Not all Congressmen, however, have been 
persuaded that the present system is ready 
for deployment. When the Defense Depart
ment's authorization bill for fiscal 1968 was 
being discussed in the Senate, Senator Smith 
(R. Me.) said: 

"It was with considerable reluctance that 
I joined in the committee's approval of the 
authorization with respect to the deployment 
of an antiballistic missile defense system. I 
can give no assurance that I will do so again 
next year. I am becoming more and more in
clined to believe that the Secretary of De
fense is right--but for the wrong reason
on this issue. I am not convinced that the 
state of the art on an anti-ballistic missile 
defense system has reached a relatively 
static status .... I am not convinced that the 
ground placements of what may appear to be 
Russia's anti-ballistic missile defense system 
are what they seem but that rather they 
may be decoys of classic deception designed 

to motivate us to a very costly defense-system 
that may be obsolete or become obsolete in 
the near future." 

In a different way Representative Dorn. 
(D. S.C.) also objected to the system. Speak
ing on the theme, "$40 Billion Folly," and the 
fact that the Joint Chiefs' proposal would'. 
protect only 25 to 50 cities, he said: "What 
then would happen to my constituents and 
the millions of other patriotic Americans 
in the thousands of cities and rural areas 
throughout our country?" His answer-build 
a strong offense everywhere including 
space and under the sea. Representative 
Fraser (D. Minn.), in inserting an article by 
James Burnham against deploying ABM 
and instead relying on offensive deterrent 
power, was perhaps also indicating sympa
thetic interest in this viewpoint. 

Senator Clark questioned the whole con
cept of relying so totally on either offensive 
or defensive power. He exclaimed during a. 
Disarmament Subcommittee hearing: 

"From where I sit there is a basic blind 
spot in this whole discussion, not only phil
osophically but logically. You gentlemen are, 
of necessity, engaged in utilizing your mag
nificent talents to attempt to defend the 
United States as best you can against an 
armed attack of any enemy nuclear force. 
You must, therefore, make the basic assump
tion that there is and always will be an 
enemy. But as politicians ... we must de
vote our best interests toward developing in
ternational cooperation as opposed to inter
national conflict. Accordingly, when you tell 
us what can and cannot be done with an an
tiballistic missile system, you are, in effect, 
merely giving us advice as to what we should 
do in our efforts to persuade the Soviet Union 
and China to substitute cooperation for con
flict. Our task, therefore, is to try to bring 
peace to the world not through deterrence, 
but through disarmament. Your advice in 
that regard is essential to us, so that we 
should not take an undue risk.'' 

Civilian versus military. Perhaps one of the 
principal reasons why debate on the ABM 
during 1967 blossomed into full controversy 
is that expert opinion in the Executive 
branch is divided. It would not be likely that 
so many members of Congress would take 
such an active part in discussions if the re
spective sides could not point to experts in 
the Administration to support their points 
of view. Most Congressmen consider them
selves laymen, especially on military and 
foreign policy questions, and in the absence 
of expert advice tend to defer to those who 
appear to have superior knowledge. With the 
civilian chiefs, Defense Secretary McNamara 
and Army Secretary Vance, on one side, and 
the military Joint Chiefs of Staff on the 
other, members of Congress could be com
fortable and confident taking either position 
publicly. 

Senator Symington, however, expressed ap
prehension about the possible effect of the 
civilian-military division on the military. He 
felt there was too much anti-military feeling 
being voiced in his state. "Doesn't it worry 
you," he asked of the Defense Secretary, "to 
make a civilian decision of this character 
[not to deploy an ABM] against the unani
mous opinion of the Joint Chiefs; and sec
ond, don't you think, when you do that ... 
that it somewhat denigrates the position of 
the military before the American people?" 
The Secretary thought not. 

Soviet intentions. Discussions of why the 
Soviet Union had undertaken to deploy an 
ABM system seemed to reveal an important 
shift in attitudes toward the Soviet Union 
on the part of some members of Congress. 
As witness after witness in the Executive 
branch explained Soviet behavior in de
ploying an ABM on the ground that histor
ically the Soviet Union is primarily defense 
minded, legislators appeared not to question 
the conclusion held officially, though only 
a few years back, the government's view was 
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that the Soviet Union was an offensive, ag
gressive power. Senator Lausche (D. Ohio) 
finally asked why the Soviets did not follow 
our example: "Why haven't they gone for
ward with the development of an offensive 
system? Why have they gone forward with 
this defensive system? If it is good for them 
why isn't it good for us?" The answer from 
an Executive branch expert: "I can only 
repeat because I have it from history and I 
heard other people saying it, is that the 
Russians are defensive-minded and, for a 
country which has been throughout their 
history defensive-minded, an ABM would 
appeal to them." And Senator Case (R. N.J.), 
after listening to Executive branch witnesses 
discuss the fallout problem in an offensive
defensive missile exchange, commented: 
"This is leading toward the argument that 
the present antiballistic missile system 
would be more valuable for us [deleted] 
than to have our present and projected larger 
numbers [meaning large numbers of offensive 
missiles] ." 

These are the questions, comments, and 
views of those in Congress who are begin
ning to concern themselves with a major 
issue in defense and foreign policy. They 
are pondering many of the consequences of a 
decision to deploy or not to deploy. There 
is no panic and little oratory. They do not 
pretend to have pat solutions to the problem 
and clearly most would like to be con
fronted with a case of successful diplomacy 
to avoid a commitment to deploy. But they 
have not yet looked closely enough to learn 
in what manner the Executive branch is 
pursuing the course of negotiation. 

[From the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 
March 1967] 

SUPERIORITY AND INNOVATION IN U.S. 

DEFENSE FORCES 

(By Betty Goetz Lall) 
Anyone who follows the U.S. defense pro

gram is aware of the constant change taking 
place as weapons conceived of yesterday, de
veloped today, and produced tomorrow will 
be labeled, by military planners, as obsolete 
day after tomorrow. Those who are deeply 
engrossed in the process of weapons build
ing-in the Pentagon, defense companies, 
and the committees of Congress that oversee 

the Defense Department---are necessarily pre
occupied with the goal of achieving the most 
modern and advanced military force for the 
U.S., within a politically acceptable cost 
range. Most citizens shrink from any effort 
to evaluate what should be the proper di
mensions of the defense budget and the 
principal factors determining the size and 
quality of the U.S. military force. And yet 
a growing question is: should not at least 
some citizens be capable of and interested 
in making competent judgments on how 
much of the nation's resources should be 
devoted to military activities? Is the matter 
of defense policy so different from other 
public issues that the citizen should be 
absolved of responsibility to inform himself 
and enter into discussions on the nature of 
the defense establishment? 

In the current fiscal year, U.S. offensive 
and defensive strategic nuclear forces and 
civil defense measures constitutes slightly 
over 11 per cent of the total budget request. 
This total includes funds for Vietnam except 
for the supplemental requested by the Presi
dent in December 1966. In fiscal 1964, the 
last year before the build-up in Vietnam, the 
strategic nuclear war forces amounted to 
about 18 per cent of total defense expendi
tures, $9.3 billion out of $51.7 billion. Of 
total funds for offensive and defensive forces, 
the offensi~ has since been absorbing about 
80 per cent, an indication that the United 
States believes that ot!ensive strength is bet
ter protection from attack than defensive 
strength. 

The U.S. strategic offensive force began ex
panding substantially in the first year of the 
Kennedy administration. Although the Dem
ocrats in 1960 had charged that there was a 
deficiency in the number of U.S. intercon
tinental missiles compared to those held by 
the Soviet Union, this was found not to be 
the case once the Democrats took control and 
examined the evidence more closely. The 
United States possessed over 100 ICBM's com
pared to an estimated 25 for the Soviet 
Union. U.S. long-range bomber forces also 
exceeded by a considerable number those of 
the Soviets. The United States nevertheless, 
proceeded to build missiles at a fast pace 
until the ratio of U.S. to USSR ICBMs by 
1964 was over six to one--1,250 to 200 (see 
the accompanying chart) . 

U.S. AND SOVIET STRATEGIC FORCES 

1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967~8 

UNITED STATES 

B- 52 (long-range bomber).... ................ . 630 630 630 630 600 600 
B- 58(1ong-range bomber)_... ................. 90 90 90 80 80 80 
FB- 11 lA (long-range fighter-bomber).... .... . ................ . .... . ....................................... . 210 
Atlas(ICBM~6 in softsites).................. 90 126 1126 (2) • •..•••••••••• .•..... • .. 
Titan I (ICBM)............................... 36 108 54 (2) •..•.••.•.•.••• •.•••.•.. 
Titan II (ICBM)................................... . . ... . ............. 54 54 54 54 
Minuteman I (ICBM)_........................ 150 180 600 800 800 (2) 
Minuteman 11 (ICBM) .....................•... }···..... . ...................................... 50 1, 054 
Minuteman 111 (ICBM) ....................... . 
Polaris A- 1 (sea-based missile)................. 80 80 80 80 (2) . ..• ••••• • •• _. 
Polaris A- 2... .. .. .... .. .. ..... .. . . . ... . .. .. .. . ... . . .. . . . 80 208 208 208 208 
Polaris A- 3. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. ...... ...... .. .. .... .. .... .. .. •. ... 128 208 448 448 

SOVIET UNION 

Bison (long-range bomber).......... . ......... 120 
Blinder(long-range bomber) .. . ........................... . 
ICBM's..................................... 75 

130 soft. 
2 Phased out. 
a Phasing out. 
•Coming into force. 
&300 plus. 

120 120 120 
<•> 1 oo · · · · · · · · 2iiii · · · · · · · · · 27ci" 

120 
300 
300 

(3) 
300 

Sources: The Military Balance, published annually by the Institute of Strategic Studies, London, and statements o fthe U.S. Secre
tary of Defense. 

HOW MUCH SUPERIORITY? 

Why is this level of superiority thought 
to be necessary? The Secretary of Defense 
has stated that the U.S. strategic forces "are 
far more than adequate to inflict unaccept
able damage on the Soviet Union even after 
absorbing a well-coordinated Soviet first 
strike against those forces." He has further 

said: "It appears that even a relatively small 
portion of these forces would furnish us with 
a completely adequate deterrent to a delib
erate Soviet nuclear attack on the United 
States or its allies .... The et!ective delivery 
of even one-fifth of the surviving weapons 
on Soviet cities would destroy a.bout one
third of the total population and half of the 

industrial capacity of the Soviet Union." (See 
1966 Presentation of the Defense Budget 
to the Congress.) The main reason advanced 
thus far by military specialists is that it is 
best to figure very conservatively when it 
comes to national security; therefore, even 
if only 300 missiles are necessary to assure 
the mission of the force, it is best to be 
cautious and procure five to six times that 
number. 

Perhaps this answer should suffice for the 
citizen. He wants to feel his security is pro
tected. But there are at least three other 
questions that emerge. The first is whether 
the country and its tax-paying citizens are 
so well off that buying five times more se
curity than is needed is an acceptable na
tional policy. Can this money be better used? 
Do we not face an unmet domestic threat of 
equally serious proportions-the deteriora
tion of our cities, the cancer of spreading 
poverty, the slow rate of progress in achieving 
full equality and employment for all citizens, 
and the failure to raise appropriately the 
quality of educational and other social serv
ices? Do we not face a foreign non-military 
threat, potentially as great as the miUtary, 
in the growing income gap between the so
ca.lled developed and developing nations? 

A second question is how the Soviet Union 
reacts to a U.S. strategic offensive build-up 
that is over four times superior to its own. 
The Soviet Union decisions regarding the 
adequacy of its strategic force, while influ
enced by the parallel U.S. policies, apparently 
do not aim at achieving full quantitative 
or qualitative parity with the U.S. Its ICBM 
force has evidently more than trebled in the 
past four yea.rs. Qualitative improvements 
appear to be primarily in some hardening 
and increased mobility and in decreasing re
action time for missile firing. The Soviets 
have installed many second generation mis
siles as opposed to the third and fourth gen
eration missiles being developed and pro
cured by the United States. 

A third question relates to how the United 
States can expect to achieve another na
tional goal, presumably as important as mili
tary strength-that of stopping the arms 
race and mutual reduction of military 
strength-if we insist that this level of su
periority be maintained throughout the dis
armament process. Which situation buys the 
greatest security: a balanced reduction in 
the strategic strength of both sides, or an 
attempt to maintain current superiority and 
increase the size of the force whenever the 
Soviet Union attempts to reduce the gap? A 
balanced reduction of strategic forces implies 
a willingness to relinquish at least some of 
the superiority that has been achieved. To 
suggest such a relinquishment draws sharp 
criticism from most military officials. While 
there is no stated doctrine that a particular 
superiority ratio is essential to U.S. security, 
neither has there been a policy statement 
suggesting that the United States would be 
prepared under certain conditions to abandon 
its present position of superiority. Yet, it is 
difficult to comprehend how the United 
States could realize its disarmament objec
tives without such a willingness. 

RATE OF INNOVATION 

The quantitative ratio of superiority we 
have been discussing must be joined to the 
rate of qualitative change in U.S. strategic 
forces. How much should be expended each 
year on such change and what criteria should 
be used to determine how much qualitative 
change is necessary? 

The American people seem to accept each 
year, almost as a tradition, the need to mod
ify every model of automobile, kitchen appli
ance, and women's clothing produced. To 
what extent has this cultural phenomenon 
been transferred to the defense program? In 
the early 1950s the United States built a large 
force of B-47 medium jet bombers which 
could attack the Soviet Union from overseas 
bases. In 1960 the Defense Department began 
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phasing out these planes; they were to be re
placed by a large force of over 600 B-52s and 
a smaller force of 90 B-58 intercontinental 
bombers. The ~2s were constantly being 
modernized so that by 1963 the number of 
models ranged from A through H and several 
hundred million dollars had been spent. By 
1967 models A and B had been phased out 
and the Air Force was in the process of phas
ing some of the planes of models C to F, 
leaving a bomber force of 255 B-52 models G 
and H, 345 models C to F, and 80 ~as. In 
the late 1950s the Defense Department began 
developing a prototype for a new bomber, the 
B-70, and spent $1.7 billion on development 
before military decisionmakers decided that 
it was not the plane they wanted as a replace
ment for the ~2. Development then began 
on a combination fighter-bomber, the FB
lllA, and in 1966 the Secretary of Defense 
agreed to recommend an initial procurement 
of 210 of these airplanes to be fully opera
tional by 1968 at an investment cost of $1.9 
billion. But many in the Air Force believe 
another plane is also desirable and they are 
pressing for full development and procure
ment of the AMSA (advanced strategic air
craft) . Several members of Congress, espe
cially in the various armed services commit
tees, also believe the AMSA should be de
veloped but have not yet convinced Secretary 
McNamara that such a plane is needed. One 
of the Secretary's argument is that there is 
no agreed purpose for such an aircraft. An
other is that since the Soviet Union has not 
given evidence it is building a new long-range 
bomber, the United States should not proceed 
in such an endeavor. Some congressmen ·are 
not impressed with this argument and plead 
instead that it is simply time to have a new 
plane. 

An alternative to pursuing innovations in 
weapons at a rather rapid rate, one seldom 
discussed by those responsible for military 
policy in Congress, is a simultaneous phasing 
out by the United States and the Soviet 
Union of a given type of weapon. A few years 
ago the United States did offer to dismantle 
its B-47s if the Soviet Union would also dis
mantle its Badgers, the comparable Soviet 
medium-range bomber. The Soviets coun
tered that since the B-47s were being dis
mantled anyway both countries should dis
mantle all bombers. The United States never 
agreed to this proposal, one likely reason 
being that since it had such a ratio of su
per.tority over the Soviets in long-range 
bombers, 600 to 300-400, this was not a good 
trade. Another possible reason for retain
ing a U.S. force of long-range bombers, de
spite what the Soviets do, is that this re
quires the Soviet Union to spend money on 
bomber defenses; without such expenditures 
the Soviet Union could divert funds to other 
purposes, military or civilian. As Secretary 
McNatnara said: ". . . a force of 255 opera
tional B-15 G-Hs would be sufficient to com
pel the Soviets to maintain their present 
antibomber defenses." 

In the absence of any bomber agreements 
with the Soviet Union, matters for U.S. de
fense policy consideration should include the 
criteria by which the United States should 
decide to retain through 1975 B-52 models 
G and H by further modernization, at a cost 
of $1.3 billion through 1972 and another $600 
million through 1975; to initiate further pro
curement of the FB-111; or to institute a $4 
or $5 billion program to build the AMSA. 

Similar questions can be raised about rates 
of innovation in the U.S. strategic nuclear 
missile force. The first strategic ballistic mis
siles were the Thors and Jupiters, sufficiently 
short range so that they had to be stationed 
in Turkey, Italy, and England, and were vul
nerable to Soviet attack. They were replaced 
as soon as the United States had a fair-sized 
ICBM missile force stationed on its terri
tory: 90 Atlas missiles and 36 Titan missiles. 
Since the Atlas missiles were also vulnerable 

they too were replaced by a hardened force 
of 108 Titans. The Ti·tan I was fully produced 
and operational in 1963 but the next year 
saw the replacement of half the Titan I force 
by Titan II, which had an increased pay
load. Today the remaining 54 Titan I missiles 
have been phased out. Almost simulta
neously with the Titan the Defense Depart
ment began deployment of Minuteman I, a 
solid fuel missile with better hardening 
qualities than the Titan, and the sea-based 
missile, Polaris A-1. A force of 180 Minute
man I and 80 Polaris A-1 missiles was opera
tional by 1962. As they were being installed 
work proceeded on Minuteman II and Polaris 
A-2; in 1967 the latter two models will be 
replacing Minuteman I and Polaris A-1. 
Additionally, about 448 Polaris A-3 and 1,054 
Minuteman III missiles will be installed as 
replacements for many of the Minuteman I 
and II and the Polaris A-2 missiles. The new 
models generally have longer range, in
creased payload, and better accuracy than 
their predecessors. In December 1966, Secre
tary McNamara announced that accelerated 
development on the Poseidon missile was 
proceeding as a replacement for Polaris A-2 
and A--3. (ln the fiscal 1967 budget $300 mil
lion was allocated for the Poseidon.) Also, 
early developmental work is going forward 
on an advanced or Improved Interconti
nental Missile as a possible replacement for 
Minuteman II and III. 

TO BE CONTINUED? 

The story of the rate of innovation in the 
strategic force is not unlike the story of 
innovation in other weapons for tactical war
fare or for bomber or missile defense. In the 
absence of knowledgeable public opinion to 
balance discussions on defense policy it is 
almost inevitable that the momentum of 
defense innovation will continue. As the 
Vice-Oommander of the Air Force Systems 
Command reported to an advanced planning 
session for defense industry officials: "The 
task of the Air Force Systems Command is to 
provide qualitatively superior systems for the 
Air Force. In order to perform this mission, 
we must advance aerospace technology as 
rapidly as is practical and adapt it on a timely 
basis to the needs of our aerospace systems." 
Although the Systems Command is expected 
to relate its work to the military threat posed 
to the United States, the momentum of the 
activity in its own right is sufficiently strong 
that the nature of the threat appears to 
become less and less a factor in the analysis 
and in subsequent decisions about building 
new systems. 

Few citizen groups concern themselves with 
Department of Defense assertions about the 
level of superiority or the rate of innovation 
in military weapons procurement. Many of 
those private citizens who are knowledgeable 
are consultants to the Defense Department 
and are reluctant to share with the public 
criticisms or alternative suggestions they may 
have. Ordinarily, a natural place for citizen 
evaluation is in the Congress where legisla
tive review of executive agencies is one of the 
most important functions of congressional 
committees. Yet, committees most involved 
in military affairs tend to become friendly 
spokesmen for the armed services. The 
Chairman of the House Armed Services Com
mittee reminded Air Force witnesses before 
his committee: "If you don't have any friends 
on this committee you don't have any friends. 
We are your voice in Congress. We are the 
only official voice, there aren't any others." 

Committees with foreign policy functions 
in general do not review defense policies and 
their implications for foreign policies includ
ing disarmament. Nor do committees charged 
with the overall economic health of the na
tion and the desirable allocation of resources 
and division of government expenditures 
challenge the absolute priority of defense 
over other needs. An exception is the work 
of Congressman Reuss' subcommittee hear-

ings on the decisionmaking process in federal 
research and development programs. 

One possible conclusion is that unless more 
citizens and citizen groups interest them
selves in defense policy questions there will 
be no effective challenge ·to the Defense De
partment's budgetary requests and policy 
directives except from those groups with 
more narrow military interests which a.re 
usually after more, not less, defense outlay. 
If greater public discussion can take place 
this surely will inspire Congress to carry out 
its supervisory functions more completely 
and comprehensively. And it will help pre
vent political parties and politicians from 
becoming demagogic about defense policies, 
which they are likely to do in the absence of 
sufficient public enlightenment and articu
late concern. 

[From the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 
April 1967] 

GAPS IN THE ABM DEBATE 
(By Betty Goetz Lall) 

There is one distressing aspect of the cur
rent discussions on whether the United 
States should now deploy an antiballistic 
missile system at a cost ranging from $4 to 
$40 billion. The President, the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of Defense, and other 
government officials imply that if they can
not persuade the Soviet Union to enter into 
an agreement against ABM deployment the 
United States may then feel compelled re
luctantly to go into full production and de
ployment of such a system either as an at
tempt to protect some of the people living 
in American cities or as protection against 
our own land-based intercontinental ballistic 
missiles. The President, in his State of the 
Union message, in reference to his assertion 
that the Soviet Union "has begun to place 
near Moscow a limited antimissile defense," 
stated that "any additional race would im
pose on our peoples, and on all mankind for 
that matter, an additional waste of resources 
with no gain in security to either side. And 
I expect in the days ahead to closely con
sult and seek the advice of the Congress 
about the possibilities of international agree
ments bearing directly upon this problem." 
The main clues as to what kind of agree
ments are being sought are contained in 
statements by the Secretary of State at a 
news conference on December 21, 1966 and 
the Secretary of Defense in his annual 
budget presentation to the Congress on 
January 2, 1967. Mr. Rusk referred to the 
earlier proposal of the United States that the 
two major nuclear powers freeze their pro
duction of offensive and defensive strategic 
nuclear delivery systems. Mr. McNamara said 
that the Executive branch proposes: "To in
itiate negotiations with the Soviet Union de
signed, through formal or informal agree
ment, to limit the deployment of antiballistic 
missile systems" and "To reconsider the de
ployment decision in the event these discus
sions prove unsuccessful." 

What is missing in this discussion is the 
important point that in all previous arms 
control discussions on ABM with the Soviet
Union the Soviets have indicated that the 
way to make negotiable a proposal on re
strictions against ABM deployment is to in
clude reductions in offensive systems as well. 
If Mr. McNamara and other officials of the 
Administration lead people to think that the 
only issue up for negotiation is antiballistic 
missile deployment then when the negotia
tions fail, as they are almost certainly likely 
to do if they do not include limita,tions on 
offensive strategic weapons, there will be the 
inevitable pressure in the United States to 
proceed with full production and deployment 
of our own Nike-X antimissile system. 

It is difficult to know whether Administra
tion officials have convinced themselves that 
the strongly held Soviet view-that offensive 
missiles must be part of any ABM agree-
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ment-has changed; or, that they know it 
has not changed but stm cannot bring them
selves to propose an agreement which in
cludes reduction of part of the Soviet and 
U.S. land-based or sea-based intercontinental 
ballistic missiles. With respect to the first 
possibility there is little evidence in the pub
lic domain that the Soviet Union has changed 
its attitude. Soviet officials at both private 
and official conferences have fiercely sup
ported the concept that building defensive 
systems is not as provocative as offensive sys
tems. Soviet scientists privately have ac
knowledged that ABM systems are not effec
tive in shooting down incoming rockets, 
particularly if they have multiple warheads, 
but such scientists have also indicated they 
have failed to convince their generals and 
members of the Politburo of the undesirabil
ity of installing an ABM system-such a view 
has been well known to U.S. experts in the 
arms control field for at least four years. The 
need for defense of the "motherland" can 
arouse as much emotion in many a Russian 
as the need for anticommunist measures can 
arouse in many Americans. When Soviet Pre
mier Aleksei Kosygin was in London in Feb
ruary he seemed to reconfirm the Soviet view 
when he said in answer to a question about 
ABlM: "What would you say is more of a step 
toward tension in the military field, an offen
sive weapon or a defensive weapon?" And 
his answer to his own question: "The system 
thait warns of an attack is not a factor in 
the arms race. On the contrary, it is a factor 
that reduces the possibiUty of the destruc
tion of people." 

If the United States realizes there is little 
probabill ty that the Soviet Union would be 
interested in an agreement limited to ABM 
systems alone what is the explanation for the 
absence in the Executive branch of proposals 
for reductions of ICBMs as part of an agree
ment? The most apparent explanation is that 
the United States is simply not interested in 
reducing its own offensive strength. A U.S. 
proposal to reduce a specific number of its 
ICBMs in return for a similar reduction of 
some of the Soviet ICBMs would substan
tially increase prospects for agreement not to 
deploy further ABM systems on both sides. 
Along with such reductions it would be de
sirable to freeze for several years the produc
tion of new ICBM systems by the two coun
tries. The United States proposed a produc
tion freeze in 1964 but has yet to suggest an 
agreement that would also include reduc
tions in strategic offensive missiles. One can 
almost predict that if the United States did 
propose some scheme for reductions in offen
sive strength our policymakers would tie on 
to the reductions an elaborate inspection 
system that would almost certainly be un
acceptable to the Soviet Union and which 
would perhaps in some degree go beyond the 
needs of the case. Given the knowledge we 
now have about Soviet weapons develop
ments in the strategic field would it not be 
possible to check on reductions of missiles 
by an inspection team witnessing their dis
mantlement or destruction, an inspection 
measure the Soviets in the past have stated 
they would be willing to accept? Whether 
further inspection of production facilities 
would be necessary is a matter to be scruti
nized carefully before decisions are taken to 
seek elaborate inspection of them. 

The probable reason why the most likely 
course for the United States to folli>w ls not 
to seek agreement to limit offensive systems 
is that the domestic pressures are almost 
totally one-sided. Within the Executive 
branch the Air Force and Navy argue 
strongly for a continuaition of development 
of offensive systems because this is their mis
sion. General John P. McConnell, Air Force 
Chief of Staff, said November 11, 1966, that 
"In the final analysis, this problem [whether 
an effective antimissile system by a potential 
enemy could lead to nuclear war] bolls down 
to the question as to which nation stays 

ahead in the technological race for superior 
aero-space power .... I am confident that 
we can keep our deterrent strong enough by 
maintaining a safe margin of strategic su
periority." And General Bernard A. Schriever, 
retired Air Force missile expert, said last No
vember 27 that the United States should 
concentrate on developing better missiles 
rather than an antimissile defense system 
because there was "a grave question with re
spect to the effectiveness" of an antiballistic 
system against Soviet missiles. The Army 
which has the responsibiUty for an antlbal
listic missile defense takes a different view 
and ls in favor of deploying an ABM system. 
This is the only important field for Army 
strategic missile activity and the Army nat
urally wants to preserve this mission. Chief 
of Staff of the U.S. Army, General Harold K. 
Johnson, told Congress last year: "I recom
mended that the funds be granted in the 
1967 budget for preproduction, to establish a 
production base for the deployment of Nike 
X with an initial operational date of 
[deleted]." 

Comparable pressures, other than the 
Secretary Of Defense himself, do not seem to 
have come to light on the other side of the 
issue. One of the most vocal was the Repub
lican Whip in the Senate, Senator Kuchel, 
who called upon the President la.st December 
to initiate discussions with the Soviet Union 
"to seek common cause to reverse the trend 
in weaponry which Soviet actions [to deploy 
an ABM system] may have started." The 
Secretary of Defense's view is: "The Soviets 
have it within their technical and economic 
capacity to offset any further Damage Limit
ing measures we might undertake, pro
vided they are determined to maintain their 
deterrent against us. It is the virtual cer
tainty that the Soviets will act to maintain 
their deterrent which casts such grave 
doubts on the advlsab111ty of our deploying 
the Nike X system for the protection of our 
cities against the kind of heavy, sophisti
cated missile attack they could launch in 
the 1970s. In all probablllty, all we could 
accomplish would be to increase greatly both 
their defense expendituxes and ours without 
any gain in real security to either side .... I 
believe that, once started, an ABM system 
deployed with the objective of protecting the 
United States against the Soviet Union 
would require an expenditure on the order of 
$40 billion over a ten year period." 

The probabiUties for a satisfactory out
come to the ABM debate are not great. And 
the Soviet Union may just want the United 
States to invest the kind of money in ABM 
systems Mr. McNamara is talking about. 
Since Soviet Leaders regard defensive sys
tems as non-provocative and since they 
would prefer to see the United States utilize 
its resources in such an endeavor, rather 
than to other endeavors which could be more 
damaging to Soviet interests, the Soviet lead
ers have every reason to encourage the 
United States to decide to produce and em
ploy an ABM system. This may explain why 
the Soviet General Pavel A. Kurochkin 
claimed, as he did on February 20, that "de
tecting missiles in time and destroying them 
in flight is no problem." Such a statement 
strengthens the argument that the United 
States may be falling behind in ABM tech
nology and, therefore, should proceed with 
ABM deployment. And it is this view that 
is likely to prevail rather than the view 
that the best interests of the United States 
would be served by pouring our best diplo
matic strength in an effort to negotiate an 
agreement with the Soviet Union to limit 
both otrensive and defensive strategic weap
ons systems. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 

may have 5 days in which to extend their 
remarks on the topic of this discussion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from California? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may revise and extend their remarks in 
connection with the colloquy on the spe
cial orders this afternoon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from lliinois? 

There was no objection. 

PROPOSED ABM SYSTEM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

STRATTON). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Wiscon
sin <Mr. R.Euss) is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, before recog
nizing the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. GIAIMO), and the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii <Mrs. MINK), and some 
others who have been on their feet, I do 
want to say to the gentleman from In
diana (Mr. DENNIS) that I welcome his 
transforming this monologue into a de
bate, and during my time I shall attempt 
to provide some additional answers to 
the very legitimate question the gentle
man raised. 

I will now yield to the gentleman from 
Connecticut <Mr. GIAIMO). 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin for yield
ing. 

I would state that I rose for the pur
pose of trying to address an answer to 
the legitimaite question of the gentleman 
from Indiana who stated that he was 
concerned that at some future date 
there may be an attack by the Chinese, 
and that we do not have an ABM system 
to defend us against such an attack. He 
properly asks, how would we feel then 
had we taken this position today? 

I believe the answer to the question 1s 
that if we had an antiballistic missile 
which was effective, if we were convinced 
that it would provide an adequate de
f ense against an attacking Chinese mis
sile, we know it will not provide a de
fense against a Russian missile-if we 
knew all thait, then there would be all 
reason and justification for deploying 
this system today. 

But the evidence seems to be clear 
that we will be living under a false se
curity if we deploy an ABM system which 
will not be effective. 

To date the evidence before this Con
gress consistently has indicated on the 
part of the military that the ABM mis
sile would not be effective against an 
attack because, although they say that 
a thin system might be effective in what 
they would call a small attack, they 
clearly indicate that it would not be ef
fective against a missive attack by the 
Soviet Union. 

But although they state it might be 
effective against a small attack by the 
Chinese, we must presume and assume 
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that if we deploy an ABM $YStem, the 
Chinese, who have not as yet deployed 
an ICBM system, would develop a so
phisticated attack system which would 
be able to overcome the defense of an 
ABM system. 

What would that be? It might well 
be an attack by submarine, in which 
case an ABM system defense is clearly 
not effective. It might be an attack with 
deceptive deviees which would negate the 
effectiveness of such a defense. It might 
be an attack by airplane, it might be 
an attack by a bomb literally carried 
into this country on board some surf ace 
ship against which an ABM system would 
not be effective. 

It might even be an attack such as was 
mentioned by the gentleman from Wash
ington <Mr. ADAMS) which would be 
preceded by a preliminary weaPon which 
would destroy our radar capability, 
therefore, allowing the second and deadly 
weapon to come in. 

The fact of the matter is that the es
sence of this debate both in this body and 
in the other body has been that we are 
being asked to deploy a system which 
has not demonstrated its capability of 
defense. Before we do that, before we 
get involved into an expenditure which 
can run into billions of dollars, and come 
up with an ineffective system, we should 
pause and we should hesitate. 

There has been ample warning from 
all sides that we should do this to deter
mine ju.st what we are doing and where 
we are going before we foolishly rely on 
an inadequate defensive system. 

Mr. REUSS. The gentleman from 
Connecticut, I think, has made a very 
sincere attempt to provide an answer 
to the question raised by the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Just to summarize what the gentleman 
from Connecticut has said in his answer 
to the question put-What will happen 
3 yea.rs from now if the Chinese lob a 
thermonuclear device over the room in 
which we are now speaking?-it seems to 
me there are three answers. First, the 
adoption of an ABM is not going to pre
vent that. The ABM is $60 billion worth 
of obsolescent hardware before it ever 
gets off the ground. As Dr. Jerome 
Wiesner, former science adviser to Pres
ident Kennedy and provost of MIT, re
cently said: 

Some weapons system are obsolete in the 
conception, and I think this 1s probably 
true for the anti-ballistic missile system be
fore us. I have, in fact, come to the con
clusion thait any system that depends on 
projectiles-rather than, say, nuclear rays 
of electromagnetic beams or laser beams-
is futile. 

So an ABM system now would be put
ting all our eggs in one very leaky basket 
and it would mean that we do not pro
ceed with the research and development 
of devices that are more promising ways 
to achieve this miraculous bullet that 
shoots the bullet. 

If we could do this, then truly mankind 
might rest relatively easy for the first 
time since 1945. 

The second answer to the question 
raised by the gentleman is that, if we do 
proceed to deploy the ABM in its pres
ent conceptual form, it is a simple mat
ter for a very primitive Red China, in-
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stead of lobbing just one missile over us, 
to lob two, the first one by its ionized 
gases to immobilize our radar system and 
the second one to do the business. 

Third, and perhaps the most funda
mental point, is simply this: 

Since the fission of the atom, since 
these terrible weapons were unleashed 
on the world 24 years ago, the whole 
science of warfare has changed. People 
everywhere in the world are menaced by 
sources of military power indescribably 
far off. 

In such a world, it is very easy for 
anyone, including the sincere and well 
meaning, to say, "Look, the device that 
I propose, though it costs $100 billion, 
could bring us a tiny fraction closer to 
security." 

Yet, as the world is now constructed, 
there is no real security, and in the end 
our security must come through a level
ing off or deescalation of weapons of 
destruction. 

I want to thank the gentleman again 
for PoSing the important question that 
he did. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. YATES. I think the gentleman 

gave an excellent answer to the question 
posed by the gentleman from Indiana. 

I would just like to add this final 
thought and that is that the thesis of our 
defense today is our power to retaliate 
with the basic offensive capability that 
we have. There is no defense that we 
have against the Russian power to un
leash its missile might upon us except 
our power to retaliate. 

I have been unable to understand why, 
if we are satisfied, perhaps perforce, to 
accept this position and this confronta
tion with the Russians, the two missile 
giants holding each other off by the 
power of their offensive might, why that 
thesis is not equally valid against the 
Chinese, who have no missile threat in 
being, who will only have a primitive 
missile threat in the foreseeable future, 
and whose country and whose people can 
be destroyed by our nuclear missiles as 
well. Why if we are willing to have this 
kind of confrontation with the Russians 
with this powerful force, why is it not 
equally and even more valid against the 
Chinese? 

Mr. REUSS. I believe even the Penta
gon would concede that our current mis
sile potential is greater than that of 
Communist China, and under the cir
cumstances we would be bargaining from 
power. I think the gentleman has raised 
a point so delicious in its simplicity as 
so far to have escaped the powers of the 
Pentagon. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentle
woman from Hawaii. 

Mrs. MINK. I would like to join my 
colleagues in commending the gentle
man from Wisconsin and his colleagues 
for giving us this opportunity to hear this 
very important debate, and also to make 
our small contribution. 

Hawaii was one of the recommended 
locations for the ABM. Until this date a 
specific site has not been selected. The 
people of my State are quite concerned 

about this issue. I have longed for an 
opportunity to express myself. 

I think thait the most grave fault 1n 
this recommendation comes from the 
false sense of security that the people 
would derive from the construction of 
such a system, the innocent belief that it 
would provide them with protection from 
a nuclear catastrophe. 

I believe that everyone recognizes that 
a nuclear was is unthinkable, and yet, as 
unthinking as it is, people naturally have 
the feeling that they would want to sur
vive if one should ever come. 

On September 18, 1967, Robert Mc
Namara announced plans for a limited 
ABM defense system called Sentinel. We 
are told that he reached that decision 
under intense Political pressure against 
his better judgment. His own words 
seem to bear that out, for in announcing 
the system, he made a better case against 
it than for it. 

He said: 
There 1s a kind of mad momentum 1n the 

developmelllt of nuclear weaponry. If a sys
tem works, there 1s strong pressure to deploy 
it out of all proportion to the prudent level 
required. 

Mr. McNamara feared that the con
struction of a light ABM system would 
lead at once to demands for a heavy 
one; and he said we must firmly resist 
those demands, because our greatest de
terrent against attack is not a costly 
defense system of questionable reliability, 
but a fully credible, offensive, destruc
tion capability. 

It is an accepted fact that the one 
thing which prevents any nuclear power 
from attacking another, is the certain 
knowledge that such an attack would be 
suicidal. It is a situation which has been 
properly described as "the balance of 
terror," and it is the situation which now 
prevails. It is certainly not a pleasant 
situation, but it has worked. Now the 
proponents of the ABM seek to disrupt 
that balance of terror, and they tell us 
that the deployment of the ABM will 
make us a little safer, will give some as
surance to our survival as a nation. 

I think otherwise. 
In the first place, any argument in 

favor of the ABM system must be based 
on a number of assumptions. It seems to 
me that two of the most important as
sumptions that must be made are: first, 
that the system will work, not only under 
laboratory conditions but under the un
predictable conditions of an actual nu
clear exchange. That is generally ac
cepted as a rather questionable assump
tion. Second, we must assume that the 
Russians will do nothing to counter the 
ABM. That is not even a questionable 
assumption-it is innane. 

I subscribe to Jerome Wiesner's view 
of a high degree of unreliability in the 
system and to the probability that we 
shall never know about that unless the 
system is employed under the actual 
conditions of an attack, and such con
ditions cannot be duplicated under any 
controlled situation, nor can they even 
be predicted. Who can say what will 
happen in the environment when a hun
dred or several hundred warheads are 
exploded within minutes of each other 
on both sides of the globe and through
out the atmosphere? No one can. 
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But even if it would work-even if 
we could be guaranteed that it would 
work-the question would still remain, 
"should we build it?" 

What would be the effect of such a 
system on present international rela
tions? I think it would clearly exacer
bate them. Could we really expect the 
Russians or anybody else to improve 
relations with us while we are at the 
same time stripping them of their nu
clear deterrent which they truly believe 
tO be necessary to their continuing ex
istence? The idea is ridiculous. We are 
completely convinced that our survival · 
depends entirely upon our nuclear capa
bility, but we fail to understand how 
the Russians or the Chinese might hold 
the same conviction. Assuming that they 
do hold that conviction, they could never 
consider an American ABM as a purely 
defensive system no matter what we 
might say about it. And viewed in the 
context of the theory of deterrence it 
could not be a purely defensive system 
stnce its mere existence would negate 
some part of their deterrent system thus 
giving us a greater offensive capability 
as compared to theirs. That situation 
would be intolerable for them, and the 
arms race would run on at a new and 
higher level. 

So there can be no question about the 
Russian response to an American ABM
they would be compelled to counter it, 
and we will be asked in turn to counter 
their countermeasures, and so on with
out end. 

Another thing that is disturbing about 
the question of an ABM system is this: 
When the missile people talk about los
ing one-half of our population without 
ABM, or losing something less than that 
with ABM, they are talking only about 
the number of people who will die in the 
first few hours of a nuclear war-the tens 
of millions who will die in the first great 
exchange of warheads-they do not tell 
us about the days that will follow. With 
our cities burned and twisted, with tens 
of millions dead, with untold millions of 
others dying of burns and radiation dis
ease, with millions paralyzed by fear and 
panic, with the Nation completely de
moralized, the enemy missile submarines 
will rise from the bottom of the sea to 
deliver the second blow. What will ABM 
be worth at that point? 

So as the debate over this vital issue 
continues, let us not be caught up in 
the grotesque numbers game played with 
human lives and the very life of this 
earth. 

If we succumb to a debate only of al
ternative levels of destruction, and what 
degree of damage is acceptable and what 
is not, then have we not already made 
the psychological adjustment to the in
evitability of nuclear war? 

So let us not ask only how many mil
lions of dead are we willing to accept, but 
whether we must accept any at all. 

The question we must decide is not 
how many lives will ABM save, but what 
will be its effect on the likelihood of a 
nuclear war. 

The ABM-like every other weapon in 
the history of man-may be a self-de
feating device, it may save millions of 
lives in a war that might not have oc-

curred save for the existence of the sys
tem itself. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii for her con
tribution. 

I would like to yield :first to the gen
tleman from Indiana, who has been on 
his feet seeking recognition. 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin for yield
ing. 

I would like to say that, as I under
stood the answer addressed oy the gen
tleman to my previous question, at least 
the first part of it was that we were deal
ing with an inadequate defense system. 

I think I indicated previously I really 
lacked the technical information on that· 
subject, and I am openminded on the 
question. It seems to me that it is basical
ly a technical question on which it 
should be possible to get a relatively ade
quate technical answer. If I understand 
the gentleman, if it were adequate, then 
he would be for it. That seems to me an 
appropriate position. 

What I would perhaps differ with a 
little more are some of the suggestions 
I thought I heard here, that rather than 
putting the energy and research and ef
fort into answering that question, they 
should go to certain social endeavors, and 
so on, which, whatever their virtues, if 
we had no country here in which to ex
periment, would not amount to much. 
Therefore, it seems to me, if we are in 
accord, if we can get an adequate defense 
that has to be the first thing. 

I should like also to suggest to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin that an in
terest in acquiring such a defense, to my 
thought, is not at all inconsistent with 
exploring these great questions of war 
and peace and accommodation. They 
may have to go hand in hand. 

Mr. REUSS. Certainly not. The pur
pose of the conversation here this after
noon is to bring to bear such informa
tion as your colleagues in the House have 
been able to obtain. 

May I say this: When warriors from 
the war on poverty come before us in the 
Congress, we feel able to, and do, give 
them the most rigorous going-over. That 
is as it should be. 

When warriors from the war against 
crime appear for their appropriations, 
they likewise are subjected to rigorous 
analysis. 

I see nothing in nature which should 
insulate the warriors of the military
industrial complex from similarly pass
ing muster before this, the elected body 
of the people. 

Mr. DENNIS. Neither do I. 
Mr. REUSS. That is the purpose of 

this afternoon's debate. 
May I say, :finally, that I am one of 

those who are against the ABM, and for 
two reasons. One is that it appears to 
me not apt or adequate to do the job it 
is asserted it will do; namely, bring us 
true security. And I am against it sec
ond, and in conjunction with the first 
reason, because what this country needs, 
is to focus some of its :financial and sci
entific power on the great issues of en
abling mankind to live the good life here 
on earth, and that includes massive at
tacks upon our polluted environment and 

our degraded cities, a goal which I am 
sure the gentleman shares. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I also want to commend the 
gentleman from Wisconsin and the gen
tleman from California <Mr. COHELAN) 
for stimulating this very interesting dis
cussion. 

It has not yet reached the point of de
bate, because even despite the contribu
tion of the previous speaker, who raised 
the question about the Chinese ICBM, 
the full presentation of the arguments in 
favor of this system have yet to be made. 
I think they need to be made. 

I have been seeking to understand 
them, in all good faith, because I do not 
believe one can successfully rebut any 
argument unless one understands that 
argument. 

The problem has been, as some of the 
previous speakers have pointed out, that 
there has been a little slipperiness with 
regard to the reasons for this system. I 
will get into that a little later. 

There is also the very real question as 
to whether some of these arguments can 
ever be successfully met because at the 
root-I doubt if we will get to the root 
this afternoon or even during the course 
of this session-there are certain articles 
of faith with regard to the support of or 
the opposition to the ABM system. There 
is on the part of the proponents a faith, 
for example, that the continued prolif
eration of weapons, the continued de
velopment of nuclear power or other 
nonnuclear power, contributes to the 
security of this Nation and of the world 
in today's situation. That faith is hard 
to reason with. For a Member of Con
gress or a general who feels that any · 
military expenditure must contribute, 
just because it is a military expenditure, 
to the security of this country there is 
very little that logic can do to persuade 
him otherwise. 

It is my own contention that the con
tinued expansion of military expendi
tures on the part of this country not only 
does not contribute to the security of this 
country but is actually weakening our 
security in many, many ways. This point 
has to be stressed over and over again 
not only in view of what it deprives us 
of in the way of resources for domestic 
problems but, in fact, because it may be 
leading us to a militarily less secure 
position. 

I think there are many sound technical 
arguments that can be made on this 
point. Obviously every large-scale mili
tary system which has been prop0sed and 
which was funded and then failed over 
the last few years has been fervently 
supported by the planners in the Pen
tagon who proposed it, by supporters in 
the Congress, and by many others. 
Nevertheless, many of these systems have 
failed. 

Mr. Speaker, underlying the technical 
arguments, which are too sophisticated 
for most Members of Congress, there are 
certain nontechnical arguments which 
are articles of faith and which are dif
ficult to rationalize. Some of it, also, in• 
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volves geopolitical considerations that 
have not yet been expressed. For exam
ple, our desire to feel that we have a cen
tral or core interest as a nation that ex
tends throughout the world. There are 
many who honestly believe this. They 
think our power and leadership role in 
the world requires that we assert a core 
interest in almost every part of the 
world. Others assert this, and there is 
no arguing with them that you assert it 
through military means or at least the 
potential of applying it in these areas for 
they believe that America's role requires 
it. You will not be able to argue with 
them rationally on sophisticated tech
nical grounds that a particular weapons 
system will not work or something of that 
sort. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to make one ad
ditional point. There has been, of course, 
a fight over the ABM system that goes 
back 15 years. There were proponents 
who sought to have this system deployed 
during the Eisenhower years. It was re
jected by the President at that time on 
sound grounds. It was sought to be de
ployed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
many of their supporters in Congress. 
The system was actually funded. For 
several years the Secretary of Defense, 
Mr. McNamara, refused to spend those 
funds, which brought him into conflict 
with certain very able Members of this 
body. In late 1967 he changed his mind. 
I am sure you are all familiar with the 
history. He acted to authorize funding 
for the initial steps for the light system. 
Now, it is my contention that the Secre
tary of Defense did not make this deci
sion because he had suddenly changed 
his mind with regard to the technical 
sufficiency of the system. I think-and 
the evidence, I believe, will support this 
beyond any question-that he was told 
to change his mind and he did so with 
reluctance. The reasons why he was told 
to change his mind had to do with the 
political realities of the time. There was 
then developing a strong attack by many 
Members of Congress and many political 
figures, and it was not just confined to 
the leaders of the opposition party but 
included some in the Democratic Party. 
There was the beginning of a large-scale 
political attack on the wisdom of the 
President and his subordinate, the Secre
tary of Defense, for not deploying this 
system. It was to be made an issue in the 
1968 Presidential campaign just as the 
so-called missile gap was made an issue 
in the 1960 campaign. All of us recog
nize that making an issue of this sort 
bearing directly on the security of our 
country can be a very telling political 
thing to do in an election year. 

In fact, there are some who ascribe the 
victory of the late President John Ken
nedy to his effective use of the "missile 
gap" issue even though it was admitted 
by all parties after the election that this 
was a specious issue-that there was no 
missile gap. 

I think President Johnson feared this 
particular sort of issue and that he was 
not about to be trapped into being a vic
tim of this kind of an issue. 

I have here in my hand, as the late 
Senator Joe McCarthy used to say, a little 
booklet which was put out by the Repub
lican National Committee which says: 

The missile defense question. Is L. B. J. 
right? Russia deploys antimissile network. 
United States refuses to keep pace. 

This lays the groundwork on the part 
of the Republican committee for this 
political attack about which I am speak
ing. At that time the President was a 
potential candidate for reelection and I 
think did the smart political thing by 
pulling the fuse on this issue by telling 
Secretary of Defense McNamara, in ef
fect, "I do not care what you think about 
the system. You go ahead and say you 
are going to deploy it." That is exactly 
what happened. I believe this accounts 
for the fact that we are today fighting 
the fact that the system is already au
thorized and funded. And, I believe, as 
with many other things that happen in 
this great country, once you make a de
cision, even though it is a mfstake, it is 
extremely hard to go back and correct 
it. I hope that will not be the case in this 
instance because this decision not only 
has its roots in a generation past, but it 
has its fruition in a generation yet un
born. If we do not correct it today, we 
may be storing up trouble, more trouble 
than we can imagine, for the future. 

One last item here. I understand that 
our distinguished former colleague who 
is now the present Secretary of Defense, 
the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. 
Laird, held a press conference last week 
in which he made certain points. I do 
not have the text but I have the article 
which states: 

Laird Taking Harder Line on Soviet Mili
tary Threat. 

In this article-and I do not vouch for 
its accuracy or authenticity-the present 
Secretary of Defense makes certain as
sertions to this effect: "The Soviets are 
testing a 'sophisticated new ABM sys
tem,' and that construction of the 
Galosh ABM around Moscow may have 
been held up for this development." 

Mr. Laird's statement to the effect that 
the Soviets are testing a new ABM sys
tem came as a surprise here. Further 
quoting from the article: 

There was no mention of this possibility 
in the annual posture statement submitted 
to Congress by former Defense Secretary 
Clark M. Clltford on January 15. 

And, here, I want to ask the Secretary 
if he is prepared to present to us in
formation-facts which indicate that 
things have changed so much in the last 
few weeks or if he has acquired additional 
information-that would indicate a basis 
for stating that the Soviets are now de
ploying a new sophisticated ABM system. 

He makes a similar statement about 
the FOBS system. Secretary Laird says 
that the Soviets are deploying the FOBS 
system at the present time. On the other 
hand, just last year, it was stated that 
we could not differentiate between the 
FOBS system and other ICBM systems. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask Mr. 
Laird what information he has upon 
which he has suddenly decided 3 weeks 
later that the Soviets are deploying the 
FOBS system. 

Third, he said that the Sentinel could 
act against Soviet sea-launched ballistic 
missiles-SLEMS--the FOBS, and acci
dentally launched ICBM's. 

This brings in another argument-the 

capability of defense against sea
launched vehicles which only last year 
was denied. 

I would like to know what new capa
bility of the system would now make it 
effective against sea-launched systems 
of any sort. 

Fourth, there is this Point: Mr. Laird 
stated that the Soviets are now spending 
$3 to every U.S. dollar for strategic de
fense, exclusive of research and develop
ment and for Soviet defense needs. 

This makes it look as if the United 
States is not spending enough on the 
ABM system. I have had other informa
tion to the effect that a portion of these 
dollars went into antiaircraft defense. I 
would like to ask Mr. Laird what the 
components of these figures are and if 
he can in this way justify the position 
which he has now taken. 

It seems to me that this is the type of 
presentation that we hear all too often 
just before an appropriation bill is con
sidered for discussion. If the Navy is 
going to testify for their new antisub
marine warfare vehicles, then just a few 
days before that we always see a spate 
of stories about Soviet submarines off 
our coasts. If the Air Force wants money 
for their new advanced manned orbiting 
platform, or whatever it is, they sud
denly find out that the Russians have got 
some new, fantastic, advanced bomber. 

Now, I am questioning Secretary 
Laird as to whether he has been using a 
little psychology on the Congress. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield at that point so that I 
may advance some information on that 
subject? 

I too will have some things to say 
about Mr. Laird when I make my com
plete statement later on. 

Mr. REUSS. I will yield to the gentle
man from Illinois for that purpose. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

In my version of the Laird statement 
before the committee, which appeared in 
the Chicago Sun-Times last Sunday, it 
is stated this way, I will say to the gentle
man from California: 

Laird said that the Soviet Union has "al
ready deployed an ABM system," but the 
committee forced him to agree that the sys
tem around Moscow is only half completed 
and that it corresponds roughly to a system 
the United States abandoned because it was 
ineffective. 

Laird stated this: 
If the Soviet Union launched an attack, 

the United States could retaliate devastat
ingly. Then he downgraded the U.S. deter
rent. 

He asserted that the Soviet Union outstrips 
the United States in megatonnage. But he 
agreed when Senator STUART SYMINGTON said 
that although some Russian rockets can 
carry heavier warheads than some U.S. mis
siles, the total power of U.S. bombs is greater 
than the Russian total. 

So I am inclined to agree with the 
gentleman in the conclusion he draws 
from the remarks that the Secretary 
made. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker. will the gentleman yield further 
so that I may continue for one more 
moment? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield further to the 
gentleman from California. 
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Mr. BROWN of California. I thank 
the gentleman very much for giving me 
·this extensive time. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a longer state
ment which I would ask unanimous con
.sent to insert in the RECORD at this point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
.objection to the request of the gentleman 
:from calif ornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak

•er, behind the debate over international 
ramifications of ABM is a basic, yet gen
ierally ignored, factor: that the United 
states decided to deploy this grossly 
.questionable system more from internal 
:pressures and fears than from any real 
•external threat. 

Intricate political maneuvering played 
a major role in the go-ahead on ABM. 
Indeed, such maneuvering closely re
sembles-and, of course, is related to-
the recently renewed missile gap contro
versy. Whether or not an ABM gap ex
ists-and despite all his purported facts, 
figures and testimony, Defense Secretary 
Laird cannot prove that there is such a 
thing as an "ABM gap," it is less impor
tant than the prospect raised that it 
"might" exist. 

As a perspective, we should look at the 
history of the ABM concept and how it 
relates to the recurring "missile gaps." 
Contrary to arguments used by many 
ABM proponents, it was the United 
'States, not Russia, which first undertook 
extensive anti-missile-system research. 
That was back in the mid-1950's when 
'Bell Telephone Laboratories made ini
tial studies proposing the Nike-Zeus 
.system. 

During the late Eisenhower years, 
Nike-Zeus won Army approval and tests 
were made of prototype components. De
ployment never was fully implemented. 
but research efforts continued. 

The first missile gap suddenly ap
peared in 1960, largely fueled by Soviet 
achievements in space and by American 
military fears. Though the gap was 
mainly on paper, it had important im
pacts on both domestic and foreign af
fairs. It created a new drive for increased 
U.S. offensive weapons spending. Soviet 
reaction to this move came when the 
Russians announced that a Galosh ABM 
had been deployed. The arms race began 
to accelerate. 

The Democratic Par.ty used the missile 
gap in 1960 as a lever in gaining national 
control. Once in office, the Kennedy ad
ministration quietly quashed the gap. As 
a political tool of the military, it proved 
significant; in reality the gap was a 
sham, created by the military and 
shunted aside by the military when its 
usefulness was gone. But, it was only 
shunted aside; as a tool it had proved 
effective once, and its nature was such 
that it could be used and reused with 
frightening effectiveness. 

In practical terms, the missile gap up
roar resulted in a restructuring of U.S. 
military objectives. Since 1960 the arms 
race has sped blindly ahead with few 
hesitations. The military budget already 
has bloated to over twice its 1960 level,. 
with most of the increment in sophisti
cated electronic and missile systems. Ac
cording to former Defense Secretary 

Clifford, if there ls a missile gap t.oday, 
the balance tips in our favor with the 
Uni·ted States holding at least a 3-to-1 
advantage over the Soviet Union. 

Measured against the early American 
ABM efforts and the military philosophy 
which has led to both the Soviet Union 
and mainland China being virtually sur
rounded by nuclear-equipped U.S. 
forces, Soviet deployment of ABM does 
not seem unrealistic. But, for the super
hawks and militarists, such Soviet de
ployment became another vehicle for 
promoting even more U.S. spending for 
weapons systems. 

By 1967, missile gap tactics once again 
reappeared, this time in the guise of an 
ABM gap, and this time forwarded by 
the Republican Party. A major Repub
lican National Committee background 
report on the subject summarized the 
issue this way: 

The question of an anti-ballistic missile 
system for the U.S. has become a major issue 
as a result of the deployment by Russia of 
an ABM system. 

This question achieves added significance 
from the progress made by Red China in de
veloping an offensive missile system. Evidence 
indicates that China may test an ICBM this 
year and may have ICBMs operational by 
1975. But the Chinese are reported to be 
making faster progress than was anticipated 
sometime ago by Pentagon analysts. Red 
China may develop medium-range ballistic 
missiles this year. 

An apparent difference of interpretation 
exists as to the progress made by Russia 
in developing an ABM system. President 
Johnson has said Russia "has begun to place 
near Moscow a limited anti-missile defense," 
and this low-key estimate is supported by 
Defense Secretary McNamara. But other in
terpretations, based on U.S. Intelligence re
ports, are that Russia has made substantial 
progress in laying out a sophisticated "area" 
defense system which eventually may close 
off the entire soviet Union. 

The U.S. ls developing the Nike-X system 
as an answer to the Soviet project, but has 
kept this system in the research stage and 
has made no move up to this time to 
deploy the system. Tllere are reports that, 
despite marked improvements made in recent 
years Jn the Nike-X system, it ls stlll a 
"point" defense system, or less sophisticated 
t:nan an "area" defense plan. 

Deployment of the U.S. system, according 
to reliable estimates, would require about five 
years. This is because of the sheer physical 
difficulty of translating research Into actual 
installations. 

Thus the Russians are years ahead of the 
U.S. in actually laying down a missile de
fense. How far the Russians are ahead of the 
U.S. depends on the degree of progress made 
by them in deploying their system and how 
long they have been at it. 

Evidence was developed four years ago 
indicating that the Russians had installed 
anti-missile sites around Leningrad. The 
Washington Star published a report to this 
effect in March, 1963. If this evidence ls well
founded, the Russians may be further ad
vanced in missile defense deployment that 
the Administration seems will1ng to believe. 

Establishment of an ABM system by the 
U.S. would cost up to $40 billion, according 
to present estimates, depending upon the 
depth of the defense undertaken. Various 
reports state that this huge cost would in
clude collateral defense programs, including 
fallout shelters, improved bombers against a 
possible bomber attack, better defense 
against missile-carrying submarines. The cost 
would be spread over a number of years, since 
even a "crash" program could not accomplish 
the entire undertaking hurriedly. 

Consideration ls being given to a "modest" 
missile defense, costing from $3 to $10 bil
lion. Such a defense would be directed pri
marily at the Chinese or slmllar threats not 
expected to materialize for some years. 

However, the Administration for six years 
now has rejected repeated recommendations 
that the U.S. move forward with a missile de· 
fense. These recommendations, originally 
made by the Army, in recent years have been 
supported unanimously by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. 

In the face of now acknowledged evidence 
that the Russians are deploying an ABM sys
tem, President Johnson and secretary Mc
Namara continue to reject proposals for a 
similar defense for the U.S. 

Instead, the Administration ls seeking 
through negotiations with the Russians to 
work out some kind of agreement to halt 
further development of nuclear weapons. 
Some reports have referred hopefully to a 
possible "moratorium" on further develop
ment of ABM systems. 

Soviet Premier Kosygin, at a news confer
ence in London, said that a missile defense 
would increase international tensions less 
than an offensive missile system, and was 
preferable. This was interpreted as indicat
ing the Russians would reject the President's 
overtures. 

The President &tated in his budget message 
for the 1968 fiscal year that he would "re
consider" his decision not to proceed with a 
missile defense if efforts to negotiate with 
the Russians fall. He earmarked $375 million 
in the budget to start work on a missile de
fense if this happened. This reportedly is 
intended to start work on a defense for U.S. 
ICBM bases and not cities. There is still no 
plan in the works to begin production of 
a defense for cities. 

Defense Secretary McNamara for years has 
cited various reasons for not proceeding with 
a balllstlc missile defense, such as: the sys
tem ls imperfect, research has not been com
pleted; the system would have to be com
bined with a highly expensive fallout shelter 
program. He has leaned strongly to the idea 
that the best deterrent to nuclear war would 
be a strong offensive missile or ICBM capa
blllty. 

Recent reports state that improvements in 
research on the Nike-X system reveal that a 
relatively "modest" fallout shelter program 
would suffice in combination with it, costing 
half the previous $5 blllion estimate for shel
ters. This ls said to be due to improvements 
in the Nlke-X defense mechanism. 

In a "posture" statement issued In Janu
ary, McNamara argued that spending bllllons 
of dollars now to build a missile defense sys
tem would buy no real security for this coun
try. His basic theme was that Russia would 
improve its offensive missile capabllity to 
erase any advantage from an ABM system. 
Conversely, he argued that the U.S. would 
maintain its ablllty to lnfilct unacceptable 
damage on Russia through its offensive mis
siles, regardless of Russia's missile defense. 

However, apparently reliable reports state 
that Russia has made vital breakthroughs 
in developing offensive missiles as well as an 
ABM system. 

Some military men take issue with McNa
mara, saying the time has come to cut metal 
for an ABM system. Otherwise, they contend, 
the situation could lead to nuclear black
mail or to a nuclear war. 

The Republican report put the John
son administration into a quandary. Re
fusal to deploy ABM became an increas
ingly hot Political issue. But deployment 
would mean def erring vital domestic pro
grams. And, in that situation, the politi
cal forces favoring ABM heavily out
weighed dissenting opinions. 

Pressures came at many levels. Fear 
tactics stemming from the Republican 
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background paper grew steadily. Politi
cians began to sense the immense pork
barrel aspects of ABM. Potential con
tractors saw ABM as a huge profitmak
ing endeavor. 

Yet, once the decision was made to 
begin the "thin" ABM deployment, the 
critics were quickly silenced. The com
mitment had been made. The "gap" 
closed again. 

Internal forces were crucial in the 
ABM deployment decision. Now, they are 
working toward expanding the ABM sys
tem. And, in the course of that expansion 
drive, many unsettling points are be
coming apparent. 

Slowly, but surely, the main objective 
of ABM is shifting away from that of 
protecting American cities and American 
citizens, and is becoming, instead, a 
watchdog for U.S. military interests. Ac
cording to the following article from the 
February 13, 1969, Los Angeles Times, 
one study already has asked that ABM 
be limited only as a defense for offensive 
missile sites: 
SENTINEL DEFENSE URGED FOR ICBM SITES 

ONLY-PRIVATE STUDY ASKS REORIENTATION 
OF ABM SYSTEM TO OMIT PROTECTION OF 
CITIES 

(By Ted Sell and Ruby Abramson) 
WASHINGTON.-A private study being cir

culated on Capitol Hill urges that the con
troversial Sentinel antiballistic missile sys
tem be reoriented to protect U.S. intercon
tinental ballistic missile sites rather than 
c:itdes. 

Such a move would completely reverse the 
strategy conceived when then-Sceretary of 
Defense Robert S. McNamara ordered a. go
ahead on Sentinel deployment Sept. 18, 1967. 

From sites near the remote ICBM nests in 
Western states, the ABM network, with its 
relatively shortrange missiles, would offer 
little protection for population centers-the 
mission for which the Sentinel system orig
inally was conceived. 

An ICBM-oriented ABM system might also 
fit more closely into the ideas of President 
Nixon and Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird. 
Both have indicated they see an ABM sys
tem more in terms of defending against Rus
sian attack than against a lesser Red Chinese 
threa.t. 

LAIRD HALTS WORK 
Work on Sentinel deployment was halted 

by Laird last week pending a. review. 
Laird lumped the Sentinel delay decision 

with similar reviews on six other major weap
ons systems which the Republicans also in
herited from the Democratic Administration. 
But the Pentagon conceded Wednesday that 
no orders to halt the other programs have 
gone out pending completion of the studies. 

Identity of the author of the ABM study 
now circulating cannot be disclosed. But 
he is known to be an expert on nuclear weap
ons, and his views a.re expected to carry sub
stantial weight with legislators who question 
the value of an ABM system around major 
cities where some citizen groups have pro
tested. 

No action has yet been taken on the 
study. It is certain to figure in congressional 
hearings on ABM. The Senate and House 
Armed Services committees and the House
Senate Committee on Atomic Energy have 
said they will hold hearings. 

Adoption of the ICBM-oriented network 
would be a victory for figures in Congress, the 
Administration and the military who have 
argued all along for an ABM defense against 
Soviet attack. 

KEEPS IT ALYVE 
As far as military experts are concerned, 

a principal benefit at the moment in such 

a deployment would be to keep a part of the 
ABM program allve during a period when it 
otherwise is in trouble with Congress. 

It would avoid for the moment the objec
tions raised in major cities, perhaps until 
residents could be "educated" to overcome 
resistance, including fears of an accidental 
explosion of nuclear-tipped missiles. It also 
would keep scientists, engineers and mis
sllemen in the program and help develop 
ABM technology. 

Pentagon experts on antimissile research 
and strategy, however, admit that a deploy
ment designed solely to protect ICBMs would 
be of marginal strategic value-and only then 
in what is considered the most unlikely form 
of Communist attack. 

This would be if an enemy-presumably 
Russia--chose to launch a limited number 
of ICBMs not at American cities but at U.S. 
missile bases as a form of international 
blackmail, hoping to force the United States 
to back down on some major issue. 

Under past doctrine, any report of enemy 
warheads hea.d.ing toward the United States 
was to have resulted in a massive launch of 
American ICBMs so that the U.S. missiles 
could be out of their silos before the enemy 
warheads streaked into targets. 

There would be no question but that World 
War III had started and that in its first hour 
a major share of Russia's population and 
most of its industry would be pulverized. 

Even if Russian ICBMs were targeted on 
American ICBM fields, under this theory, the 
15-minute warning time which U.S.-radar 
would provide would mean that the Soviet 
nuclear warheads would strike only empty 
silos. 

DIFFERENT ATTACK 
On the other hand, the idea of placing the 

first ABMs around U.S. ICBM fields carries 
ta.cit recognition that an altogether differ
ent kind of nuclear exchange might occur 
and that an attack by Russia with only a few 
missiles might not be the signal for starting 
World War III. 

"If we saw only two or three warheads 
coming in," one Sentinel project figure said, 
"what would the President do?" 

"Would we go to war?" 
"If they were coming at our Minutemen 

fields, and we were sure we could stop them, 
it would buy more time for the President to 
decide what to do--whether to destroy Rus
sia or do something else." 

Ironically, U.S. ICBM fields already are the 
best-protected installations in the nation, 
in terms of nuclear attack. The 1,000 Minute
men are in h ardened underground silos at 
six bases in Wyoming, Montana, North and 
South Dakota and Missouri. 

DISTANCES A FACTOR 
Because of the distances between silos and 

the concrete ha;rdening, experts calculate the 
Russians would have to target at least two 
ICBMs on each Minuteman to have a good 
chance of destroying it on the ground. With 
15 or even fewer minutes warning, the mis
siles could be fired before they were destroyed. 

In terms of a possible Red Chinese attack 
when China builds ICBMs, however, the 
ICBM-oriented ABM makes almost no sense, 
Pentagon leaders said. The Defense Depart
ment expects China to have a. small ICBM 
force in mid-1970s. 

But with a small ICBM force, according to 
strategic planners, it would be highly un
likely that China would target on the hard
ened U.S. missiles in an effort to force the 
United States to desist from any interna
tional move. 

It would not be profitable to target scarce 
ICBMs on hard-to-damage targets, particu
larly when the American population would 
lie open in what planners call soft cities. 

Moreover, China would be immediately hit 
by American missiles from Polaris subma
rines, from shorter range missiles on Oki
nawa and from bombers in the Pacific, which 

under current targeting theory are more in
volved in retaliation against China than the 
U.S. ICBM fields. 

The ICBM-oriented ABM would reverse the 
order of priority discussed by McNamara in 
ordering Sentinel deployment. 

McNamara argued that it would be cheaper 
to build more ICBMs than to put ABMs. 
around them. In effect, this accepted some
ICBM loss in a sudden strike, but by provid
ing far more ICBMs it was intended to insure
that enough survived to maintain the margin 
needed to infiict wide damage on Russia. 

McNamara stressed fears that ABM might. 
come to be considered a potential defense 
against Soviet missiles and he marshaled vast 
expert advice to the effect that such protec
tion was impossible against the type of heavy 
attack Russia could launch. 

The Sentinel system manager, Gen~ 
A. D. Starbird, in a briefing before House· 
Appropriations Committee members con
firmed that the second of the three ob
jectives of the authorized ABM system is. 
"to provide an option for defending
Minutemen with Sprints." 

Traditional interservice competition is. 
now beginning to heat up over ABM. The 
following stories, from the February 21,. 
1969, Los Angeles Times and from the 
February 19, 1969, Washington Evening 
Star, indicate that both the Air Force and 
the Navy are asking for ABM systems of 
their own: 

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times. 
Feb. 21, 1969] 

ANTIMISSILE Fu~rns SOUGHT BY Am FORCE" 
(By Ted Sell) 

WASHINGTON.-The Air Force is lobbying 
behind the scenes to get money for its own 
antiballistic missile system, perhaps in com
petition with the Army. 

The Army has been assigned responsibility 
for developing and deploying, as well as 
operating, the controversial Sentinel ABM. 

But the Air Force would like to get some of 
the action, too, partly out of concern that 
continued Army work on ABMs would in time 
put the Air Force out of the space-defense 
business it was assigned after it became a 
separate service. 

Air Force officers are seeking about $15 
million to test out their ideas that discarded 
Minuteman intercontinental ballistic mis
siles can be modified into ABMs. 

APPROACH LEGISLATORS 
Air Force officials have privately approached 

key legislators on the project. The action has 
the effect of encouraging delays in going 
ahead with Sentinel on grounds the Air 
Force may be in the process of developing a 
better and cheaper substitut e. 

How successful the Air Force effort will be 
on Capitol H111 is open to question. The cur
rent dispute in Congress is over whether the 
Army's Sentinel will work and whether it will 
be worth the $5 billion to $10 bill1on esti
mated cost. 

The Air Force already had started to ac
quire the expertise it might need to operate 
an ABM. At Eglin Air Force Base, Fla., it 
built a $62 million one-of-a-kind advanced 
radar installation in 1967. Since then the Air 
Force has trained technicians to operate the 
unit in excess of the needs for simply one 
such radar, while admitting it did not pla.n 
to build others. 

The Eglin radar is of a type called phased
array, an advanced system far beyond those 
now needed by the Air Force but similar in 
principle to those to be used in the Army's 
Sentinel syst em. 

One of the advantages the Air Force sees 
in its proposal is that it would use hundreds 
of Minuteman 1 missiles which otherwise 
will become surplus as the new, multiwar
head Minuteman 3 missiles are produced. 
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APPROVED IN 1957 

The Minuteman program was approved in 
1957 as the first project to use solid-fuel 
missiles as ICBMs instead of the earlier 
liquid-fueled Atlas and Titan missiles. Solid
fueled missiles can be stored longer and fl.red 
much faster than missiles which have to be 
fueled with the toxic and corrosive liquid 
fuels immediately before firing. 

By 1963, the Air Force had 800 Minuteman 
1 missiles. The figure is down to 600, with 
the other 4-00 missiles in the 1,000-rocket 
force being later model Minuteman 2. 

Each Of the Minuteman 1 models cost on 
the order of $7 million to $8 million. The Air 
Force sees an ABM system based on these 
weapons as saving much of the cost other
wise involved in buying new Spartan and 
Sprint missiles. 

The major modification involved in the 
Air Force plan would be to convert guidance 
systems from the offensive mission--direct
ing the Minuteman in an upward path that 
would put it on course to plunge onto within 
about a quarter mile of a target in Russia
to a defensive one. 

The defensive mission would involve plac
ing the Minuteman warhead within a close 
enough distance Of an incoming Russian mis
sile to destroy it either with blast effect or a 
shower of radiation to neutralize the nuclear 
warhead. 

Significantly, the Air Force thinks the 
guidance might be made accurate enough to 
get away from a nuclear warhead for the 
ABM-that conventional explosives might do 
the job. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
Feb.19, 1969) 

PENTAGON EYES SENTINEL AS SUB MISSILE 
SHIELD 

(By Orr Kelly) 
The Defense Department ls considering a 

significant new use for an anti-missile sys
tem-protection against a possible Soviet 
submarine missile attack-in its current re
view of the Sentinel defense system. 

Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird raised 
the possib111ty that the components of the 
Sentinel system might be arranged to 
provide protection against Soviet submarine
launched missiles for the first time yesterday 
in a Pentagon press conference. 

"I believe . . . the technology that is ready 
now for deployment and could be deployed 
if we were to go along with the Johnson
Clifford budget proposal or a modification of 
the Johnson-Clifford budget proposal, would 
have certain side-defense capabilities as far 
as Soviet-launched weapons from subma
rines or from space platforms, or false 
launches," Laird said. 

Although Defense officials are convinced a.n 
effective defense against the Soviet force of 
nearly 1,000 land-based missiles is imprac
tical now, lit was learned that they are con
sidering the possibility that a high degree of 
protection could ,be provided against subma
rine-launched missiles through much of the 
1970s. 

Defense experts, working under the direc
tion of deputy defense secretary David Pack
ard, are considering about 10 possibilities in 
their review of the Sentinel system, devel
oped under the Johnson administration. 

The possibilities being considered include 
continued research and development, with 
no deployment at the present time, plus the 
number of different ways of deploying the 
radars and missiles of the Sentinel system. 
Not under consideration is the so-called 
"thick" system designed to protect this coun
try against a full-scale Soviet attack, accord
ing to Pentagon sources. 

But an effective defense against subma
rine-launched missiles is considered a pos
sibility. 

As presently planned, the Sentinel system 
would have only limited capability to shoot 

down submarine-launched missiles because 
it is designed to detect and destroy missiles 
coming in from the north. But it could be 
redesigned to look seaward as well, probably 
at a significant increase in cost. 

The Russians now have about 45 sub
marine-based missile launchers, compared 
with 656 launchers on American polaris nu
clear submarines. 

The Soviet Union deployed its first boat 
comparable to the early Polaris-type Ameri
can submarines last year and is now esti
mated to be building from one to two new 
ballistic submarines a year. Each is capable 
of carrying 16 missiles. 

At this rate of production the Russians 
could have about 237 launchers on subma
rines by the mid-1970's, of which about half 
might be deployed at any one time. If, in the 
event of war, two or three subs could be de
stroyed before they launched their missiles, 
an American missile defense system might 
well be able to intercept most, if not all of 
those remaining. 

Whether the cost of checkmating the 
Soviet ballistic missile submarine effort 
through much of the next decade would be 
worthwhile when the Russians would still 
have enough land-based missiles to destroy 
this country, is debatable. 

But American defense planners consider 
the 41 U.S. Polaris submarines this country's 
most important means of preventing a nu
clear war and would be greatly concerned 
if the Russians found some way to nullify 
this force. They could thus decide it would 
be worth a great deal to prevent a similar 
Soviet force from becoming an effective 
threat. 

The following three stories from the 
February 15, 1969, Armed Forces Journal 
show other directions that ABM sup
porters are taking in order to expand the 
system: 

TESTIMONY FROM SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Congress intends to ask Defense Secretary 
Melvin Laird to advise it on the possibilities 
of deploying an anti-ballistic missile system 
that will "shoot down anything." 

L. Mendel Rivers, Chairman of the House 
Armed Services Committee, told the Journal 
that the committee will ask Laird to testify 
on the possib111ties of: 

Using non-nuclear ABM warheads. 
The Air Force and Navy participating in 

ABM defense. 
The development and deployment of an 

entirely new ABM system. 
Laird will be asked to testify as part of the 

hearings on the "412" military procurement 
authorizaition bill. The hearings are due to be 
held in the latter part of March. 

Laird recently suspended all ABM site and 
construction work. The move was coincident 
with objections from some members of Con
gress to the location of nuclear ABM war
heads near cities. 

Rivers explained that prior to the 1967 
approval of the Sentinel system, the Armed 
Services Committee did not "explore every 
possible alternative for ABM deployment. 

"In our eagerness to have an ABM system 
to defend the country, we just assumed that 
the problem had been worked out, and that 
the Sentinel was the best thing we had." 

Rivers said that this might not be the 
case today. "We may have something that 
will shoot down everyrthing." 

He suggested the possibility that the other 
Services may not have been given an ade
quate opportunity to participate in the plan
ning of ABM deployment. 

If the other Services have a system that 
will aid the Sentinel, Rivers said, then the 
mission should be "shared." 

"If this is so, then we ought to be told." 
The country should be defended with the 
best possible ABM system, the pro-ABM 
Chairman said. 

Rivers strongly emphasized that the Com
mittee action should in no way be inter
preted as a criticism of Laird, whom he said 
will be, in his opinion, a "wonderful Secre
tary." 

SENTINEL ADVANCES 

(By Walter Andrews) 
The Army now is evaluating Sentinel ABM 

intercept improvements that, if proven feas
ible, would permit the use of lower-yield nu
clear warheads and possibly even the even
tual use of conventional warheads. 

Industry studies for greatly improving the 
accuracy of the Sentinel system's Spartan 
long-range, ICBM intercept missile are pres
ently being evaluated by the Army's ABMDA 
(Anti-Ballistic Missile Defense Agency). 

The studies are referred to as SIPS 
(Spartan Improved Performance Study) and 
center on the high performance third stage. 

ABMDA is part of the Army's Office of Re
search & Development (OCRD), and provides 
long range R&D for the Sentinel system. 

Nothing is officially fl.rm on when the im
proved Spartan missile would be incorpo
rated in the Sentinel system. 

However, indications exist that the Army 
would like to have the improved missile in 
the Sentinel system sometime during 1974. 
As presently conceived, the Sentinel is slated 
for operation in 1971. 

The proposed improvements would give 
the Sentinel a new deployment flexibility, 
which could conceivably mitigate the effect 
of recent objections to the location of nuclear 
ABMs near cities. 

Officials pointed out to the JOURNAL, how
ever, that a "massive change" would not be 
involved. 

SIPS AND LOITER 

SIPS, if proven, would give the Spartan 
an in-fiight "loiter" or "wait" capability, 
which could possibly be measured in min
utes or seconds. 

It would permit the Spartan to be redi
rected in fiight, with all that capab111ty im
plies in terms of improved accuracy. With 
a "loiter" capability, the Sentinel would not 
have to commit a Spartan to intercept until 
time had been allowed for the atmosphere 
to separate the real warheads from decoys. 

JANUARY PROPOSALS 

Since the middle of January, ABMDA has 
been evaluating studies by Boeing, McDon
nell Douglas and Martin Marietta on the 
feasibility of developing a new third, "loiter" 
stage for the three-stage Spartan missile. 

These funded efforts studied the feasibility 
of a new, third stage utilizing solid-propel
lant. 

A previous McDonnell Douglas effort con
sidered the possibility of developing a new 
third stage utilizing liquid rocket technol
ogy. 

SOLID VERSUS LIQUID 

The usual advantage of liquid propulsion 
over solid is that thrust and missile attitude 
can be controlled and varied more. Once 
ignited, it is difficult to control the burning 
and vary the thrust of a solid rocket. This 
is done in liquid rocket motors by controlling 
the fiow of fuel or oxidizers. 

Solid motors, however, have the strategic 
advantage of readiness. 

The Army therefore is studying methods 
to vary the pulse and attitude of solid motors. 

RFP'S SOON 

In the near future, it will request indus" 
try proposals for the best method of building 
such a controllable solid motor. The indus
try "answer" could involve a near term solu
tion of clustered motors or the development 
of a new type of solid motor control nozzle. 

Officials also told the Journal that tech
nology has been postulated by industry (LTV 
was mentioned as being in the forefront) 
of "near-zero miss distances." 

In its evaluation of technology the Army 
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would take into consideration work done by 
the Air Force on satellite intercept by rocket. 

The R & D job facing DoD and the Army'.s 
ABMDA right now involves feasibility evalua
tion of these postulated capabilities. 

CONVENTIONAL WARHEAD? 
Officials said that a successful SIPS effort 

would permit the utilization of a much lower 
yield nuclear warhead. 

They added that the attainment of accura
cies sufficient enough to permit the utiliza
tion of conventional pellet or steel rod type 
warheads "is still farther down the road. 

"The people in DoD are as eager as anyone 
to develop a non-nuclear warhead. It's a goal 
we are shooting for-unfortunately it's not 
easy. The probabilities involve distances of 
a few feet." 

SPARTAN AND SPARTANS 
In ABM developmental language, officials 

told the Journal "the proposed improved 
third stage would let you wait until the 
atmosphere has sorted out the ballistic coef
ficients of all the things involved." 

The 1967 approval of the Sentinel system 
was predicated on the development of a new, 
longer-range, "exoa tmospheric" Spartan 
missile. 

This missile will use the radiation from a 
high-yield nuclear warhead exploded outside 
the atmosphere--the so-called "big bang ef
fect"-to ·intercept and disarm incoming 
ICBM warheads. 

A NEW MISSILE? 
Prior to the go-~head for the Sentinel sys

tem, the Spartan was called the Extended 
Range Zeus (DM15X2), which was devel
oped by McDonnell Douglas. 

Except for the public relations/political 
ration.ale for renaming the Extended Zeus 
the Spartan, there would be a good possibil
ity of the improved Spartan being given a 
new name. 

Officials said that such a missile would be 
combined with the exoa.tmospheric Spartan 
for the area defense of the country. 

Presumably, the shorter range Sprint ABM 
interceptor also would find a place in the new 
scheme. 

REMOTE SPRINT 
Consideration also has been given to a 

"Remote Sprint" Sentinel configuration, in 
which the Sprint missdles would be placed 
away from the detecting Perimeter Acquisi
tion Radars (PAR) and the tracking Missile 
Site Radars (MSR). 

The benefit here would be that such a 
Sprint configuration WIOuld better utilize the 
"reach" of the longer range radars. 

When positioned close to the radars, the 
short range Sprint missiles only utilize a 
fraction of the radar's range. 

Officials told the JOURNAL that Remote 
Sprint ls considered a potential improve
ment. However, no decision. has been made 
as yet, they said. 

The obvious trade-offs are the cost of 
new site acquisition and additional com
mand and control installations. 

In a possible new Sentinel configuration, 
the exoatmospheric Spartan missiles con
taining the high-yield nuclear warheads 
could be positioned away from cities. 

The SIPS version of the Spartan could be 
emplaced nearer the cities for the "area de
fense" of the population centers. 

The Sprints, remote or otherwise, could be 
used for the defense of radar sites and possi
bly ICBM installations. 

SABMIS AND SENTINEL 
"Proven technically feasible" are the words 

used by officials to describe the present status 
of the Navy's Seaborne Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Intercept System (SABMIS). 

Officials told the Journal that concept for
mulation of the system is "completed right 
now" as far as the technical feasl1bility of 
the system is concerned. 

A SAMBIS would be a good system for 

intercepting enemy ICBMs in the boost and 
mid-course phase, officials said. As such it 
would complement the Army's Sentinel sys
tem. 

SABMIS presently is funded at a low level, 
officials said, but a lot depends on DoD de
cisions made during the next month. 

Industry feasibility studies on SABMIS 
were completed last year. Companies partici
pating were: Hughes, PRC, General Electric, 
Northrop Nortronics, Sperry, Boeing, Mc
Donnell Douglas, Martin Marietta and 
Raytheon. 

Along with the superhawks and mili
tarists there has been a third powerful 
ally in the recent campaign for an ex
panding ABM-the military-industrial 
complex, that great aggregation of mili
tary, corporate, and lobby power that 
President Eisenhower warned us about, 
but which too many persons have 
shrugged off as being nonexistent or 
unimportant. 

By this time we should not be shocked 
by the abject profiteering and corre
spondingly low quality production which 
has marked the armaments industry 
over the past decade. The complex has 
been able to call all the shots without 
much anxiety over being turned down. 

I do not expect ABM to be much dif
ferent from past weapons systems. Once 
again, I foresee high profit margins, poor 
reliability, and early obsolescence. Sey
mour M. Hersh, in his article, "The ABM 
Pork Barrel," published in the January 
1968 War /Peace Report, presents a dis
mal picture of the relationship between 
the military-industrial complex and the 
decision to deploy ABM: 

THE GREAT ABM PORK BARREL 
(By Seymour M. Hersh) 

President Johnson's decision to begin de
ployment of the Chinese-oriented Nike X 
antiballistic missile defense system ls the 
biggest thing that's happened to the elec
tronics industry since color television. Be
yond that, it's impact drops otf sharply. 

Nike X won't stop the arms race, won't 
hinder Russian second-strike capability, 
won't prevent a Chinese nuclear attack, won't 
protect our allies, won't add to the U.S. 
deterrent, won't protect U.S. civllians--and 
probably won't work. 

The presidential decision to build the 
ABM was announced by Defense Secretary 
Robert S. McNamara last September 18, but 
there is some evidence that it wasn't fresh 
news to the electronics industry and the 
brokers of Wall Street. Between July 1 and 
September 30 last year (the third quarter), 
75 mutual funds sold other holdings and 
invested nearly $90 mililon in electronic 
stock. Ten of the mutuals bought more than 
250,000 shares of General Electric, expected 
to be one of the big contractors for one of 
the sophisticated radar units of the Nike X 
(renamed the Sentinel system by the Penta
gon last winter). All told, 15,000 companies 
are expected to profit from the deployment 
of the Nike X; 12,000 of these are small 
business firms ("Thin Nike, Fat Orders," 
said one trade magazine headline) . A partial 
list of the main contractors sounds like a 
Who's Who of the military-industrial com
plex: Douglas Aircraft, General Electric, 
Bell Telephone, Martin-Orlando, Raytheon, 
Western Electric, Thiokol Chemical, Sperry 
Rand, Avco, Burroughs, Control Data, West
inghouse, General Dynamics, I.T.&T., Lock
heed and Aerojet. 

One brokerage house described the then
pending Nike X deployment last summer "as 
the day they will shake the money tree for 
electronic companies. All will stand to bene
fit. The demands will be too high not to be 
felt by all in the industry." Based on Penta
gon estimates, it's probable that three con-

tractors-Douglas, Martin and Raytheon
eacili will receive more than $600 million in 
Nike X funds over the next five years. Gen
eral Electric could get nearly $400 million. 
All play major roles in the system. Western 
Electric, another prime contractor, has re
ceived more than $1.5 billion since 1963 for 
its role in developing the missile system. 

Is there really a military-indii.strial com
plex? A reporter for the National Observer, 
the weekly Dow-Jones newspaper, randoinly 
surveyed six leading defense contractors re
cently and found former Pentagon officials 
and officers in all. "One office said its 30-man 
staff included only two Pentagon retirees," 
the newspaper said in its November 6, 1967, 
issue. "Further questioning brought out that 
one--a two-star general-was the office di
rector. He handles relations with the Penta
gon. The other, a consultant, is a former 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff." An 
oft-cited 1959 congressional survey found 
more than 1,400 ex-officers above the rank of 
maJor working for the top 100 defense con
tractors, including 261 generals and admirals. 
The survey, one index of the relationship 
between big business and the military, sorely 
needs updating. 

MEANS BREAD AND JOBS 
Frederic W. Collins noted in The New Re

public last year that as few as 29 of the major 
contractors for the Nike X employ as many 
as one million persons in 300 plants 10cated 
in 172 congressional districts in 42 states. 
To those 172 congressmen (and the 84 sen
ators also affected) Nike X ls a pork-barrel 
issue--bread and jobs for constituents. May
be that helps explain why McNamara was 
not able to convince Congress of the folly 
of a Russian-oriented ABM (antiballistic mis
sile defense) during his many appearances 
before committees in past years. 

Critical to that failure has been the ad
ministration's lack of success in persuading 
Congress that the Russian deployment of an 
ABM system around Moscow and elsewhe.re 
poses no threat to U.S. security. In his speech 
announcing U.S. ABM deployment, McNamara 
noted that "the Soviets are now deploying 
an antiballlstic missile system. If we react 
~ this deployment intelligently," he said, 

we have no reason for alarm. The system 
does not impose any threat to our ability to 
penetrate and inflict massive and unaccept
able damage on the Soviet Union. In other 
words, it does not presently affect in any 
significant manner our assured destruction 
capability" because of the growing U.S. nu
clear ICBM (intercontinental ballistic mis
sile) arsenal. 

McNamara's congressional sales job was 
spelled out nearly four years ago in the Bul
letin of the Atomic Scientists by Freeman J. 
Dyson, a physicist at the Institute for Ad
vanced Study: "The crucial problem that re
mains ls to convince the American Congress 
and public that Soviet ABM systems are not 
necessarily a deadly threat. The American 
people must become accustomed to the idea 
that they may be better off without an ABM 
system, even if the Soviet people believe thy 
are better off with one." 

This sort of reasoning, however persuasively 
presented by McNamara and others, leaves 
the military buffs in Congress cold. Sen. 
Henry M. Jackson, Washington Democrat, in 
announcing a hearing on the Nike X last 
fall, declared that "an ABM defense in Soviet 
hands lends itself superbly to bluffing and 
blackmail. Would an undefended U.S. main
tain its resolve to act strongly if a defended 
U.S.S.R. appeared willing to risk a move 
against Berlin or any part of Western Eu
rope?" Never mind that McNamara has re
peatedly said the answer ls Yes. Jackson's 
answer, as he told the Senate last November 
30, ls that the United States should begin 
building a new generation of ICBMs and nu
clear submarines "to maintain political sta
bility" in the world. 

Another example of the attitude toward 
the Nike X on the part of that small, power-
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!ul clique who run the Senate and House 
Armed Service Committees came from Sen. 
Strom Thurmond, South Carolina Republi
can, shortly after McNamara's speech. Thur
mond, a two-star general in the Army Re
serve, wrote in the October issue of Data 
Magazine that "the true significance of the 
recent decision to deploy the ABM in the 
United States ts the production time ad
vantage that we shall have in any future 
confrontation with the real enemy-the 
Soviet Union. We will have completed the 
preprOduction engineering, will have pro
duction lines established and will have some 
units installed. If we decide later that the 
'thin' missile defense has to be thickened, 
American industry, that once produced 
miraculous numbers of Liberty Ships, planes 
and tanks, can gear up for mass production 
of ABM components as well. 

The generals, the Congress and big busi
ness all stick together from thin to thick. 

GOING TO THE PEOPLE 
Playing politics with the ABM is not only 

a congressional game. During the savage in
fighting between McNamara and the Joint 
Chiefs prior to the Nike X go-ahead, both 
took the issue, in effect, to the people. The 
Joint Chiefs drew up a list of 50 cities late 
in 1965 that would be given special protec
tion under the ABM system envisioned; the 
list was presented to congressional commit
tees. Under the Joint Chiefs' recommenda
tions, a thick defense of long-range Spartan 
area defense missiles would be installed to 
protect the United States, including Hawaii 
and Alaska, with 50 cities given the added 
protection of short-range Sprint antiballis
tic missiles. The military leaders planned to 
press for the immediate protection of 25 
cities at a total cost of $10 b1llion. On the 
list of the first 25 cities to get protection was 
Charleston, S.C., home of Rep. L. Mendel 
Rivers , chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee and advocate of every
thing mUitary. McNamara argued vigorously 
against the Joint Chiefs' approach, telling 
them they would never be able to draw the 
line between 50 cities and the rest of the 
nation. To prove it, he eventually had some 
details of the top-secret plan leaked to his 
favorite Pentagon reporter, Richard Fryk
lund of the Washington Star (now a deputy 
assistant secretary of defense for public af
fairs). The resulting protests from the cities 
left off the list convinced the Joint Chiefs 
that such a strategy would be politically 
unfeasible. 

After this clash, all signs pointed toward 
the deployment of the light Chinese-oriented 
ABM costing under $10 billion. In the spring 
of 1967 the usua.Uy reliable DMS market in
telligence report, a privately prOduced sur
vey of future Pentagon research and devel
opment prospects, noted that the Defense 
Department's "procurement request for fl.s
eal year 1968 is believed to provide for the 
initial funding of a $4 billion to $7 billion 
system over five years." DMS, which is circu
lated among 3,500 Pentagon contractors, is 
staffed by many former Defense Intelligence 
Agency (D.I.A.) officers. In his press confer
ence of May 18, 1967, McNamara carefully 
left the thin ABM door open. After explain
ing once again that any U.S. ABM system 
would not be capable of stopping a Soviet 
missile attack but would stop a Chinese 
ICBM attack, the defense ohief testily added: 
"I frequently read in the press discussions 
of antiballistic missile systems which fail to 
distinguish between these two types of sys
tems and which, therefore, are quite mis
leading in indicating the capability that we 
have for protecting our people." 

McNamara then was asked if "the fact that 
we are asking the Russians to agree to a 
limitation of ABMs leaves open clearly the 
possibUity that bot h sides could deploy this 
limited system." "Yes, I think so,•• he an
swered. "We haven't foreclosed any action by 
our desire to engage in discussions with the 

Soviet Union, but I think it definitely does 
leave open the possibillty." 

Some sophisticated analysts saw other 
signs of a favorable Nike X decision. A bro
kerage house that closely watched the Nike X 
debate reported in mid-1967 that research 
funding for the system was remaining stable 
but added, however, that "all may not be 
as it seems" It noted that "work on the new 
Spartan missile appears to be accelerating" 
and that "radar efforts have centered around 
the development and construction of a single 
radar system for testing. Once the initial 
model is fully completed and moved into 
test stages, funding will drop off except for 
modifications and testing activities. If the 
system is deployed, the contracting compa
nies will then be characteristically told to go 
back and build 25-50 more Just like the first 
one." The report concluded by urging inves
tors to plow funds into the electronic compa
nies and, indeed, most electronics stocks 
have gained substantially since September. 

A few weeks after the Nike X decision was 
announced, the Washington Post added an 
illuminating, if little noted, sidelight. It 
said it had learned that the United States 
originally was headed toward a December 
announcement of the thin ABM. President 
Johnson, faced with strong congressional op
position on all fronts, the newspaper said, 
"suddenly accelerated the ABM timetable in 
an effort to ease the political pressures on 
him. Among the president's multiple objec
tives," the Post said, was a desire to outflank 
zealous pro-ABM forces in hearings planned 
by Senator Jackson, plus an attempt to so
licit support for the president's stymied tax 
increase proposal from pro-ABM members 
of Congress." It should be noted that, ac
cording to the Post, political pressure was re
S'POnsible only for moving up the date of 
the announcement--and nothing more. 

When McNamara quit his Pentagon job in 
November and announced he would move 
early this year to the World Bank, the New 
York Times said that some sources believed 
a key factor was his disagreement with John
son over deployment of the ABM. The news
paper added that McNamara's September 18 
speech initially called for a restatement of 
his policy against deployment of the anti
ballistic missile defense system but had been 
rewritten a few days earlier by presidential 
fiat. The evidence tends to suggest, however, 
that McNamara's basic dispute was not over 
the deployment per se of an ABM defense, 
but over what kind of a defense was neces
sary and how much to spend on it. By mid
August he was circulating to key aides in 
the Pentagon a draft recommendation to the 
president calling for deployment of the thin 
Nike X. His private beliefs notwithstanding, 
it seems significant that publicly McNamara 
did nothing to discourage the possibility of a 
thin Nike X deployment. 

A few days before the initial announce
ment of the deployment of the thin Nike X, 
the Pentagon's public relations office put out 
an informa tion sheet for the press. It in
cluded a long series of hypothetical ques
tions and answers and as could happen only 
in the Pentagon, even its own questions 
were not answered. For example: 

"Q. Can this system be used as a first-step 
toward a large-scale system?" 

"A. There is no plan or intention to ex
pand the system." 

In announcing the go-ahead for the Nike 
X, McNamara explained there was a possibil
ity that in the next decade China might "be
come so incautious as to attempt a nuclear 
attack on the United States or our allies." 
Since it is the job of strategic planners to 
always "take into consideration even the pos
sible irrational behavior of potential adver
saries," he said, "there are marginal grounds 
[my emphasis] for concluding that a light 
deployment of U.S. ABMs against this pos
sibility is prudent." 

In effect, the secretary was postulating that 
the multi-megaton U.S. deterrent was capa
ble only of preventing a Soviet missile attack 

and not one from China, a rationale described 
dryly by one expert as "indeed remarkable.'• 
A more Soviet-oriented reason for the ABM 
deployment, however, was given by McNa
mara in a Life magazine interview shortly 
after the Nike X decision was announced: 
"Our deployment isn't designed to protect 
the cities of America against a Soviet stra
tegic attack, ·and thus it in no way threatens 
the Soviet ability to deter an American at
tack. The fact is, however, that they [the 
Russians] have been building up their stra
tegic missile forces. We had no choice but t.o 
take additional steps to maintain the a.dA
quacy of our own deterrent. We considered a 
number of alternatives-adding more mis
siles, a. new manned bomber, or even a new 
strategic missile system. We reached the con
clusion that one of the most effective steps 
we could take, and the one least likely to 
force the Soviets into a counter-reaction, was 
the deployment of an ABM system which 
would protect our Minuteman [ICBM] sites, 
so that our own deterrent is not diminished.'' 

During the hearings last November on the 
Nike X before Jackson's Military Applications 
Subcommittee of the Joint Atomic Energy 
Committee, this significant exchange took 
place between John S. Foster, Jr., director of 
Pentagon research, and Rep. Craig Hosmer, 
California. Republican: 

"FOSTER. The thin Nike X provides a cover 
over all of the United States against ICBMs 
launched from China ... the second capabil
ity is being able to add additional Sprints 
·and radar necessary in order to provide still 
additional coverage of the Minuteman silos 
against attempts by the Soviet Union to 
knock out those silos. 

"HOSMER. That confirms the suspicion, of 
some people at least, that this is really the 
first stage of an anti-Soviet ABM as well as 
an anti-Chinese ABM. Is that right?" 

"FOSTER. It is certainly not . . . This is not 
being deployed as a building block for some 
heavier system." 

Many sources disagree flatly with Footer's 
assessment. In a special issue on the Nike X 
system last October, the authoritative maga
zine Aviation Week & Space Technology 
noted: "A preponderance of opinion in Wash
ington, however, appears to be that, once 
a thin defense is in place, the American 
predisposition to go 'all-out,' coupled with 
the Nike X building-block concept, makes it 
almost inevitable that the system will harden 
and grow." Opinion aside, the incredibly 
complex radars for the Nike X (estimated to 
amount to between two-thirds and three
fourths of the total cost) known as Perim
eter Acquisition Radar (PAR) and the Mis
sile-Site Radar (MSR) have been developed 
in close coordination with two larger and 
even more technically sophisticated radars, 
known as the Multifunction Array Radar 
(MAR) and a Tactical MAR (TACMAR). The 
more complex radars will not be included in 
the thin system largely because of their cost 
but will continue to be developed by the 
Pentagon. If a decision is made to install a 
Russian-oriented heavy ABM, the more elab
orate radars are capable of easily fitting 
along with PAR and MSR into the larger 
system. As one commentator has said, the 
light ABM defense would be "like pregnancy, 
hard to stop before full term." The line be
tween Nike X/ No Nike X is much more 
sharply fixed than the division between thin 
Nike X/ thick Nike X. 

J. I. Coffey, a former Army officer writing 
in Foreign Affairs months before the ABM 
decision was announced, argued similarly: 
". . . as China's technology and industrial 
capacity grow, so also will the sophistication 
of its weapons. To counter this, we will prob
ably find it necessary to extend, to deepen, 
and perhaps to improve our antiballlstic mis
sile system and to build up our air defense 
and antisubmarine warfare forces . Thus, 
whatever the initial form of an ABM system 
designed for use against Communist China, 
it will ultimately become either largely in
effective or little different from that required 
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to defend against Soviet forces. In the long 
run, therefore, ballistic missile defenses ca
pable of coping with a. Chinese attack are 
likely to increase markedly our capability to 
llmit damage by Soviet strategic forces-a 
point which the U.S.S.R. is not likely to 
miss." 

Ironically, as many experts have pointed 
out, the Nike X offers no assurance of doing 
its primary job--defending the continental 
United States from a Chinese nuclear attack. 
Who's to say China. won't forego the ICBMs. 
if it irrationally decides to strike. It could 
use airplanes launched from a. ship or sub
marines capable of firing nuclear-tipped 
torpedoes or medium-range missiles. 

COSTS UNDERESTIMATED 

There is considerable evidence that Mc
Namara has sharply underestimated the cost 
of deploying the thin Nike X. Dr. Charles M. 
Herzfeld, former director of the Pentagon's 
Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA), 
told a. House Defense Appropriations subcom
mittee last March he would favor deployment 
of a thin ballistic missile defense--"a high 
altitude system to cover most of the United 
States, and in particular to cover our bal
listic missile sites"-in short, the Nike X. 
Asked for a cost estimate, Herzfeld answered: 
"I think one could do reasonably well with 
$10 billion, maybe $12 or $14 billion. If you 
stretch it over a period of five yee.rs, it isn't 
all that much money, really." 

Cost for the radars, computers and the 
necessary underground sites for the Nike X 
is estimated at $3.5 billion, with an addi
tional $1.5 billion earmarked for the missiles 
and their silos. Annual operating costs, an 
expense rarely mentioned in the daily press, 
will total about $500 million annually for the 
system, with another $1 billion needed to 
purchase the i:mclear warheads for the 
Spartan and Sprint missiles. Total research 
and development costs in connection with 
the system are expected to reach about $500 
million a year. One electronics trade mag
azine wrote last October that "the figure of $5 
billion spread over the next five to six years 
has appeared frequently of late, but it ignores 
annual support costs and research, engineer
ing and facmty costs that will push the figure 
to a more realistic $11 billion by 1973." It 
further should be added that roughly $4 bil
lion has been spent on the Nike X and its 
precursor, the Nike Zeus, since 1957-this is 
more than was spent on the entire Man
hattan Project in World War II. The Penta
gon has acknowledged only that the $5 bil
lion estimate does not include operating costs. 

Another usually unmentioned Nike X cost 
factor involves the equipment and manpower 
needed to coordinate the new antimissile de
fense with existing defense systems, such as 
Over The Horizon Radar ( OTHR) and the 
Ballistic Missile Early Warning System 
(BMEWS). DMS reports that the deploy
ment of the Nike X "would not supercede 
BMEWS since it would still be used to pro
vide early warning against manned bombers." 
OTHR could help detect a missile launched 
from a Fractional Orbiting Bombardment 
System (FOBS), which McNamara announced 
last November is under development by the 
Russians. (A FOBS missile is fired into a very 
low orbit about 100 miles above the earth, 
but could be dropped onto its target before 
the first orbit is completed. The Nike X 
would not be capable of stopping a de
termined FOBS missile attack, Mr. Mc
Namara said.) It ls not known how much 
money wlll be needed to interface the 
Nike X with the older warning systems. 

One brokerage house experienced in large
scale federal research projects ha,s estimated 
for its clients that "the maximum expendi
ture levels for any one year will be $2 billion" 
for the Nike X . That figure might be reached 
by 1969, a private analysis said, adding that 
"1970 would almost certainly reach the $2 
billion mark. The NASA (National Aeronau
Ucs and Space Administration) budget and 
the trend of space expenditures have taught 

us all a lesson in the unpredlcta.bili ty of 
federal outlays in specific programs," the 
analysis concluded. 

McNamara. himself has hedged his predic
tion, telling the House Armed Services Com
mittee last March 2, for example, that the 
Nike X coets "if past experience is any guide, 
may be unde'rstated by 50 to 100 per cent ... " 

Obsolescence is another potential cost fac
tor. In an article for Look last fall, Dr. Je
rome B. Wiesner, former science adviser to 
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, fiatly de
clared that he was "certain that the system 
we a.re now planning will be regarded as 
ineffective before it is installed." There is 
much evidence to support this. Now under 
development by ARPA is a missile booster 
called Hibex that accelerates many times fas
ter than Sprint. The IDbex, slightly smaller 
than the Sprint, is designed to be fired di
rectly from its underground silos, while the 
Sprint is ejected by a gas-propelled piston 
and does not ignite until it is above ground. 
Hibex could be the short-range interceptor 
of the future. In addition, the Army now 
is studying the possibility of developing an 
improved third stage for the Spartan mis
sile that would enable it to "loiter" in space, 
and thus increase its capab111ty to attack in
coming ICBMs. With this added capability, 
the Spartan would not have to be targeted 
at the time of launching, which should be 
a major help in sorting out decoys among 
incoming missiles. 

There are other potential costs. The John
son administration's responsiveness to the 
Army ABM proposals has encouraged the 
Navy and Air Force to seek a piece of the 
high-priced ABM pie. The Navy has been 
pressing f.or a sea-based antiballistic missile 
system (codenamed SABMIS) that would 
theoretically make the Nike X's job easier 
by knocking down enemy ICBMs before they 
reached the skies over the United States. 
The Air Force is reported to be taking an
other look at some of its earlier ABM pro
posals, including the use of such airplanes as 
the giant Lockheed C5A transport as a 
launching platform for antiballistic missiles. 
Studies also are under way of the concept 
of using satellites to a.id in the detection and 
discrimination of ICBM targets. ARPA fur
ther has told Congress it is investigating the 
use of lasers as possible missile kill mecha
nisms. 

AN AMBITIOUS SYSTEM 

The Nike X is an ambitious system. It re
quires radars and computers to detect and 
track a decoy-accompanied warhead capable 
of traveling more than 15,000 miles per hour, 
and then to guide a Spartan missile to an in
tercept point in outer space for area defense. 
It requires similar capabilities for the Sprint 
missile, which, is designed to destroy war
heads after they re-enter the earth's at
mosphere. 

Electronic reliability will be a major fac
tor in the success or failure of the Nike X. 
If a typical Nike X radar or computer uses 
200,000 microcircuits, the Army expects it to 
operate for approximately 1,000 hours before 
one circuit fails. " If home television re
ceivers had this reliability level," Aviation 
Week says, "a lone TV repairman operating 
in a city of 150,000 persons would go bank
rupt, because he could expect only a single 
service call over an entire year, assuming that 
each set was operated for an average of three 
hours every day." 

The system, expected to be in operation by 
the early 1970s, has four main components: 

Spartan-An advanced solid-fuel three
stage version of the 5,000 m.p.h. Zeus missile 
that is believed capable of traveling 600 miles 
into the at mosphere with a large nuclear 
warhead. It is now under development by 
Douglas Aircraft, but has yet to undergo 
testing. Estimated per unit cost is $1.25 mil
lion, but no reliable estimate of annual op
eration cost s is available. 

Sprint--A smaller high acceleration solid
fuel missile that wm be capable of meeting 

targets 25 miles away in about five seconds. 
Built by Martin-Orlando, it is now under
going tests. Like the Spartan, the Sprints 
will be housed in vertical missile silos. Esti
mated unit cost is $1 million, with annual 
operating costs set at about $700,000. Both 
the Spartan and the Sprint are designed to 
destroy or immobilize enemy missiles by 
thermal radiation, particle radiation, high
intensity x-rays or combinations of these 
effects. Pentagon officials have indicated that 
the nuclear weapons used in both weapons 
have low fallout, but the low-level use of 
Sprint could present radiation hazards. 
About 1,100 of the missiles will be produced, 
according to DMS, with Sprints accounting 
for 700-SOO. 

Missile Site Radar (MSR)-A relatively 
small radar complex basically designed to 
track targets and control the Sprint inter
ceptor missile, although it will have some 
area defense (Spartan) responsibllities. To 
be built underground along with the mis
sile silos, a prototype MSR is now being con
structed at the Nike X test site on Kwajalein 
Atoll in the Western Test Range. It should 
be operational by the end of this year. (Along 
with the Kwajalein site, Nike X tests a.re be
ing conducted at Ascension Island in the 
Eastern Test Range and at the White Sands, 
N.M., missile range. By December, working 
models of the radars are expected to be avail
able and the system will begin testing in 
stages, starting with the Sprint and MSR.) 
About 14 of the MSR radars a.re expected to 
be incorporated into the thin Nike X. 

Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR)-A 
sophisticated phased-array radar designed for 
very long-range search (up to 1,000 miles) 
and the targeting functions needed for the 
Spartan interceptor missile. While Par is un
der development, the initial Nike X tests at 
Kwajalein will be conducted with simulators. 
According to DMS, about six PARs will be 
installed near the Canadian border at an 
average cost of $85 million each. (Some crit
ics have claimed that if an enemy missile 
ever is engaged by the Nike X system, the 
contact and explosion probably will take 
place over Canada.) Both PAR and MSR 
are believed to be capable of picking up re
liable target information when the enemy 
missiles climb to 10-15 degrees above the 
horizon. Aided by Univac digital computers, 
the radars will be able to target search, iden
tify, track and communicate data automati
cally. (The heavy costs for this kind of 
equipment have produced a side benefit for 
the major contractors: the Pentagon is urg
ing them to automate their electronic com
ponent production lines in an effort to trim 
costs. The industry has been slow to intro
duce automation.) 

HOW NIKE X WORKS 

The Nike X system works this way: Once a 
potential target is picked up by the radars, 
the computers must determine if it is a mis
sile or merely a satellite or meteorite by track
ing the object long enough to determine its 
trajectory. Should more targets appear, the 
computers also must assess whether they are 
warheads that should be tracked or decoys 
that can be safely ignored. This is the crux 
of the Nike X system. If the number of tar
gets threatens to saturate the radars, the 
computer must decide which should be 
handled on the highest priority. If the poten
tial target is maneuvering and not following 
a simple trajectory, the computer will need 
more time to predict its future operations. 

Aviati on Week has noted: "The operation 
of an antiballistic phased-array radar has 
been compared to man trying to juggle sev
eral golf balls, a couple of basketballs and 
one baseball bat simultaneously. Timing is 
critical. The critically brief duration of a 
mass missile attack can tolerate no computer 
malfunction, and it leaves no time for hu
man trouble-shooting and repair." 

Many experts simply don't believe the Nike 
X can work without massive testing, which 
would violate the 1963 test ban treaty. Most 



4610 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE February 26, 1969 

notable of these is Wiesner. In his Look 
article, the scientist argued that "few com
petent people expect the extremely complex 
ABM system to work the first time; yet it 
must to have any effect. There will always 
remain a big chance that even if the system 
is working as designed, it will not intercept 
all of the enemy missies .. .. Remember that 
if a single enemy nuclear weapon leaks 
through the defense to a city, the city will 
be destroyed." 

A team of scientists headed by Dr. Ralph 
E. Lapp and Leonard S. Rodberg also has 
concluded that the Nike X could not be im
mediately effective. Writing in Science and 
Citizen last year, they noted that it is not 
unusual for complex weapons to do poorly in 
battle. Specifically cited was the low rate of 
kill of the Russian-built surface-to-air 
(SAM) missiles used against American fighter 
planes in North Vietnam. 

There already have been some ominous re
ports of production complications. The Mar
tin-Orlando company is said to be faced with 
a number of operation.al and guidance prob
lems due to the extremely high velocity of 
the Sprint missile. Electronic Design maga
zine last October reported : "The rocket's 
skin temperatures are reported to soar higher 
than those in any other rocket. This has 
raised serious thermal problems with the 
on-board electronics,'' although the magazine 
noted that the firm's engineers claim to have 
solved them. 

In addition, Aviation Week has reported 
that the specially built computers for the 
Nike X (expected to be able to handle more 
than four million instructions a second with 
a single processor) are creating staggering 
programing problems. The magazine notes 
that "there is relatively little experience in 
programing for missile intercept and dis
crimination, especially against massive at
tacks involving decoys and other counter
measures. . . . Thts does not mean that the 
programing cannot be solved," the magaz1ne 
said, but it will take more time and more 
money than many experts had expected. 

These kinds of problems apparently 
prompted Sen. Joseph Clark, Pennsylvania 
Democrat, a harsh critic of the ABM, to tell 
the Senate last July 27 that it "should know 
that the United States has not yet experi
mented with using the Sprint, the Spartan, 
and the radars together and probably will 
not be capable Of doing so for at least two 
years. How can we consider deploying, at a 
cost Of some $5 billion, a system that has 
never been fully tested? I personally think 
that such an expenditure is outrageous, con
sidering the crying need that this country 
has for funds for domestic programs to alle
viate poverty, to provide adequate education 
for our youth, to rebuild our cities, to feed 
the hungry and to eliminate air and water 
pollution." 

AN ABM FOR INDIA? 

In his May, 1967, news conference, Mc
Namara was asked this question: "If we em
ployed an ABM system for defense against 
a Chinese threat, do you think a country 
such as India would lay claim to the need 
for such a system?" 

He gave this answer: "Whether or not Ind!ia 
would or would not wish to deploy an anti
ballistic missile system to protect itself 
agia.inst a potential aitta.ck from Red China, 
assuming we did, I can't say. My guess is 
that they would." 

The defense chief had a diff&"ent analysis 
in his October interview with Life. Asked if 
the U.S. deployment of the ABM wasn't a step 
in the direction a.way from a. nonproliferaition 
treaty, McNa.ma.ra replied: "One of the as
sumptions inherent in negotiaitions of the 
non.proliferation treaty is thait the real deter
rent to China's use of nuclear weapons is 
the overwhelming nuclellll' capability of the 
United States . . . China's leaders know that 
an attempt to attack the United States would 
invite the utter devastation of urban China. 
Our allies know that the same constraints 

that prevent China from attacking the United 
States prevent China from attacking 
them. . . . We firmly believe that it would 
serve no useful purpose for nations in Asia 
to acquire nuclear weapons of their own with 
all the financial burden ... that would en
tail." 

India, which is well within range of China's 
present stock of intermediate-range ballistic 
missiles, thus has its choice. On one hand, 
it can go along with the belief that the United 
States deterrent against China should sulfice 
(ralthough it must be difficult to understand 
why the United States itself doesn't trust 
its own deterrentr-hence the ABM), or it 
can begin laying out funds for missile de
fense. Pressure has been growing inside the 
country for the latter move. The United 
States, by in effect voiding its own arguments 
for nonproliferation, has escalated the arms 
race. 

Suspicious allies, and China, for that mat
ter, can question whether the U.S. goal in 
deploying the ABM is to eliminate a potential 
source of what some senators call "nuclear 
blackmail" in Asia and the subcontinent. 
Instead, the ABM may assure American mili
tary planners of free and easy intervention in 
any part of the world (at least until the 
1980s, when China is expected to develop 
ICBMs with sophisticated penetration de
vices----e. development Wiesner believes can be 
accomplished with the aiid of reports avail
able in American aerospace journals) . 

McNamara's theory, as outlined in his San 
Francisco speech, is that the light "Chinese
oriented" ABM poses no challenge to Russia, 
hence that country should not react by in
creasing its offensive forces. That reason
ing amounts to asking the other fellow to 
exercise restraints that we are not willing 
to accept ourselves. Although it is still un
clear whether Russia is building a full-scale 
ABM defense around Moscow and other 
cities, the United States already has reacted 
to the Soviet move by initiating steps to in
crease its offensive striking force. A $2 billion 
program to replace the submarine-based 
Polaris missiles with larger Poseidons capable 
of carrying improved penetration aids was 
begun last year, along with a massive pro
gram of adding multiple warheads (MIRV) 
to the new, improved Minuteman III. 

RESPONDING IN TURN 

Few of America's European allies believe 
the United States will stop at the thin sys
tem, although McNamara warned in his 
speech that "The so-called heavy ABM shield 
. . . would in effect be no adequate shield 
at all against a Soviet attack, but rather a 
strong inducement for the Soviets to vastly 
increase their own offensive forces . That, 
as I have pointed out, would make it neces
sary for us to respond in turn-and so the 
arms race would rush hopelessly on to no 
sensible purpose on either side." Yet France 
immediately seized on the U.S. ABM an
nouncement to urge once a.gain that a sepa
rate French nuclear force is more necessary 
than ever. "Some Frenchmen.'' Don Louch
heim of the Washington Post reported la.st 
October, "have even suggested that by cre
ating an antimissile barrier in the United 
States, Washington has made Europe more 
vulnerable, as a common enemy might pre
fer to send its nuclear weapons toward un
defended targets." 

Victor Zorza of the Manchester Guardian, 
considered a leading expert on Russian mili
tary affairs, has reported that the U.S. ABM 
will aid those Russians who are eager to get 
a larger share of the nation's budget for mili
tary spending. Noting also that there is no 
proof that Russia has decided to go a.head 
with a full-fledged ABM system, Zorza wrote 
in the September 20 Washington Post that 
the Soviet military-political lobby already 
has won increased allotments of steel for 
military use. The question being debated 
now, he added, is whether the United States 

can somehow aliay the misgivings McNa
mara's announcement "is bound to have 
aroused in the Kremlin." 

As Coffey presciently wrote in Foreign 
Affairs, "At the very least ... the deploy
ment of antiballlstic missiles would in all 
probability lead to a hiatus in arms con
trol negotiations, while both sides tried out 
their new weapons, decided on counter
measures to the other's deployment, and re
established an effective and acceptable stra
tegic balance. It could mean the loss of any 
chance for an early agreement on a com
prehensive test ban and on the nonprolifer
ation of nuclear weapons, leading to de
cisions by countries such as Italy or India 
to proceed with their own nuclear weapons 
programs. And it could lead to a new arms 
race with the U.S.S.R." 

Even more significant to some will be the 
increased pressure to break or void the exist
ing nuclear test ban treaty because of the 
need to test the ABM in the atmosphere. 
"The developers of the ABM system will soon 
be telllng us that they cannot assure its 
effectiveness without nuclear tests in the 
atmosphere," Wiesner glumly wrote in Look. 
"The pressure on the president to renounce 
the treaty in the interest of national security 
and protecting our multimillion dollar in
vestment will be overwhelming." 

Major strategic mistakes are not unknown 
to McNamara. In his September 18 speech, 
the defense chief revealed-apparently for 
the first time--that he had seriously mis
calculated soon after taking office in 1961 
(a major election factor being Kennedy's 
charge of a "missile gap") and helped pro
mote the recent Russian build-up. Shortly 
after taking office, Kennedy sent Congress a 
supplementary military budget request for 
$1.94 billion to bolster the forces above the 
Eisenhower levels for fiscal 1962; included 
was $1.48 billion earmarked for strategic 
deterrent forces, largely Polaris missile sub
marines. 

"In 1961, when I became secretary of de
fense," McNamara explained, "the Soviet 
Union possessed a very small operational 
arsenal of intercontinental missiles. How
ever, they did possess the technology and in
dustrial capability to enlarge that arsenal 
very substantially over the succeeding sev
eral years. Now, we had no evidence that 
the Soviets did in fact plan to fully use that 
capability. 

"Since we could not be certain of Soviet 
intentions-since we could not be sure that 
they would not undertake a massive build
up--we had to insure against such an even
tuality by undertaking ourselves a major 
build-up of the Minuteman and Polaris 
forces," McNamara added. "Thus, in the 
course of hedging against what was then 
only a theoretically possible Soviet build-up, 
we took decisions which have resulted in our 
current superiority in numbers of warheads 
and deliverable megatons. But the blunt fact 
remains that if we had more accurate in
formation about planned Soviet strategic 
forces, we simply would not have needed to 
build as large a nuclear arsenal as we have 
today." (My italics.) 

It seems no one is immune from making 
the same mistake twice. 

While the ABM certainly represents a 
profitable splurge for the military-indus
trial complex, for the rest of the economy 
it is a drag. Over the past 3 years, in
creasing resource demands by the mili
tary have been a leading factor in the 
steady rise in wholesale and consumer 
prices. Further ABM deployment will 
exaggerate these serious infiationary 
pressures. And we must remember that 
each marginal dollar allocated to ABM 
is one less dollar for better education, for 
more livable cities, for a cleaner environ
ment, for an equitable and just society. 

Of course the ABM is not the only piece 
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of fat in the swollen defense budget, but 
it does stand out as an overly visible ex
ample of foolish spending. Both last year 
and earlier in this congressional session, 
I have argued that the defense budget 
must be cut. I have pointed out where 
the highly reputable Congressional Quar
terly has shown areas in which over $10 
billion could be sliced from the defense 
budget--and instead, where those same 
areas received a net increase of around 
$1.75 billion for fiscal 1970. 

In the March issue of the Washington 
Monthly, Robert S. Benson, formerly a 
member of the staff of the Assistant Sec
retary of Defense, Comptroller, gives an
other perceptive analysis showing where 
$9 billion could be slashed from the de
fense budget without reducing national 
security: 

How THE PENTAGON CAN SAVE $9 BILLION 

(By Robert S. Benson) 
I have a modest proposal. 
I should like to demonstrate, in as brief 

and as simple a way as the complexities per
mit, how $9 billion can be cut from the Pen
tagon budget without reducing our national 
security or touching those funds earmarked 
for the war in Vietnam. 

Let me emphasize at the outset that this 
is truly a modest proposal, offered from an 
earnest belief in its practicality and with the 
conviction that savings from its adoption 
could be applied to our fiscally undernour
ished concerns for human opportunity. 

The process by which the Pentagon budg
et---as well as the rest of the federal budget-
is shaped and reviewed is a strange and not 
always wonderful thing. Any new program 
is usually given thorough scrutiny in Con
gress: debate rages over the program's pur
poses and over the level of funding required. 
Once it is accepted, however, only the fund
ing level is certain to receive continuing Con
gressional attention. A nation's needs change, 
but rarely is a program's reason for existence 
ever challenged again, either in the execu
tive branch or on Capitol Hill. On the con
trary, its administering agency and its Con
gressional advocates, cheered on by its bene
ficiaries, strive to perpetuate or expand it, 
seldom pausing to ponder whether it is still 
worthwhile or whether something else is 
needed more. 

The process can be insidious. Man, the so
cial animal, takes comfort from acting in ac
cord with the wishes of friends and associ
ates. But over years of advocacy he loses some 
ability to discriminate, to relate the particu
lar to the whole. In the case of Pentagon 
outlays, the built-in protection inherent in 
established programs often achieves invul
nerability. 

Because a mystique of secrecy and -com
plexity surrounds the Pentagon, most Ameri
cans feel uncomfortable, or even vaguely un
patriotic, if they question any part of the 
military budget. But the fact is that the fed
eral budget's provisions for defense far exceed 
our national security requirements. Although 
not many Americans realize it, a great deal 
of information a.bout the threats to our se
curity (and the forces we procure to meet 
them) can be gleaned from unclassified 
papers: budget statements of the President 
every January, annual posture statements by 
the Secretary of Defense, transcripts of Con
gressional hearings, and articles in the news
papers. Any serious student will soon discover 
that items in the defense budget, as in any 
other, range from fundamental to marginal. 
The difference is that in the Pentagon 
budget (a) vastly larger sums a.re involved, 
and (b) far less Congressional scrutiny is ap
plied to them. 

I 

Using the sources above, my two years 
of experience in the Comptroller's office of 
the Department of Defense, and my own 

judgment of the issues, I hope first to out
line how the budget can be trimmed by $9 
billion and then proceed to a discussion of 
the weaknesses in the system which allowed 
this fat to survive even in the cost-conscious 
regime of Robert S. McNamara. 

In our budget-cutting exercise these 
ground rules will apply: 

None of the cuts is related to the war in 
Vietnam. 

None Of the cuts would impair our national 
security requirements. 

All of the cuts are in what the Pentagon 
calls ongoing core programs. 

All of the cuts could be effected within 
the next 24 months, which would allow the 
savings to be applied rather quickly to un
filled domestic needs. 

The focus is on areas where forces or 
weapons systems are either duplicated or 
outmoded, where an enemy threat is no 
longer credible in today's political and tech
nological environment, or where money is 
being lost through grossly inefficient per
formance. 

Perhaps the best place to begin is with the 
Manned Orbiting Laboratory, which receives 
half a billion dollars a year and ought to 
rank dead last on any rational scale of na
tional priorities. The MOL, a carbon copy of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration's spacecraft operation, is in the 
budget because the Air Force wants a piece 
of the extraterrestrial action, with its glamor 
and glory, and Congress has been only too 
happy to oblige. 

Although there have been valiant attempts 
to make the MOL seem different, Pentagon 
space research is alarmingly similar to that 
of NASA. Listen as Dr. Alexander H. Flax, 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Re
searoh and Development, tries to draw the 
distinction for members of the House Appro
priations Committee: 

"If you view the objectives of these pro
grams as being simply to get data on humans 
exposed for some period of time, I think you 
have to conclude that there is a great deal 
of duplication, but I tried to make the point 
that our objective is primarily to test equip
ment, not humans. The humans interact 
with the equipment, of course." 

True, there are potential military uses for 
space vehicles. But little thought appears 
to have been given to whether a separate 
program was required or whether the same 
results could have been achieved through 
slight adjustments in the parallel NASA 
activities. The MOL program is duplicative 
and wasteful. Of the $600 million requested 
for it last year, Congress approved all but 
$85 million. This year's budget calls for $576 
million. I would strike all of it. 

As for grossly inefficient Pentagon perfor
mance, the most obvious example is man
power management and utilization. Man
power is the single largest commodity the 
Defense Department buys; this year, the 
Pentagon will directly purchase the services 
of nearly five million Americans. Assuming 
an average of $7,000 each in pay, allowances, 
and supplementary benefits, the department 
payroll is a.bout $34 billion, of which about 
$22 billion goes to military personnel and $12 
billion to civilians. 

The Pentagon has little direct control over 
the costs of its civilian personnel, who are 
recruited mainly through a. government
wide civil-service pool. But its control over 
military personnel is complete, covering not 
only the $22 billion payroll but also a.bout 
$7 billion annually in training costs and 
nearly $2 billion in moving expenses for men 
changing assignments. 

Most men enter the armed forces either 
because they are drafted or because they en
list in preference to being drafted. All en
listed men entering the service receive basic 
training, which in the Army takes eight 
weeks and costs about $1,000 per head. After 
advanced training in a. specialty, these short
term new servicemen generally spend the rest 

of their hitches on assignments requiring 
that specialty. 

A more flexible training policy would not 
employ such a. lockstep approach. Some basic 
training is needed for everyone, and combat 
infantrymen certainly need the full eight 
weeks. But not all of the Army's 535,000 new 
soldiers this year will serve in combat, and 
four weeks would suffice for the others. The 
Navy and Air Force have already abbreviated 
their basic training; for the Army to do 
so would yield, in direct training savings 
alone, $50 million. 

Although the pattern of training and as
signments for officers is far different, even 
greater economies are possible-and with a 
clear gain in individual job performance. 
After initial training, which is more diverse 
than it is for enlisted men, almost every 
officer is shuttled around through an amaz
ing variety of assignments and further train
ing designed to give him enough breadth of 
experience to become Chief of Staff some day, 
often at the sacrifice of obtaining no deep 
experience in any one field. The expectation 
is that every seasoned officer can lead an 
infantry battalion through a swamp on one 
assignment, promulgate personnel promotion 
policies behind a Pentagon desk on the next, 
and discuss black separatism with Ethiopians 
as military attache in Addis Ababa a year 
later. 

In this age of specialization, such a philos
ophy is anachronistic and expensive. No 
efficient business would move its men around 
in so illogical a pattern. By perpetuating the 
illusion that every officer can aspire to the 
top organizational position, rather than 
screening the candidates earlier in their 
careers, the services suffer from having an 
excessive number of men struggling to learn 
totally unfamiliar jobs. Moreover, today's 
technological and analytical complexities de
mand the development of specialists whose 
entire experience is focused on performing 
one particular function well. By attempting 
to fill the growing number of specialist slots 
with generalists, job performance diminishes 
for all. 

If we were to reduce by a modest one
fourth the present number of assignment 
changes (whereby servicemen move almost 
once a year), the annual saving in trans
portation and moving costs alone would be 
slightly over $500 million, to say nothing of 
the improvement in work effectiveness. 

A further saving can be accomplished by 
changing the way the military calculates in
dividual manpower requirements. Unlike 
business, which requires work units to ab
sorb the impact of absences, the Pentagon 
includes a cushion to compensate for men 
absent on leave, in the hospital, in school, 
and en route to new assignments. And the 
military's 30 days of annual leave-which all 
servicemen get---is far more than the norm 
for civilian work forces of comparable age 
and experience, even acknowledging that the 
30 days includes weekends. The military 
argues that this amount of leave time is com
pensation for being on duty 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week-but this is a myth long 
in need of explosion. Except for those at sea 
and in Vietnam, most military men work 
evenings or weekends no more and no less 
than civilians do. Cutting leave time to 20 
days a. year-with the exception of men on 
hardship duty overseas-would reduce the 
total armed forces manpower requirements 
enough to save $450 million annually. 

Thanks to Beetle Bailey, Catch 22, and the 
fa.ct that so many Americans are veterans, 
the supernumerary theory of military staff
ing has had great visibility. But an area of 
far greater inefficiency-supplier performance 
on large weapons system contracts---draws 
almost no attention at all. This is especi
ally serious because the same contractor who 
can be extremely efficient under the condi
tions imposed by the private competitive 
marketplace can waste millions when work
ing under a government contra.ct. Few Amer
icans are aware that about 90 per cent of the 
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major weapons systems that the Defense De
partment procures end up costing at least 
twice as much as was originally estimated. 
Some of this cost growth comes from Penta
gon-ordered changes in design or configura
tion, but much of it results from ine1D.cient 
contractor practices or from his knowledge 
that the government will underwrite his ex
cessive overhead. 

It is up to the government, therefore, to 
impose on a non-competitive defense con
tractor the same cost discipline that the con
tractor would be forced to impose on himself 
in a competitive situation. Instead, the pres
ent procurement system is geared almost ex
clusively to securing timely delivery and good 
technical performance. Cost comes last. 

The engine contract for the controversial 
F-111 fighter-bomber offers a classic lllus
tration of what happens to costs after a de
cision ls reached to proceed with procure
ment. 

An aircraft of this kind has three major 
components: airframe (wings and fuselage), 
avionics (electronic navigation and weap
ons-guiding gear), and engines. For a tech
nologically advanced fighter-bomber, the air
frame wlll account for about 55 per cent of 
total cost, avionics 25 percent, and engines 
20 per cent. The initial F-111 contract for 
2,053 engines was awarded to Pratt & Whit
ney on the basis of an estimated cost of $270,-
000 per engine. Today the engines are ex
pected to cost more than $700,000 each. 

In the F-111 case, and in general, four 
major factors account for such cost escala
tion: 

1. The Buy-In: Our procurement system 
encourages contractors to play the game 
called "buy-in." The rules are simple. Con
tracts are awarded to the company which 
offers the lowest bid with a straight face. 
Later cost overruns may bring a mild re
proach or a stern reprimand, but they will 
not prevent the contractor from getting 
enough money to cover all his costs and 
pocket a profit. A contractor rarely takes 
these reprimands seriously; he knows that 
his competitors have similar experiences. 

· Besides, the procurement officials have told 
him to worry about performance and prompt 
delivery, not about cost. So the buy-in game 
produces initial cost estimates that every
one knows are unrealistically low. 

2. Design Changes: From the time bids 
are requested on a new weapons system until 
final delivery, a great many changes in de
sign specification develop. These changes are 
often initiated by the Defense Department, 
although some reflect contractor production 
problems. In either case, the costs change-
usually justifiably, but almost always up
ward. 

3. Volume: Changes in volume are even 
farther beyond the contractor's control. In 
large contracts, economies of scale are often 
achievable; 1f a weapons system is found 
highly useful, as was the F-4 fighter, and 
more units are ordered than were initially 
planned, the later unit costs are lower. In 
the case of the Air Force F-111, however, 
cancellrution of British orders and the Con
gressional decision to klll the Navy version 
reduced the number of aircraft to be pur
chased, thereby raising the unit cost. 

4. Sheer Inefficiency: These costs arise be
cause a contractor has slipshod purchasing 
procedures, poor scheduling of men and ma
chines, ineffective work standards, or other 
managerial deficiencies. Such extra costs 
would be a threat to a company's survival 
in the competitive private mairketplace; they 
should not be tolerated in defense procure
ment. 

In calculating how much of t he F-111 en
gine's cost growth was due to this intolerable 
fourth factor, we need to begin by figuring 
how much the first three factors cost. 

We know that the original $270,000 esti
mate was artificially low. Allowing for buy
ln fibbing and for some early required 

changes in design, an initial figure of $450,-
000 would have been more realistic. Later 
design changes may have raised the allow
able price to $500,000. But the contractor's 
final estimate of $700,000-plus, made after 
the British action but before the Congres
sional cutback, probably should not be ad
justed for volume changes, because the Brit
ish buy was to have been proportionately 
very small and there are good indications 
that this actually enabled Pratt & Whitney 
to disengage itself from some expensive sub
contracts. So unjustifiable contractor ineffi
ciency a.mounted to around $200,000 per 
engine. 

It could have been worse. Past practice in 
such cases, where the government is dealing 
wt.th a single supplier rather than with sev
eral competitors, has been to accept what
ever price is commensurate with the costs 
the supplier has incurred, regardless of how 
efficient or inefficient he is. But, in an un
precedented aiction, the Defense Department 
ordered an investigation of Pratt & Whit
ney operations to determine how much such 
an engine ought to cost if produced under 
efficient manufacturing procedures. After 
that, the Navy-which had contract respon
sibility for all F-111 engines--took the fur
ther unprecedented step of unilaterally set
ting the price it intended to pay. Indications 
are that the Navy compromised its position 
somewhat after some hard bargaining, but 
the final contract did reduce by about 15 
per cent the price proposed by the company, 
which customary procedures would have ac
cepted outright. This saved the government 
roughly $200 million. 

Two other good examples of spiraling costs 
were . desert bed in recent hearings before the 
Congressionail Joint Economic Committee. 
A. E. Fitzgerald of the Defense Department 
l'leported that the C-5A transport may cost 
$2 billion more than the original contract 
ce111ng of $3 billion; yet when Defense nego
tiated the contract with Lockheed, then
Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara 
described it as "a model methOd of doing 
Defense business ... a da.znn good con-

. tract." In another case, retired Air Force 
Colonel Albert w. Bue&king, a former finan
cial officer for the Minuteman interconti
nental ballistic missile, said the Minuteman 
contractors received a 43 per cent pre-tax 
profit based on net worth, or about twice the 
normal industrial return; he estimated that 
defense contract costs are 3(}-50 per cent "in 
excess of what they might have been under 
conditions of competitive-type commercial 
environment." 

Conservatively assuming that aerospace 
and shipbuilding contractors harbor an in
efficiency of 15 per cent, and figuring that 
the average annual amount provided for re
search and procurement of such systems 
over the past three years is about $17.9 bil
lion, then wiping out the inefficiency would 
annually save the government $2.7 billion. 

This is no pipedream. It requires no dra
matic breakthrough in management tech
niques. Such savings could be achieved 
quickly if the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretaries of the individual services resolved 
to focus the energies of their top financial 
and engineering men on procurement of 
these major weapons systems. What is 
needed is some truly independent cost
sleuthing into contractors' operations, with 
firm backing from top Defense management 
for appropriate follow-up efforts. 

The most fruitful way of all for saving 
defense dollars ls to eliminate forces which 
no longer pack a credible punch or which 
were designed to meet a threat t h at is no 
longer credible. 

The Navy's Polaris/ Poseidon fleet ballistic 
missile program is vital to our national se
curity. But the Navy's three primary and in
dependent conyent ional warfare missions
tactical air, amphibious operations, and ship
ping protection-are overequipped, as are 

their associated support units. Current force 
levels cannot be justified by any potential 
threats. In my view, President Nixon was 
misguided when he decried America's loss of 
sea power during the campaign last fall. He 
made the mistake of applying the same 
argument the admirals use when they at
tempt to eternal!Y.e and expand their favorite 
programs: that the United States must have 
superiority in numbers, ship-type by ship
type, over the Soviet Navy. This is a legacy 
of late-1940's thinking, when it was assumed 
that we must always be ready to fight and 
win an extended war at sea. In the nuclear 
age, such thinking is highly unrealistic. 

Fifteen aircraft carriers are presently as
signed to the Navy's tactical air mission. 
Since the wallop they pack is purely the fire
power of their aircraft, they should be com
pared with the alternative means of deliver
ing that firepower-Air Force tactical air
craft. Carriers can deploy quickly to areas 
where we have no airfields, and they ·are 
safe from insurgent attacks (though they 
now appear to be vulnerable to Russian 
Styx missiles). But this flexibility comes at 
a high price. Independent studies place the 
cost of carrier-based tactical missions at 
three to four times that of similar missions 
flown from ground fields. Because of the 
many air bases we have built all over the 
world, we can rapidly deploy land-based air
craft to most areas. Carriers still play a 
necessary role in providing the potential to 
fight 1n a handful of otherwise inacces
sible places and in meeting initial "surge" 
requirements for a non-nuclear war. But 
there is no justifiable reason to use them on 
extended deployments in major wars as we 
do now in Vietnam. Al though the Defense 
Department wlll never admit it, the only 
reason we continue to employ carrier-based 
air strikes there is that the jealous Navy 
doesn't want to be shut out of some role in 
the war. 

Tactical aircraft carriers could be cut from 
15 1to 10 Without risk to the country's secu
rity. The average annual peacetime operating 
and modernization/replacement cost per car
rier appears to be about $120 million. As
suming that the costs of expanding Air Force 
tactical missions to take up the slack were 
one-third as much, the net annual saving 
from the elimination of five carriers would be 
$400 million. 

Marine Corps amphibious assault tactics 
have been used in minor contingencies such 
as Lebanon and the Dominican Republic, 
but against a major power they would be 
highly vulnerable to a tactical nuclear 
weapon. Nor are Marine forces now struc
tured logistically for sustained combat, the 
type of war that Vietnam would suggest is 
most probable. Without eliminating any Ma
rine troops, we could-by restricting their 
amphibious training and equipment and 
phasing out a proportionate share of assault 
ship8-f3ave $100 mlllion annually. 

A classic example of continued spending 
for protection against a no longer important. 
threat is the third major area of Navy tacti
cal forces-protection for shipping. The 
structuring of our anti-submarine and sup
porting antiairc~aft and fleet escort forces 
harks back to the post-World War II prospect 
of a sea war with Russia. If we ever do begin 
destroying each other's ships, there seems 
little prospect of avoiding escalation to 
nuclear war, which would make shipping 
protection irrelevant. Further, as various 
jumbo aircraft near production, the cost gap 
between a ton-mile of plane transportation 
and a ton-mile of ship transportation is nar
rowing. Yet instead of scaling down our 
protective forces, we are keeping them up and 
even expanding them, through last year's im
plausible decision to begin procuring VSX 
anti-submarine aircraft. Killing this program 
and reducing overall shipping defenses to a 
sensible level-four anti-submarine carriers 
and three air group~ rather than the present 



February 26, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 4613 
eight carriers--would save an annual $600 
m111ion. 

Another major area in which our involve
ment is unreasonably large is our troop com
mitment in Europe. We have about 310,000 
soldiers there now, accompanied by more than 
200,000 dependents. Such a staggering share 
of the NATO burden was appropriate while 
our World War II allles struggled to get back 
on their feet, but they can now afford a larger 
load. Part of the thesis behind U.S. deploy
ments is to make certain that any substantial 
attack by Warsaw Pact forces would engage 
American forces, thereby creating potential 
consequences that the Soviet Union would 
find untenable. But this could be assured 
with far fewer than 310,000 U.S. troops. Says 
Senator Stuart Symington (D-Mo.), a former 
Air Force Secretary recently assigned as chair
man of a Foreign Relations subcommittee 
that will investigate the involvement of U.S. 
forces abroad: "Surely 50,000 American troops 
would be sufficient to make sure that no 
Soviet probe could succeed in Berlin or else
where in Europe without a direct confronta
tion with the United States." 

In the event of a truly major Soviet at
tack, not even 310,000 U.S. troops plus the 
NATO allies' forces would be sufficient to 
thwart it. But both sides recognize that an 
assault of such proportions is likely to evoke 
a nuclear response. 

Psychological reasons prevented us from 
making a major cut in our European forces 
close on the heels of the Russian takeover 
in Czechoslovakia last year. But tha-t should 
not deter us from effecting the cut this year. 
I! anything, our non-response to the Czech 
invasion simply reinforces the reality learned 
in Hungary in 1956--that the United States 
is not about to send troops into Eastern Eu
rope no matter what the Sovie,t provocation. 

Realistically, we could cut back to a total 
of 125,000 troops in Europe plus 50,000 at 
home earmarked for NATO contingencies, 
and cut by one-fourth the air power assigned 
to the European theater (a McNamara com
parison shows that NATO air forces can de
liver a payload more than three times greater 
than that of their Warsaw Pact counter
parts). Altogether, these reductions would 
annually save about $1.5 billion. 

The final two programs of questionable 
value--the SAGE-Air Defense Command sys
tem and the Sentinel antiba111stic missile 
system share some common characteristics. 
Both are defensive, in an age when the bal
ance of terror rests on offensive missile 
strength. Both encompass a detection func
tion and an intercept guidance function. 
And numerous technical experts express 
serious doubts about the potential opera
tional effectiveness of either. 

SAGE represents yesteryear's attempt to 
defend against the Soviet version of our 
Strategic Air Command. It is widely con
ceded that the Soviets have grounded their 
bomber development efforts and no longer 
pose their primary strategic threat in this 
area. Nonetheless we persist in trying to fur
ther refine our bomber defenses, when in 
fact we have already achieved a satisfac
tory capabillty in the detection sphere. 
Moreover, SAGE's role as a guide to inter
ceptor pilots is rather superfluous, given 
its imperfections and our primary reliance 
on a strong offensive deterrent. Some reduc
tions have already been effected in the Air 
Defense Command, but conversion from a 
full defensive system to purely a warning 
system ought to save $600 million annually. 

If SAGE is intended to sustain a mostly 
futile yesteryear system, the Sentinel ABM 
represents a misguided attempt to provide 
protection tomorrow. Against the destruc
tive power of the missile, our best defense 
is a good offense. Particularly tragic is the 
staggering cost of a full-blown "thin" Sen
tinel system. Because it is so expensive, and 
the work is therefore parceled out to many 
Congressional districts, many politicians 

have favored it. It therefore may be dlfll
cult to stop before we have spent $40 billion. 
However, the Sentinel program faces in
creasingly fervent opposition in the Senate 
this year-partly because residents in four 
cities where ABM sites are being developed 
have objected so loudly. 

Sentinel would make some sense if it truly 
promised blanket protection against stra
tegic offensive missiles. But it doesn't. As 
Secretary McNamara said in a speech in San 
Francisco 18 months ago: " ... any such sys
tem can rather obviously be defeated by an 
enemy simply sending more offensive war
heads, or dummy warheads, than there are 
defensive missiles capable of disposing of 
them." 

Secretary McNamara opposed the Sen
tinel, but President Johnson overruled him 
and decided to proceed with the program. 
Today we are on the road toward building a 
$5 billion ABM system, ostensibly for pro
tection against Chinese missiles-as yet un
developed-should Peking miscalculate our 
potential response and attack us. 

It seems unrealistic not to expect the So
viets to perceive the $5 b1llion "thin" Sen
tinel as a first stage in a $40 b111ion "thick" 
defense against themselves. Senator Richard 
B. Russell (D-Ga.) said as much last year 
when he was chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee: " ... there is no doubt 
that this is a first step in a defense system 
against an atomic attack from the Soviet 
Union." Yet all seven of the men who have 
served over the past decade in the jobs of 
Science Adviser to the President or Director 
of Research and Engineering in the Defense 
Department have recommended against de
ployment of a "thick" ABM system designed 
to protect our population against a Soviet 
attack. 

By halting the Sentinel now, before it ac
quires irreversible momentum, we could save 
$1.8 billlon this year, not to mention vastly 
larger sums during the next decade. 

The items above do not exhaust the list of 
things to cut-there are other savings to be 
made in such areas as mapping operations, 
the reserve forces, logistics-but the total 
here will serve as a start. It amounts to a 
total savings of $9,276,000,000. 

n 
If all these Pentagon budget cuts are so 

obvious, why didn't the cost-conscious Mc
Namara regime push them through? Did the 
Whiz Kids fall? Were they really trying? I 
think a fair assessment would have to con
clude that they were trying hard but were 
only partly successful, for five basic reasons. 

First, McNamara's Band was greatly out
numbered by experienced adversaries bound 
together by a shared goal-more and bigger 
military programs. All the elements in this 
mm tary-ind ustrial-Congressional complex 
are served by an enlarged defense budget, 
though their motivations are different. In
dustry wants greater sales and profits. The 
military wants expanded power, plus the as
surance that they will be on the forefront of 
technology. Congressmen respond to pres
sure from contractors and military employees 
in their districts, and those on the military 
committees yearn for the prestige and power 
that comes from presiding over a bigger slice 
of the federal pie. The combination made life 
difficult even for a man as strong and cou
rageous as Robert McNamara. 

Second, in selecting systems to analyze for 
effectiveness, the Whiz Kids chose to con
centrate on the relatively uncluttered stra
tegic programs instead of digging into such 
fat and messy activities as we have cata
logued here. Within their selected framework, 
they generally performed technically sound, 
objective initial analyses. Once they arrived 
at a position, however, they too often "over
defended" their conclusions; that ls, they 
were unwilling to reassess them against sub
sequent cost experience, technological ad-

va.nces, or a changing international political 
environment. For example, the current struc
turing of our programmed airlift/seallft 
needs emanates from a carefully developed 
linear programming model. This model at
taches a high value to rapid deployment, 
stemming from an early 1960's Europe
oriented study which showed high benefits 
in terms of political bargaining power and 
casualty minimization. This analysis still 
makes good sense in Europe, but now ap
pears grossly misapplied in Asia. Yet nothing 
has been done to revise the high value placed 
on rapid deployment. Such a. change would 
point to a different desired mix of airlift and 
sea.lift. 

Third, the Defense Depa.rtment's budget 
review process concedes too much at the 
beginning. Last yea.r's budgeted amounts are 
generally taken by everyone as this yea.r's 
starting points. This practice ignores the 
possibility that fat crept into preceding 
budgets or that some of last year's activities 
a.re now outmoded. Consider, for example, 
the subject of training, in which the armed 
services have been pioneering for yea.rs by 
applying new technology to education. Thia 
area should be a prime candidate for fre
quent review from the ground up (whalt 
the managers call ''zero-base" budgeting). 
Rather, the Defense Department budgeting 
pl"OCe6S virtually concedes last yea.r's amount 
and focuses on whatever incremental chang
es have been requested.. The result, of course, 
is higher budgets, with past errors com
pounded year after year. 

A fourth limita.tlon also derives from the 
planning and budgeting system. Discussions 
a.bout the desirable level of various forces 
a.re conducted in terms of numbers of 
things-missiles, carriers, fighter wings. This 
flows naturally out of intelligence estimates 
of enemy forces ·and subsequent a.rui.lyses of 
how much counterforce the United States 
needs to nu111fy them. Approval ls then given 
to the Air Force to buy 40 more fighters or the 
Navy to buy four more subma.rtnes, each 
with specified capabilities. But carrying out 
such purchases is not like walking into a.n 
automobile showroom and asking for a yel
low Plymouth Belvedere sedan with power 
steering. As a submarine is built, many un
anticipated choices present themselves; they 
involve different levels of effectiveness or 
convenience for dlfferent levels of dolla.rs. In
evitably the generals and admlra.ls want to 
buy as much ca.pa.b111ty as P<>SSible; it ls al
most always more than is required to meet 
the threat. For want of adequate follow-up 
by top procurement ofllcla.ls, the genera.la 
often have their way. 

Finally, the President and the Budget Bu
reau have shied from making public any 
meaningful comparisons between m111itary 
and domestic programs. Systems analysis, the 
technique that aims to measure the relative 
national worth of results obtained from 
alternative programs, cannot precisely com
pare the benefits to be gained from highly 
diverse activities. Yet inexact as such com
parisons may be, the Budget Bureau does 
make them and present them to the Presi
dent from time to time. If the President, for 
his part, were to discuss na tlonal priorities 
more frequently and candidly with the pub
llc, then Congressmen might be less likely to 
base their judgments on the only other 
available view-that the present balance of 
activities is about right. 

The present balance of activities is any
thing but right. Unmet national concerns for 
human opportunity and the quality of life 
require an investment even larger than the 
amount that would be freed if all of the 
Pentagon reforms outlined in this report 
were carried out. 

Perhaps the clearest, most thorough 
delineation of these high-priority social 
needs is found in the report of the National 
Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders. To 
redress root ca uses of despair and frustra-
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tion, the Commission recommended a long 
series of measures which, if enacted in full, 
would cost between $13 billion and $18 bil
lion a year over their first several years. 

The only way to begin addressing these 
unfilled needs is to take money away from 
Pentagon programs that must rank lower on 
any rational national-priority scale. Exam
ples provide compelling support for this argu
ment. We have such choices as: 

Funding the Manned Orbiting Labora
tory-or providing Upward Bound summer 
courses for the 600,000 additional ghetto 
students who have the potential to go to 
college: 

Spending this year's Sentinel funds--Or 
training 510,000 more hard-core unemployed; 

Continuing to operate one of the marginal 
tactical aircraft carriers-or training and 
supporting 20,000 more Teacher Corps mem
bers; 

Maintaining our full troop complement 
in Europe-or diverting an additional $10 
milllon to each of 150 Model Oitles; 

Permitting excessive contractor costs to 
:flourish unchecked-or providing Head Start 
education for 2,250,000 more children, plus 
enough school lunches to feed 20 million 
children for a whole year. 

These alternatives are real and immediate. 
They do not represent wishful dreaming. The 
choices are up to Mr. Nixon, to the Congress, 
and ultimately to ourselves. 

In real terms, no cost is too high for 
true national security. Let there be no 
doubt. I fully back any concept which 
protects and advances the security of 
this Nation. But I am unwilling to sup
port fantasies of the military-industrial 
complex in the quest for an ever-in
creasing share of our national product. 

It is absurd for Congress to authorize 
a program which can cost up to $100 
billion and which-even if it did work
may concede the lives of up to 90 million 
persons. other Members today are pre
senting an overwhelming case document
ing the sketchy premises UPon which the 
ABM system is being built. I shall not re
peat those arguments. Justification for 
ABM has yet to be proved, and it is non
sense to continue to deploy the system 
on the basis of the arguments brought 
forth so far by its proPQnents. 

Were scare merchants willing to put 
as much effort into establishing a func
tioning Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty 
and to seeking peaceful ways to end the 
suicidal arms race, then I might hold a 
different view of their judgment and 
motives. 

My own personal views on means of 
achieving a secure and lasting peace are 
best re:tlected by a major Policy state
ment recently relea..5ed by the National 
Council of Churches entitled "Defense 
and Disarmament: New Requirements 
for Security," which I would like to in
sert in the RECORD at this point: 
DEFENSE AND DISARMAMENT: NEW REQUIRE

MENTS FOR SECURITY 

(NoTE.-This Background Paper is issued 
by the Department of International Affairs of 
the National Council of Churches for use in 
connection with the NOO Policy Statement 
on this same subject.) 

INTRODUCTION 

It is the purpose of this statement to ad
dress the issues of national defense and 
security in Christian perspective in an effort 
to provide a new concept of, and a new con
text for, national security. We believe that a 
new international community is coming into 
being in the midst of the system of na.tion-

states, which for so long have been pre
occupied with their own security-a security 
understood largely in m111tary terms. This 
new system of increasingly global inter
dependence is one in which security must be 
seen more and more in its international 
dimension-bound up with technology, inter
national finance and trade, and cross-cul
tural encounter. The world view that provides 
the context for present United States defense 
policies seems to be an inadequate reflection 
of this reality. 

One of the dominant elements of the post
World War II period has been the "Cold War" 
and the arms race that it has spawned and 
on which it has fed. This phenomenon grew 
largely out of the convergence of two his
torical events-the development of atomic 
and nuclear power and the ideological rivalry 
between "the free world" and "Communism." 
Enormous scientific and technological ad
vances have put at man's disposal an un
precedented amount of power. At the same 
time, demands for national security, gen
erated especially by the ideological and power 
confrontation between the Great Powers, 
have led to the channeling of a large portion 
of this power potential into defense and 
defense-related projects. Each of these events 
has aggravated the other. 

During the past two decades questions of 
defense and national security have increas
ingly become the chief concern of the United 
States Government. A growing proportion of 
our national subs·tance is being channeled 
into defense-related endeavors in a search 
for increased security. This has created an 
astronomical increase in the destructive 
power of our military forces. As a result, the 
problem in the nuclear age is no longer the 
increase but the controlling and curbing of 
power. 

Without denigrating the legitimate duty of 
nations to provide adequate protection and 
security for their peoples, we believe that it 
is incumbent upon Christians and others to 
declare that an increase in military power is 
not necessarily an increase in security, 
prestige, or any other value. If the require
ments of a just peace and the understanding 
of a responsible use of power, as suggested 
by the National Council of Churches,1 have 
validity, it is therefore imperative that 
Christians in the United States address them
selves to questions raised by the United 
States emphasis on military power in the pur
suit of security. 

The emerging international community is 
at present more of a community of risks than 
a community of mutual concern and action, 
but it is a historical reality and not simply a 
disembodied ideal. The Christian faith must 
recognize and celebrate the development of 
this new universal community and must 
view the policies of nations in this light. 
That faith requires no less a perspective than 
one that embraces all nations, and it does not 
permit the interest of any nation to become 
absolute. Thus, both historical events and the 
demands of the Christian faith lead us to 
ask for a new approach to questions of na
tional defense and security by the citizens 
and the Government of the United States. 

I. THEOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE 

Man in his finite freedom can use the 
power he has developed in ways useful and 
redemptive for humanity or in ways destruc
tive and dehumanizing. The Christian must 
therefore be particularly concerned, along 
with all men of compassion and human sen
sitivity, with the management of power, espe
cially military power. 

For the Christian this concern stems first 
from his belief that God is Lord of creation. 
Man has been given the whole of creation to 

1 Policy Statement, "Imperatives of Peace 
and Responsibilities of Power," adopted by 
the General Board on February 21, 1968. 

tend, to develop, and to use in his freedom 
for the common good. Creative in the image 
of God, man is to be creative also, using 
his God-given power and freedom in ways 
that will serve the common good and further 
God's loving purposes for His world. 

Second, this Christian concern stems from 
the belief that God is sovereign over His 
creation. The sovereignty of God imposes 
limits on all national sovereignties and on 
the use of power by these sovereignties. At 
the same time it gives a degree of legiti
macy to national sovereignty since, in our 
era, it is the nation-state that is a primary 
instrument through which men work to 
shape the conditions of human community
conditions without which men could not 
realize their intended potential. 

Third, the concern of the Christian is 
based on his belief that God ls active in 
His creation through participation in its 
history. The sovereign Lord of creation is 
also the God who "was in Christ, reconciling 
the world to himself" and who calls us to be 
agents of reconciliation. In our era, when 
the political sphere is so determinative for 
the direction of history and for human exist
ence itself, the Christian must seek to dis
cern and to respond to the political dimen
sion of this reconciling activity. 

Within this theological framework, there 
has been historically a diversity of Christian 
conscience regarding military power, its le
gitimacy and use. For some defense is 
grounded in the commission of government 
to maintain peace and order in a world al
ways threatened by chaos, to develop and 
maintain a positive order of justice as a 
work of love, and to provide a stable political 
existence within which life may become more 
genuinely human. For others, the use of 
military power cannot be supported by 
Christian teaching. For them, the reconcilia
tion and love which the gospel proclaims 
and to which it summons men are anti
thetical to the use of military force. Most 
would agree, however, that the roots of the 
Christian concern for the management of 
existing power, i.e., the belief in God as Crea
tor, Sovereign, and Reconciler, place qu.ali
fl.cations on its establishment and use. First, 
man's responsLbility for the created order is 
a responsibility to preserve and develop it, 
not to abuse and destroy it. The use of large 
amounts of the world's wealth and man
power for the development of ever-improved 
means of destruction calls into question the 
quality of the stewardship man exercises in 
his care of the earth. Defense policies that 
threaten the destruction of a large part of 
the created order are likewise to be ques
tioned. 

Second, God's sovereignty, which imposes 
limits on political sovereignty, also places 
limits on the moral autonomy of any aspect 
of the political order. A government's politi
cal or military activity that tends to exceed 
the limits of it.8 commission or to frustrate 
the intentions of thast; commission is in effect 
an act of self-idolatry and a denial of God's 
sovereignty. This precludes an uncritical "my 
country right or wrong" attitude on the part 
of Christians. 

Third, God's reconciling act in Christ, the 
response to which is the Christian vocation 
of reconciliation, denies the ultimacy of the 
parochial political community and affirins 
that the "enemy" is the brother for whom 
Christ died. Defense policies that intend or 
threaten to destroy the enemy society deny 
the inclusiveness of the human community 
and in effect reject the Christian mission 
of reconciliation. 

The function of politics, and the legitimate 
concern for security must, according to 
Christian faith, be controlled by and respon
sive to God's creative, ordering, and recon
ciling work. Man's relationship with man is 
marked by much distrust, disorder, and 
alienation, particularly in the relationships 
among national communities. Technology 
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has created a community of mutual depend
ence but not one of trust and mutuality. In 
this political realm the Christian vocational 
concern is not with establishing a perfectly 
moral order. Rather, it is a concern to pro
vide better conditions for an effective work 
of love in which such trust and mutuality 
can be more effectively realized, i.e. condi
tions under which the mission of reconcilia
tion can be carried on in relatively better 
circumstances. The appropriate conditions 
to be sought, however, may vary considera
bly, depending on the situation calling for 
a response. While we are to serve the growth 
of community and reconciliation, we have 
to seek them through an endless variety of 
circumstances and in a world that often 
does not permit us to seek them directly. 
On the other hand, the mutuality of inter
ests that does exist must be utilized to its 
greatest advantage in order to broaden and 
strengthen the basis for future interna
tional cooperation. 
n. · SECURITY AND THE INTERNATIONAL SITUA

TION 

As men and nations seek to create condi
tions under which the work of reconciliation 
can be carried on more effectively, there must 
be a clear perception of the international sit
uation to which they must respond. 

Under present conditions the instruments 
of international order are inadequate to re
solve the most persistent and threatening 
conflicts among the nations of the world. 
Given these conditions, which we believe to 
be transitional to more integral forms of 
international community, it is to be expected 
that the various nation-states will assume 
the responsibllity to maintain their own se
curity arrangements, either individually or 
in concert. 

In the pursuit of such security arrange
ments, however, at least two nations, the 
United States and the USSR, have already 
developed the power virtually to destroy 
whole societies and to lay waste that social 
fabric that is indispensable for meaningful 
human existence. The goal of the policies 
that resulted in this great accumulation of 
power has been a legitimate one-national 
security or, as it has sometimes been stated, 
the kind of world in which we and others 
wish to live. But there is real evidence that 
this goal has not been fully achieved and 
that, in fact, the defense policies and strate
gies designed to realize it have in some ways 
tended to thwart legitimate security goals. 

In theologica.1 terms, the adequacy of 
present defense policies must be questioned 
in view of the following dangers: First, they 
threaten to destroy the created order for 
which man is responsible, not only because 
of the immediate effects of nuclear blasts 
and fl.re damage but also because of the long
range effects of genetic damage and nuclear 
contamination of the earth. The ecological 
effects of chemical, biological, and radiolog
ical warfare can be equally destructive of 
the created order. Second, the requirements 
of present policies seem to have become self
validating in actual practice and to have 
subordinated other values. Such relatively 
unquestioned acceptance, often in the name 
of military necessity, tends to make the poli
cies self-justifying ends in themselves. Third, 
the possibility of advanced escalation in an 
actual nuclear war implies the destruction 
of the adversary's population and social or
der and, in so doing, denies the inclusiveness 
of the human community. The destructive
ness of large-scale conventional warfare may 
have the same result. In each instance, then, 
there is a breach of the limitations that the 
Christian faith would place on defense 
measures. 

In political terms, the adequacy of present 
defense policies must also be questioned in 
the light of the criticisms of many knowl
edgeable observers. There are several aspect.s 
of the present international situation that, 

in view of the positive political goals they 
seek, call into question both the wisdom and 
the effect of current nation.al defense and 
security arrangements. Among these are the 
following: 

(a) The nation.al security of the United 
States has declined as the nuclear arms race 
has increased. Though our defense capabili
ties already go far beyond the needs of de
terrence, rarely in history have men been 
so fundamentally insecure, especially those 
in nuclear nations. There is no adequate de
fense against a sophisticated nuclear attack. 
In a nucleaa- confrontation our massive power 
could be employed only at the oost Of recipro
cal national. suicide. Thus the mutual escala
tion of the nuclear arms l"ace increases only 
mutual destructive capabilities. It does not 
increase security. 

(b) The distrust and suspicion of the Cold 
War are often further exacerbated by some 
of the military postures that are designed to 
cope with it. Mutual deterrence can easily 
generate new fears, lead to higher levels of 
unnecessary arma.ment.s, and undermine ef
fort.s toward arms reduction and mutual ac
commodation, which are necessary for a sta
ble international order. Regardless of in
tentions, actions by either the United States 
or the USSR to increase its nuclear capa
bilities trigger similar reactions on the other 
side. So long as this "action-reaction phe
nomenon," which fuels the arms race, con
tinues, fears will be aggravated rather than 
allayed and nuclear arsenals, already greatly 
in excess of what is needed to be credible, will 
continue to grow. 

(c) The nuclear arms race and the per
petuation of the Cold War have resulted in 
an enormous outlay of money and resources 
for military purposes which jeopa.rdizes other 
national programs. With the added impetus 
of the Vietnam war, two thirds of our total 
national expenditures are now spent for de
fense-related purposes. Curren.tly, the mili
tary expenditures of all nations a.mount to 
about $140 b111ion annually, with the $72 
billion United States defense budget for fl.seal 
1969 more than equaling the defense expendi
tures of all the rest of the world combined. 
This vast use of our money, manpower, nat
ural resources, expertise, and energy for de
fense-related purposes removes these re
sources from more humane and constructive 
uses, and perpetuates the long-standing ne
glect of increasingly dangerous domestic 
problems. It also means increasingly inade
quate efforts to deal with the overwhelming 
security problem posed by the world's hun
gry and deprived majority. The $140 billion 
spent by the nations annually for defense 
pales into insignificance the $9 billion spent 
by all nations for international development. 

(d) The power and influence that inevi
tably accompany the control of such a large 
portion of our national resources mean that 
military considerations now influence vir
tually all other national decisions. This is 
not to say that some conspiratorial military
industrial cabal is responsible for this phe
nomenon. It ls doubtlessly more accurate to 
see it as the result of a huge military es
tablishment, whose needs have of necessity 
given rise to a large private defense and re
search industry. Together, tied by bonds 
of common interest, they have become a 
major political force. Nevertheless, the re
sult has been that the issues of war and 
peace, of international trade, of economic 
development at home and abroad, and of 
science and higher education are being de
termined increasingly by government deci
sions concerning strategic deployment of 
military forces and weapons and military 
technology. The allocation of the nation's 
resources, the determination of its priorities 
and purposes, and the possibility of free 
political debate and academic inquiry are all 
affected by these decisions. 

(e) There are dehumanizing elements in 
the nuclear strategies of the Cold War. 

Weapons of mass destruction lead inevitably 
to calculations of human destruction in 
terms such as "megadeaths," ·as opposed to 
the more sobering "one million dead human 
beings." This effectively dehumanizes the 
enemy, especially when he is also thought 
of collectively in ideological terms like 
"Communists" or "Cong." The remoteness 
of push-button warfare, removing the ene
my from the immediate presence of his ad
versary and making k1111ng easier psycho
logically, strengthens this tendency, Dehu
manization is also a danger within the na
tion. The acceptance by the populace of a 
national commitment to use weapons of 
mass destruction can, over a long period of 
time, lead to ethical desensitization. This 
can also be the result of living in what has 
been termed a "weapons culture," a socie
ty increasingly devoted to and organized for 
the production of the tools of war. 

(f) An overly ideological approach to the 
world's ills on both sides influences the per
ception of events and causes distorted in
terpretations of the facts to fit the pre
conceived ideology. The oversimplified and 
now outdated bipolar world view, formulated 
at the end of World War II and still adhered 
to in some quarters, tends only to perpetuate 
the dated dogmas of the Cold War. Such a 
world view seems increasingly inadequate 
to describe the contending interests within 
and between blocs and the new realization 
of common interests between supposedly im
placable foes. This gap between perception 
and reality can only exacerbate the danger
ous Cold War rivalry, slow down the advance 
toward international order, and have a del
eterious effect on that open communication 
between nations that is essential for under
standing and reconciliation. At the same 
time, such an ideologically-colored percep
tion of reality can set in motion the mechan
ism of the self-fulfilling prophecy. 

III. A NEW CONTEXT FOR SECURITY 

The demands of the Christian faith, and 
the most salient features of the international 
situation to which Christians must respond, 
lead us to ask for a new approach to national 
defense and security issues on the part of the 
citizens and the Government of the United 
States. Such an approach should encompass 
at least three interrelated requirements: 

A. A first requirement ls a new under
standing of security. We believe that present 
military planning, with its emphasis on the 
continuing buildup of military forces, is out 
of touch with the real security needs of the 
nation. In our world, security ls not to be 
found in vast defense establishments, which 
in a variety of ways often help to exacerbate 
the very insecurity they are meant to alle
viate. Moreover, excessive preoccupation with 
the limited area of military security danger
ously narrows the national perspective on the 
broader meaning of security. 

The present threat to United States secu
rity arises from neglect of social justice-a 
result in part of defense spending-and re
veals a new and tragic dimension to the prob
lem of security, for which traditional con
cepts are inadequate. National security in the 
modern world must be supplied by interna
tional processes and institutions for arms 
limitation and control, for peace-keeping and 
peacemaking, for development, for finance, 
and for adjudication, rather than by immense 
defense establishments. Only a new under
standing of national security and its integral 
relationship to the needs of the underde
veloped world can make international secu
rity possible. 

B. A second requirement is a new approach 
to the use of national resources. We believe 
that, while national security does require the 
maintenance of an adequate military force, 
the level of armaments reached today far ex
ceeds that needed for security and is leading 
us to ignore the desperate plight of many of 
our own citizens and of people throughout 



4616 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE February 26, 1969 
the world. A national security that is sup
plied by international processes and institu
tions calls for a use of United States 
resources--money, manpower, natural re
sources, and expertise-commensurate with 
the requirements of justice and peace. The 
building of our own nation and the use of 
our resources to help others build their na
tions are the two primary tasks. A major 
shift from the objective of increasing mm
tary capabilities to the objective of sound 
development and nation-building is neces
sary to meet these tasks. 

C. A third requirement is a new emphasis 
on human rights and values. We believe that 
defense policies should ·be, in the last analy
sis, for the service of human life on earth, 
and must be constantly revised in the light 
of what they are designed to defend. Other
wise it may be possible for the defense es
tablishment to make its work an end in it
self, to become overly fascinated by the tools 
of war and their emciency, and to forget or 
even unconsciously to thwart the purpose 
they are to serve. That purpose is, simply, to 
act so that man's life on earth may have 
the stability required to enable it to become 
human. 

Emphasis on the human ends of defense 
means also that citizens must regain a 
greater degree of control over the military 
services that seek to protect them. Defense 
policy has been increasingly removed from 
effective political processes. It is a part of 
our present mentality that defense problems 
are left to the "experts," and that largely 
without question the citizens pay the im
mense bills that result. The right and duty 
of citizens to debate and to express them
selves in defense matters must be reawak
ened. They must insist that their resources 
be used to meet real and pressing human 
needs, not applied to military goals, which 
bear little relation to those needs. They must 
reject the tendency, both at home and 
abroad, to answer deep issues of human 
rights in terms of coercion or suppression. 
There is a need for a new establishment of 
priorities between the claims of military de
fense and the claims of human rights and 
values. 

The foregoing context for reappraising the 
meaning of security suggests the preliminary 
necessity of acknowledging that the present 
policy of maintaining nuclear superiority is 
ultimately futile. There is no advantage to 
be gained by nuclear superiority, however it 
is computed, when each side ls admittedly 
capable of infilcting overwhelming damage 
on the other, even after being attacked first. 
Such effective parity has been operative for 
some years. Any effort to achieve superiority 
only leads to ever-higher levels of armaments 
as it forces the side with the lesser capa
bility to seek to overcome its inf·eriorlty and 
forces the side with the greater capability 
to seek to maintain its superiority. In the 
wake of this action-reaction phenomenon 
comes a decrease in both stabllity and se
curity. 

The political context of international rela
tions has changed sumciently oo allow for 
and even encourage a movement toward a 
decline in the importance of nuclear weapons. 
That context includes positive political forces 
that provide opportunities to strengthen the 
bonds of international community and to 
make possible reductions in military stock
piles. Once the meaninglessness of nuclear 
superiority is acknowledged, those positive 
forces can be more widely perceived and 
utilized. Communism, for example, is no 
longer monolithic. The extreme hostility of 
the Cold War years has been reduced, and 
even in spite of Vietnam a limited but real 
spirit of mutual accommodation has de
veloped. 

The United States and the USSR both real
ize that war between them is unacceptable 
and that, while many differences remain, 
there are many areas of mutual interest. 

Both have critical domestic problems call
ing for attention. Both also are beginning 
to understand that cooperative efforts to help 
solve the problems of the developing world 
are necessary lest these problems one day 
threaten the security of both of them. 

The effort to encourage a new approach to 
national defense and security issues, there
fore, does not have to take place in an in
ternational milieu completely alien to the 
goals of that effort or completely unsympa
thetic to its requirements. That attempt can 
and must capitalize on the common interests 
and concerns already built into the present 
international situation. In addition to the 
elements of disorder, there are also elements 
of order present. The Christian political vo
cation must seek to utilize these elements as 
it seeks to restore defense to its proper lim
its and to subordinate it to the demands of 
justice and the work of reconclliation among 
peoples and nations. 

IV. PROPOSALS FOR ACTION 

Many years of effort to seek mutual agree
ments on the control and reduction of the 
instruments of force have netted little agree
ment. There have been a few successful ef
forts, most notably the 1963 partial test ban 
treaty, the outer space treaty, and the nu
clear nonproliferation treaty. These have 
been constructive steps, and have helped to 
lay the foundation for more far-reaching 
agreements. The United States' efforts in con
cluding these agreements are to be com
mended. The nonproliferation treaty, now 
awaiting ratification by all nations, is an im
portant and necessary step toward preventing 
the further decline in the security of all 
nations that would result from the prolifera
tion of nuclear capabilities, and from the en
suing regional arms races and drain on scarce 
resources. But these agreements have done 
little to halt the nuclear arms race among 
the Great Powers or to allay the mutual fear 
and distrust, which that arms race both re
flects and perpetuates. Neither have they 
brought about a new approach to the prob
lems of defense and security. 

In striving to achieve the objectives re
quired for a national reorientation on issues 
of defense and security, what is called for in 
terms of next steps? The following are sug
gested as illustrations: 

A. Arms control and arms limitation 
A general prerequisite for meaningful 

progress in arms control efforts is a good 
deal more flexibllity in arms control nego
tiations and a greater readiness to undertake 
such things as unilateral steps, reductions 
by mutual example, and relaxation of veri
fication requirements. Such flexibility can 
lead to mutual accommodations that will 
offer a more promising prospect for major 
steps toward both disarmament and broader 
but directly related political settlements. 
Specifically, it seems essential that the fol
lowing measures be implemented: 

1. A mutual halt in the further production 
anct deployment of strategic offensive and 
defensive missile systems. The 1964 United 
States proposal "to explore a verified freeze 
in the number and characteristics of stra
tegic nuclear offensive and defensive vehi
cles" deserves renewed emphasis, though ex
plorations should not be restricted to this 
specific formula. A halt in the production 
of the weapons of greatest destructiveness 
would reduce the fear of the development by 
one side Of a decisive fir.st-strike capability, 
thereby strengthening internal resistance on 
each side against pressures for more ICBM's 
or antiballistic missiles. A unilateral United 
States freeze, at least for a finite period of 
time, should also be considered. 

A mutual halt in the deployment of mis
sile systems, at least for an agreed period of 
time, would add to the security of both the 
United States and the USSR. Each can now 
assure the destruction of an unnecessarily 
large percentage Of the other's popula..tion, 

regardless of enemy defense capab111ties. 
Such a halt could be effectively monitored by 
existing national satellite observation capa
billties. Such a halt, in either production or 
deployment, not only would increase security 
but also would open the way for reduction 
in strategic arms and defense spending. Any 
such halt should be followed by negotiations 
to begin actual reduction of strategic 
weapons. 

Specifically in regard to defensive weap
ons, every effort should be made to resist the 
pressures to expand the present plan for a 
"limited" deployment of a United States anti
balllstic missile system. Some would even 
seek to rescind the decision to begin an ABM 
deployment. The decision to deploy the ABM 
can have serious consequences for both the 
world political climate and the real security 
of the nation, particularly if those who see 
it as a first step to a heavy, Soviet-oriented 
system are heeded. 

2. Widespread support for the nonprolifer
ation treaty. A halt in the further spread of 
nuclear weapons to nations which do not 
yet possess them is an important and neces
sary step in reducing the danger of nuclear 
war. The development and possession of such 
weapons by an increasing number of nations 
would increase the possibility that these 
weapons will be used, thereby threatening 
the peace and security of all nations. Region
al rivalries could lead to arms races all over 
the world and the draining of scarce re
sources from more constructive projects. 
Thus the nuclear nonproliferation treaty 
agreed to by the United States and the USSR 
and awaiting the approval of all nations de
serves strong support. 

3. A mutual cessation of the production 
of fissionable material for military purposes, 
under IAEA-approved safeguards, and the 
transfer of agreed quantities to peaceful 
uses. Such a step would cut off the supply 
of an essential ingredient for the further 
production and testing of nuclear weapons. 
This would be an appropriate response to 
the demand of the non-nuclear powers for 
some step toward nuclear self-denial by the 
nuclear powers. Recognizing the great need 
in the world for new sources of energy for 
constructive purposes, and the great eco
nomic potential available through the peace
ful uses of nuclear energy, we also urge the 
United States to continue to seek ways to 
make the peaceful services of nuclear ex
plosives and nuclear fuel available to non
nuclear states, through appropriate inter
national bodies and with safeguards against 
their use for military purposes. 

4. A comprehensive test ban treaty, taking 
into full account available national means 
of detection and inspection. Further im
provements in nuclear weaponry will not 
significantly affect the military balance. 
Therefore the degree of assurance against 
violation of a nuclear test ban can be re
laxed. Technological developments have also 
greatly improved the nation's ability to detect 
and identify nuclear weapons tests, thereby 
ma.king an on-site inspection provision less 
critical. Continued testing only acts as an 
incentive to the nuclear arms race. 

5. A United Nations declaration forbidding 
nations to place weapons of mass destruc
tion on the seabed. This is an environment 
not yet penetrated by nuclear weapons. 
Every effort to prevent the introduction 
of such weapons into areas that are cur
rently nuclear-free, as has been done in the 
Antarctic and in outer space, is to be sup
ported. The United States intention to ad
here to the Latin American nuclear-free 
zone treaty is to be commended. 

6. Continued study and planning in prob
lems related to conversion from defense to 
nondefense production. Study and planning 
on conversion are essential in order to avoid 
serious dislocation in the economy and also 
to avoid any tendency to prolong wars for 
the sake of the economy. Adequate planning 
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can help to bring about a transition with a 
minimum disruption of the economy, can 
release funds for the urgent domestic needs 
of our nation, and can stimulate thinking 
about opportunities for further productive 
use of our resources. 

7. Efforts to strengthen international 
measures against the production and use of 
chemical and bacteriological weapons. These 
weapons can be developed with relative ease. 
Every effort must therefore be made to 
strengthen international revulsion against 
the use of such weapons, to seek binding 
agreements not to use such weapons, and to 
develop effective control and verification 
measures to reinforce international ·restraints. 

Some of these steps are already United 
States policy. Others are not. But in all cases 
they a.re :first steps which will do little more 
than freeze the status quo. Their significance 
will lie primarily in the extent to which they 
reflect a new, dominating determination to 
proceed more drastically, so that further 
steps in the control and reduction of arma
ments may be achieved. 

B. Defense spend,ing and, use of resources 
1. Significant reduction in United States 

defense spending and the channeling of the 
funds into development projects both at 
home and abroad. The fiscal 1969 United 
States defense budget equals our total na
tional budget of only a few years ago, sur
passing the total national economies of the 
great majority of nations, including China, 
and dwarfing our expenditures for both for
eign aid and our critical domestic needs. New 
demands for substantial increases in the al
ready appalllngly large military budget a.re 
constantly being made. 

The seemingly sacrosanct nature of the de
fense budget, as evidenced by the limiting 
Of calls for economy to "nondefense" spend
ing and by the minimal critical appraisal of 
its size and content, must be challenged. The 
imperatives Of the Christian faith call for 
support for the poor and downtrodden, jus
tice for t'he oppressed, and a responsible 
stewardship of our wealth and resources. 
These demands in this case coincide with 
both the best traditions and the highest 
interests Of our nation. As long as the gulf 
between the developed and underdeveloped 
segments of mankind remains and even 
grows wider, there can be little progress to
ward a more humane global order or toward 
reconciliation among men, either at home or 
abroad. Toward this end, every nation should 
reexa.mlne its use Of its own resau.rces. 

For the United States, only a reversal Of its 
national priorities, as those priorities a.re ac
tually reflected in our national budget, can 
hope to have a significant effect. A realistic, 
independent assessment of security needs, 
free from the rationalizations Of dying ide
ologies and outdated slogans, indicates that 
we do not need to wait for complex agree
ments on balanced military budget reduc
tions before some cuts can be made. The 
termination of the Vietnam war and progress 
in controlling the arms race could and should 
lead to defense budget cuts Of at least $25 
billion per year. 

2. A radical curtailing and strict control
ling Of the supply of arms to other coun
tries. The proliferation and distribution of 
non-nuclear weapons, as practiced by the 
major industrialized nations, tends to fuel 
regional arms races and regional wars, en
courages military government and the sup
pression of needed social change, and drains 
from underdeveloped nations critically 
needed resources for economic development. 
It also works to undermine both our long
range national interests and the quest for 
better conditions for an etfective work of 
reconclllation among men. 

The supply of sophisticated weapons to 
underdeveloped nations should be hatted. 
Arms competition with the Soviet Union 
should stop. The United States, as the largest 

supplier of conventional arms to other na
tions, should seek an agreement with other 
suppliers to form a conventional arms mora
torium on certain conventional weapons, 
such as missiles and jet aircraft. It should 
also seek agreement on registration of all 
arms shipments with the United Nations. In 
the interim it should refrain from further 
endangering stability, especially in sensitive 
areas, by unilaterally curtailing its arms 
transfers. The long-term consequences of the 
uncontrolled and growing world traffic in 
arms outweigh any short-term advantage 
such as influence over military elites or an 
improved balance of payments. Such a 
method of solving the problem of interna
tional insecurity is demonstrably self
defeating. 

C. Peacekeeping, peacemaking, and 
disarmament 

1. An increase in United States efforts to 
strengthen the United Nations as a peace
keeping and peacemaking agency. In a nu
clear age, when no amount of offensive or de
fensive weaponry can preclude nuclear 
catastrophe, there seems to be no rational or 
moral alternative to the development of an 
adequate system of international collective 
security under the aegis of the United Na
tions. An effective United Nations peace
keeping capacity will require a significant 
measure of Great Power cooperation. They 
and their principal allies must come to the 
understanding that unilateral and competi
tive peace-keeping will be more likely to mag
nify than to reduce the risk to national se
curity and that a mutually acceptable and 
manageable way of limiting these risks would 
be to strengthen the peace-keeping capacity 
of the United Nations. This could lead to a 
substantially more effective United Nations, 
which could replace the military posturing of 
the worldwide Great Power confrontation and 
thereby help to relieve the inherent insecu
rity of nations which are now prisoners of 
their mutual distrust. 

As examples of appropriate efforts we rec
ommend that: 

(a) Member nations of the United Nations 
train and maintain in readiness special forces 
that would be available for use in United 
Nations peace-keeping operations. Countries 
now maintaining forces for Uni·ted Nations 
use for peace-keeping operations should be 
encouraged to make bilateral agreements 
with the United Nations Security Council, 
under Article 43 of the Charter, to specify 
conditions, including :financing, for the use 
of these forces. Other countries should be 
encouraged to make similar agreements, 
thus putting on a more permanent basis the 
availability of national forces to the United 
Nations. 

(b) The United States accept the com
pulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice. The Congress is urged to 
repeal the Connally Amendment, which de
clares that Unit.ed States acceptance of such 
jurisdiction does not apply to matters with
in United States domestic jurisdiction as that 
is defined by the United States. 

( c) All nations be encouraged to seek a 
nonintervention treaty designed to keep the 
Great Powers out of local disputes, to pro
vide for United Nations observation machin
ery in such instances, and to allow for an 
automatic United Nations investigating 
force for use in nations that claim they are 
being subverted. Peace-keeping, if it is not 
to become war-making, is a task that must 
be performed collectively. 

2. A ma.jor and sustained effort by the 
United States, in conjunction with other 
nations, for substantial and rapid progress 
toward arms control and general disarma
ment. This has been a goal of United States 
policy since 1961, and since 1962 the United 
States has participated in continuing inter
national disarmament negotiations with 
limited but significant success. There must 

be a constant awareness of the necessity not 
to treat disarmament in isolation from the 
political conditions that cause international 
tensions or from the total peace-building 
process-a process that must include meas
ures to enable the United Nations to become 
an effective agency for keeping the peace. 
Within such a context, progressive disarma
ment through international agreement can 
release the resources and manpower of many 
nations, thereby making a substantial con
tribution to the welfare of humanity. 

The defense postures and strategies of the 
major powers both reflect and to some ex
tent perpetuate the distrust and alienation 
that characterize the fractured international 
community. In seeking a just and peaceful 
international order, Christians must first 
seek to ameliorate the conditions that set 
men against each other and to create condi
tions in which reconciliation can take place. 
In doing this, much of the actual work will 
of necessity take the form of ground-clear
ing and obstacle-removing, clearing the way 
for a new approach to the issues of defense 
and security. 

·Present policies call into question our 
stewardship of our God-given resources, our 
national sense of priorities, and our wisdom 
in the management of power. A serious exam
ination of the assumptions behind these 
policies, and their actual effect on real se
curity in our revolutionary world, could 
greatly improve the chances of at least a 
limited Great Power accommodation so nec
essary for a just peace and a stable interna
tional order. It is in such accommodation 
and the "technical" measures of arms con
trol that will result, as much as it is in 
zealous advocacy of peace in general terms, 
that our hope lies for avoiding disaster and 
for improving the conditions for reconcilia
tion among nations. 

But in order to achieve these measures it 
is necessary to stop thinking in obsolete 
terms. There must be a new context for look
ing at defense matters, requiring on the part 
of churchmen and all citizens a change of 
concepts, disposition, will, and determina
tion. Such a reorientation can bring the 
United States to use its power in the years 
ahead to secure the development of nations 
and peoples, including its own, and to es
tablish the international structures neces
sary for world order, justice, and peace. Only 
such a reordering of priorities can lead us 
toward real security. 

Today's colloquy on ABM has generally 
concentrated on the external forces 
which have led to the initial deployment 
decision. I recognize that external pres
sures hold a key place in the ABM con
troversy. I would again want to empha
size that we must not be deluded from 
recognizing that internal factors have 
played a dangerous and leading role in 
the push for ABM. 

Ever since the Vietnam war escala
tions, policymakers here in Washington 
have acted as if all national priorities 
were predicated upon the direction of 
events in Southeast Asia. That is, do
mestic policy was secondary to foreign 
policy. The result has been a festering of 
the ills of our cities and a decreasing of 
hopes and aspirations for a better life 
by millions of Poor Americans while we 
continue to pour billions of dollars into 
a wasteful war. Very few persons have 
gained from such a ranking of priorities, 
and, many-both at home and abroad
suffered greatly. 

Today, with whatever chances we have 
of peace in Southeast Asia beginning to 
brighten slightly, policymakers again 
are faced with making hard choices. 
Where we go from here can be dictated 
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by a commitment to some rational sense 
of priorities, or we can be thrown back 
into the morass of frustration once more. 

Our decision on ABM will be pivotal. 
If we bow to the superhawks, to the 
scare-merchants, to the profiteers, we 
will only be enhancing the arms race. In 
the end, relatively few will gain-if a~y 
at all-and perhaps the whole world will 
suffer. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like to say that I hope we can devote 
more time to an analysis of the profound 
implications of this issue which, despite 
the very excellent debate this afternoon, 
we have only begun to touch upon in 
terms of all of the various things that 
need to be brought into this discussion. 
I would be very, very unhappy if I 
thought that we were progressing on a 
tragic course as a result of political de
cisions made in 1967, for which there is 
no longer any validity, and that we do 
not have the guts here in this Congress 
to rise up and to question whether or 
not the basic security of this country is 
going to be furthered or hindered as a 
result of actions which we take. 

Again I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

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

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

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Indiana who posed several ques
tions that I believe bring this debate and 
discussion into real perspective, and I 
am delighted that the gentleman did so, 
because to me it indicates the very es
sense of what we are discussing here, and 
what we are trying to accomplish here, 
and that is a full-scale review of whether 
we should continue along the lines we 
have already adopted through authori
zation and appropriation for the Sen
tinel system. 

But the gentleman from Indiana 
raised a question which is significant, 
wherein he stated that he was concerned 
by the fact that some statements were 
made here today that indicate that if 
we did not spend the money for defense 
items such as the ABM system, we would 
have this money available for expendi
tures on some of our other needs, par
ticularly the needs of a domestic and 
urban nature. 

I agree with the gentleman from Indi
ana that this should not be an "either
or" proposition, or a guns-or-butter 
proposition, because I certainly feel that 
the highest priority that we as a nation 
can have is our defense and our safety, 
as a nation. 

Our defense capability, therefore, must 
be adequate to assure this, because if we 
do not have this we will not exist as a 
nation, and will not be able to do any 
of the things which must be resolved in 
the cities. 

Certainly we should not put this de
bate on the plane that if we save the 
money in defense, or ABM systems, we 
would then have this money available to 
use in our cities. 

I believe that would be an ill-advised 
argument on whether or not to go ahead 

with the ABM system. I believe the ABM 
system must stand on its own feet as to 
whether or not it is an effective weapan 
in our arsenal of defense. 

The other question that was raised 
then was: Why, then, if there is so much 
opposition to it does the military feel 
disposed to proceeding and going ahead 
with it? 

It has been obvious for quite a few 
years there has been opposition to the 
development of an ABM system. Former 
Defense Secretary Mr. McNamara was 
opposed to it until he decided otherwise 
at a later date. Former Presidents have 
been opposed to it. I understand that 
President Eisenhower was opposed to it 
and that President Kennedy was not dis
Posed toward deploying an ABM system. 
The same is true so far as President 
Johnson is concerned and President 
Nixon at this very date wants a full-scale 
study into this matter to decide whether 
or not to proceed. 

Of course, the military has been in 
favor of it. I have the highest regard for 
the military. They are our experts in 
this area. 

But it is up to us as civilians to tell 
them when to put the brakes on because 
they would otherwise have us proceeding 
with all forms of weapons expenditures 
as they did in the case of the B-70 or in 
the case of the Skybolt and perhaps in 
the case of the F-111. 

But we have responsibilities as civilians 
after being given the facts by our mili
tary experts to determine whether or 
not we should proceed in this area. 

I suspect the reason we have so much 
opposition by the former administration 
to the deployment of the ABM system 
and then subsequently were told that it 
was in our best interest to proceed with 
an anti-ballistic missile system last 
year-I suspect the reason for that 
change in position was not so much that 
it was not scientific and not based on 
whether or not it would work effectively 
as a defense weapon, but in fact that it 
was a political decision-political in the 
international sense. Because of the fact 
the Russians had deployed a system 
around Moscow and Leningrad and be
cause we were planning to negotiate and 
to talk with the Russians on the reduc
tion of nuclear weapons and nonprolif
eration and armaments in general. 

I believe it became a political weapon
that we would be in a better bargaining 
Position with the Russians if we were to 
deploy an ABM system. 

My answer to that is that we are not 
in a better bargaining position if we de
ploy an ABM system which will not be 
effective. The greatest weapon that we 
have in any discussion with the Russians 
and the greatest argument we have with 
them is-you do not have a first strike 
capability against us and we do not have 
one against you. 

To assure that we do not lose out on 
our side insofar as any nuclear deterrent 
is concerned, we must rely, as has been 
said time and again on this floor-we 
must rely on our offensive weapons that 
the Russians know about and are aware 
of. If they realize and recognize the 
strength of our offensive weapons and 
they do not have a first strike capability 

against us, then this is the greatest 
weapon that we could have in any forth
coming discussion with the Russians to 
reduce armaments and to reduce the 
threat of nuclear war. 

I think this is the reason why there 
was a change of position by the former 
administration when it suggested to the 
Congress to change our position and that 
now we should go ahead with the deploy
ment of an ABM system. I think it is 
faulty and I do not think it will really 
give us an edge with the Russians. I 
think we will be expending billions of 
dollars and not be coming up with an 
adequate defense system. We will, in fact, 
have accomplished nothing but increased 
the escalation in nuclear power both in 
our own arsenal and in tqe Russian 
arsenal. 

Mr. LEGGE'IT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman. 
<Mr. LEGGETT asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin for yield
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the debate today 
led by the gentlemen from California 
and Wisconsin and by the gentleman 
from Illinois who I understand will fol
low shortly-this discussion of the ABM 
system is probably the most important 
thing that we will do in this House per
haps this year. 

I was concerned last year when the 
Senate-I think a third of the Senate 
was exercised enough to vote against 
this system and still we had a very dim.
cult time in bringing this body up to 
speed with respect to these problems of 
deployment of this ABM system. 

About 7 months ago the question of 
anti-ballistic-missile deployment was de
bated on this floor. At that time with 
others I made a number of objections to 
the deployment program. Since that orig
inal debate, there has been a mounting 
escalation of criticism by both the public 
and the scientific community, as well as 
by many of my distinguished colleagues 
on this floor and in the Senate. There is 
good reason for this growing disenchant
ment with the proposed deployment of 
the Sentinel ABM system. This program 
was conceived as the ultimate deterrent 
to enemy nuclear aggression, yet the best 
scientific advice agrees that the defensive 
shield it is supposed to afford is but a 
sieve that can be easily penetrated by 
over-targeting the defended area with 
enough missiles to exhaust the system, or 
by the use of semisophisticated decoy or 
screening devices. I made these argu· 
ments last year, and I restate them again 
today. The arguments were valid 7 
months ago, and there has been no indi
cation that the technical situation has 
changed. The proposed system is still a 
"maginot line." 

A very readable and excellent summa
tion of the technical deficiencies in the 
Sentinel system was published in the 
March 1968 issue of Scientific American 
by Nobel laureate, Hans Bethe, and Prof. 
Richard L. Garwin. I would again com
mend this article to my colleagues. 

The arguments presented in this article 
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have not been successfully contested, but 
have in fact been buttressed by the lead
ing members of the scientific community, 
including all the past scientific advisers 
to the Presidents-inarguably, a distin
guished group. 

In Sept.ember of 1967, this ABM pro
gram got off the ground with a speech 
by the then Secretary of Defense McNa
mara. In this speech, the Secretary pro
posed the establishment of the system, 
but qualified his endorsement of the con
cept very strongly. These qualifications 
stand out as prophetic and bear repeating 
again today. Here I quote: 

There is a kind of mad momentum intrinsic 
to the development of all new nuclear weap
onry. If a weapon system work&---4nd works 
well-there is strong pressure from m.any 
directions to procure and deploy the weapon 
out of all proportion to the prudent level 
required. 

The danger in deploying this relatively 
light and reliable Chinese-oriented ABM sys
tem is going to be thait pressures will develop 
to expand it into a heavy Soviet-oriented 
ABM system. 

We must resist that temptwtion firmly
not because we oan for a moment afford to 
relax our vigilance against a possible Soviet 
first strike-but precisely because our great
est deterrent against such a strike is not a 
massive, costly, but highly penetrable ABM 
shield, but raither a fully credible offensive 
assured destruction capability. 

I would say that we are not just a 
group of unilateral disarmorors here to
day, those that are making some re
monstrance with the expenditure for the 
ABM system. I think the reason for it 
is the fact that the Department of De
fense has not made out their prima facie 
case. When they came before my House 
Armed Services Committee, they indi
cated that this was going to be a $5 
billion system, that it had been reason
ably thought out, that the costs were 
reasonably within control. However, they 
admitted that the system would not be 
good as to a cruise missile, it would not 
be good as to a fractional orbiting mis
sile, it would not be good as to multiple 
missiles, and it would not be good as to 
the MIRV or the independent reentry 
vehicle. 

A few moments ago the gentleman 
from Indiana said, "Well, wouldn't you 
be cut short, you folks, if the Chinese 
lobbed a missile over in your direction 
in about 3 years and you did not have 
a defensive system?" 

Well, the point is that in about 3 years 
this system will not have been completed. 
We are going to spend $2 billion this 
year, and we are not going to have any 
defense this year. We are not going to 
have any defense in 1970, we are not 
going to have any defense in 1971, 1972, 
or 1973-maybe in 1974 or 1975 if these 
ideal conditions arise, where we build 
our system and the Chinese have devel
oped a very unsophisticated system of 
about 30 missiles, according to the best 
scientific advice that we have today. We 
will be able to knock out about 80 per
cent of those missiles, and that will be 
good for maybe 1974 and 1975. But then 
in 1976, 1977, and 1978, when the Chinese 
develop a capability of 40, 50, or 60 mis
siles, then our defensive capability with 
our current technology devolves from 
about 80 percent down to about 15 per-

cent. Then what we suspect is that the 
Department of Defense is really engaged 
in the most fallacious and speculative 
investment ever known to mankind, be
cause what they want to do is not to 
spend the $5 billion that they said they 
wanted to spend last year, but to spend 
the $9 billion that they have said they 
want to spend this year to build the sys
tem, and perhaps another $40 billion in 
trying to keep pace wtih the State of the 
art and with the developments of the 
Chinese. 

We know-and an article was published 
the other day on this subject-that when 
you are trying to build a system based on 
a high-risk development, the costs are 
generally 250 percent of your minimum 
estimate. The minimum estimate of a 
:fixed system to handle a complex Rus
sian system is $50 billion-250 percent 
of that amount is a good figure. For 
those of you who think that we are going 
to be disarmed if we do not build this 
system, keep in mind where we are. My 
colleague from southern California men
tioned a moment ago that perhaps we 
cannot afford this system. I think he is 
dead right. I think we should keep in 
mind that in spite of the fact that we 
have toned down the war over the past 4 
months, our defense budget is $2 billion 
more than last year and at about $83 bil
lion. We still have an obligation of $6 
billion to cover the cost of past wars and 
benefits for veterans. That brings the 
amount to $89 billion. We have $2 billion 
from space fallout for defense; we have 
$1 billion cost of atomic energy in fallout 
for defense, and a $16 billion interest 
share of our national debt, which is the 
cost of past wars. 

I think we are paying about $107 bil
lion in expenditures for defense, directly, 
and indirectly, and we are trying to live 
off an administrative budget income this 
year of, I think, about $135 billion. 

But we have got a lot of things on the 
shelf we are moving ahead with. There 
is the thing called VFX. We are hear
ing a lot about that. We think it is good. 
It is a $2 billion system. There is a new 
fighter aircraft for the Navy. They did 
not like the F-111-B program. There is 
another program which is a new fighter 
for the Air Force, which is a multi
billion-dollar program. We have a lousy 
antisubmarine warfare program, so we 
are going ahead with a VFX program. 
We have an intermediate interceptor 
program that we have to move ahead 
with because it is essential for defense of 
our coast. That is a billion-dollar pro
gram. We want to move ahead with ad
vanced manned supersonic attack air
craft, which is essential for our defense. 

I do not say this to burlesque these 
points at all. The vast majority of our 
defense-oriented committees believe 
these programs are essential for our 
future military posture. We are moving 
ahead with an MOL program and we 
have $6 million in that this year. 

What I have described is about $17 
billion of new defense programs. 

The reason we are against this pro
gram is the fact that to date it just does 
not make any sense. 

Why did the Department of Defense 
move ahead with it a year ago? I think 

one of the reasons was the fact that, 
as explained by my colleague from south
ern California (Mr. BROWN) we did not 
want an anti-ballistic-missile gap to 
evolve for the elections. Second, we were 
caught about a year and a half or 2 
years ago, when we discovered, as ap
peared in the newspapers, that our na
tional intelligence estimates were 25 to 
30 percent off base with respect to antici
pated capability of the Soviets. We got 
nervous and decided to employ a light 
Chinese system. 

Mr. McNamara, our great former Sec
retary of Defense, stated the case for the 
light ABM system, as was specified by 
the gentlewoman from Hawaii, but he 
said: 

Do not get this mixed up with defense 
against the Soviet Union. We do not have 
a capability to handle the Soviet Union. 

Why did he say that? It was not to 
confound necessarily the missile abate
ment talks, but for the simple reason 
that we are worse off against a sophisti
cated country like the Soviet Union with 
a poor ABM system if we say the pur
pose of this missile system is to def end 
against a sophisticated system. 

Why is that? Because today Moscow 
is worse off because of the Galosh system 
than before they developed the Galosh 
ABM system. Why? Because we changed 
a few settings on our computers to 
make sure we do the job in Moscow. What 
is going to happen now, if we develop this 
system, to Boston or to San Francisco? 

The computers are already set. All we 
had to do was to say what the President 
said a few days ago, and I think it bears 
repeating. Of course, Secretary McNa
mara warned against expanding the sys
tem and against expanding the reason 
why we are putting in the system. 

But that is exactly what is happening. 
First we are asked to approve a highly 
debatable Chinese-oriented system. 
When the criticism mounted as to the 
effectiveness of this Chinese system, the 
President on February 7 of this year at 
a press conference fielded the following 
question: 

Mr. President, you know the ABM system 
was planned originally to protect us against 
the threat of a nuclear attack by Red China 
early in the 1970's. Does your information 
indicate that there is any lessening of this 
threat, or greater, or just where do we 
stand? 

The President answered: 
First, I do not buy the assumption that 

the ABM system, the thin Sentinel system, 
as it has been described, was simply for the 
purpose of protecting ourselves against at
tack from Communist China. 

This system, as are the systems that the 
Soviet Union has already deployed, adds 
to our overall defense capability. I would 
further say that, as far as the threat is con
cerned, we do not see any change in that 
threat, and we are examining, therefore, all 
of our defense systems and all of our defense 
postures to see how we can best make them 
consistent with our other responsibilities. 

I say when he said that we blew the 
ball game. Unless the Department of De
fense can come before our House Armed 
Services Committee this year and show 
us they can make out a prima f acie case 
for a reasona;ble expenditure against the 
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Soviet Union, the better part of sanity 
for us is to go slow on this program. 

Of course, Bob McNamara said that if 
we had deployed the Nike-Zeus system 
at the time a lot of people wanted to de
ploy it, then we would have totally 
wasted about $2 billion to $3 billion, be
cause the next state of the art came for
ward with the Sentinel system here, 
about 2 years ago, and we would have 
had to change it. We have had to do this 
on a number of occasions. 

This chang~ in emphasis from Chinese 
defense to Soviet defense is exactly what 
Secretary McNamara warned against, 
and the new reasoning is absolutely f al
lacious. We have a system which is mar
ginal even against a simple but con
certed Chinese attack, and yet when this 
system is questioned, the answer is that 
it is actually destined to be a defense 
against a far more deadly Soviet attack. 
I ask again, how can a weapon marginal 
against a mouse be useful against a bear? 

This is exactly what is happening with 
the current ABM system. We had $1 bil
lion in the budget as of last summer. 
I hesitate to imagine how much of that 
$1 billion has been spent. 

Now that the opposition to the ABM is 
growing, confusion reigns among the 
ranks of the committed. Last year in the 
Armed Services Oommittee we were 
treated to a well-organized argument 
clearly designed to prove the efficacy of 
the proposed ABM system. Now when 
concern has been expressed across the 
board, the proponents of the system are 
treating us to an array of contradictory 
statements and opinions that indicate 
only one thing-no one seems to know 
where the program is going. The orig
inal plan envisioned a system of city 
defense against a light Chinese attack. 
The President states that the system may 
actually be directed toward a Soviet at
tack. The Pentagon indicates that pos
sibly a "thinner than thin'' system is 
advisable--one that will protect the hard 
site missile bases only. Mr. RIVERS, my 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, indicates that the whole concept 
of missile defense must be gone over 
with a view to looking at the options of 
entirely new systems, perhaps possible 
seaborne or airborne. I think he is right. 

The proponents argue that we must 
have the system in the deployment stage 
before we enter into talks with the Soviet 
Union, so as to use the deployment as a 
bargaining point with the Russians. On 
this question, I can see no conceivable 
reason to spend billions of dollars on a 
highly speculative system just to use it 
as a bargaining position in talks that 
have not been scheduled with a country 
that has already experimented with an 
ABM system of its own, and which ac
oording to the best intelligence esti
mates is not going forward to comple
tion because of serious doubt.s as to its 
effectiveness. How can we seriously con
front the Soviet Union with an ABM 
system in negotiations when the Soviets 
themselves know it is useless against a 
concerted attack? Moscow is admittedly 
worse off today because of our over
targeting response to the ballistic sys
tem. 

Secretary of State Rogers on the other 

hand feels that such missile talks should 
precede deployment of the system. 

I agree with him. 
Out of this confusion one thing is 

clear-there is considerable confusion 
on the part of the administration and 
the proponents of the present ABM pro
gram on both the direction the program 
should take and the goals that should 
be sought. The opponents of ' the sys
tem are disaffected with the whole idea 
and are confounded on every turn by 
the contradictory replies. 

The only sensible action that has been 
taken on ABM has been the recent halt 
in site acquisition and deployment. It is 
eminently clear that this halt should be 
continued until a full scale hearing is 
held in which all members of the scien
tific community are able to state their 
views on the value of this multi-billion
dollar boondoggle. I, for one, am not 
willing to continually accept the assur
ances of the military that all counter 
arguments have been fully explored and 
their presentation is the culmination of 
a totally objective indepth study. Ex
perience has too often shown that the 
military does not come totally clean with 
us. 

Last year I had the opportunity to 
question General Starbird, manager of 
the Sentinel system, in committee hear
ings. After a detailed and articulate 
presentation of the Sentinel program, 
the General during questioning indi
cated that the price guidelines could be 
pretty closely adhered to. Yet now, we 
read that the original $5 billion figure for 
the Chinese-oriented system is reaching 
up to $9 billion. 

I was unhappy with the responses to 
my questions last year, and I am not any 
happier now. 

There is absolutely no sense in au
thorizing and appropriating funds at the 
rate of over $1 billion a year for a pro
gram that could easily be a gigantic 
mistake. We must settle down and figure 
out the direction we are taking before 
we put one more dollar into the hardware 
for this program. 

[From the New York Times] 
PENTAGON CONCEDES SENTINEL WOULD COST 

MORE THAN ESTIMATE 
(By John W. Finney) 

WASHINGTON, February 11.-Tbe Defense 
Department said today that the $5.5-billion 
cost estimated for the Sentinel missile de
fense system represented but the first in
stallment on an effective defense against the 
Chinese missile threat. 

Just how much height the cost of the 
Sentinel system might go, the Pentagon was 
not prepared to say. But a spokesman, in re
sponse to inquiries, acknowledged that ad
ditional sums would be needed as Commu
nist China developed more sophisticated in
tercontinental missiles carrying decoys to 
confuse a defense system. 

In Congressional testimony made public 
today, the Defense Department explained 
that the Sentinel missile bases were being 
located in urban areas to provide an eventual 
defense against a "sophisticated" Chinese 
missile attack. 

In its 1Ritial deployment, the Sentinel sys
tem ls designed to deal with the relatively 
simple Inissiles with single warheads that 
Communist China might be able to fire at 
the United States by the mid-seventies. But 
as the Chinese develop their missile tech-

nology, the presumption ls that within a few 
years they could add decoys to the warheads 
and otherwise make interception more dif
ficult. 

The Pentagon also pointed out that nu
clear warheads for Nike-Hercules antiaircraft 
missiles had been stored in certain urban 
areas since 1958 without any adverse public 
reaction. It acknowledged, however, that the 
public had never been informed which of the 
missiles were armed with nuclear warheads 
and which were not. 

Between the rising costs of the Sentinel 
system and the Army's decision to locate the 
nuclear missile bases in populated areas, the 
Defense Department ls finding itself caught 
in a rising crossfire of Congressional op
position to deployment of the Sentinel sys
tem. 

When deployment was authorized last 
year, Congress was led to believe that the 
missile defense bases would be located some 
distance from population centers. 

The impression was also conveyed by the 
Defense Department and its spokesmen in 
Congress that the $5.5-billion figure repre
sented the best estimate of the cost of es
tablishing a "thin" defense against the Chi
nese missile threat. 

What was not made clear last year in Con
gressional testimony or debate was that the 
Defense Department viewed the initial $5.5-
blllion system as but a start in a system that 
would grow and become more complex as 
Communist China improved its missile force. 

As initially presented to Congress, the 
Sentinel system was to provide "area defense" 
for the entire United States through a com
plex of radar and missile bases firing the 
Spartan missile. With its two-megaton war
head (equal to two million tons of TNT) the 
Spartan ls designed to intercept and destroy 
an incoming ballistic missile warhead from 
400 to 500 miles away. 

In the controversy developing over these
lection Of Sentinel bases, it is now coming 
out that the Army is designing and building 
the system so that it can be enlarged to fire 
short-range Sprint missiles. With their 10-
kiloton warheads (equal to 10,000 tons of 
TNT) the Sprint missiles are designed to 
provide close-in defense against warheads 
that penetrate the "area defenses" of the 
Spartan missiles. 

SHORT RANGE A FACTOR 
In an attempt to meet some of the Con

gressional criticism, Lieut. Gen. Alfred D. 
Starbird, Pentagon manager of the Sentinel 
system, was called before the House Appro
priations Committee in mid-January for a 
secret hearing. 

In his testimony, made public today, Gen
eral Starbird explained that missile bases 
near urban centers were being chosen so 
that the Sentinel system would eventually 
be capable of defending against a Chinese 
missile attack using decoying warheads. 

To meet this "more sophisticated threat," 
he said, Sprint missiles will have to be added 
to the Sentinel system. Because of their rel
atively short range of around 50 miles, how
ever, the Sprint missiles would be ineffective 
in defending a population center unless the 
bases were situated nearby, he explained. 

The Pentagon said the cost Of adding the 
Sprint missiles was not included in the $5.5-
blllion estimate presented to Congress. A 
Pentagon spokesman said that even a rough 
estimate of the cost of adding the Sprint 
missiles could not be made available. 

Senator Stuart Symington, Democrat of 
Missouri, a senior member of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, estimated last 
week that the Sentinel system would cost 
$9.4-billion. This higher cost estimate, ac
cording to a Symington aide, was based on 
the normal cost escalation encountered in 
new weapons systems and did not include 
the addition of the Sprint missiles. 

If the Symington estimate is correct--and 
there is reason to believe he obtained his es-
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tlmate from Pentagon sources-the cost or 
deploying an anti-Chinese missile defense 
system could substantially exceed $10-billlon 
once the Sprint missiles were ·added. 

In his heavily censored testimony, General 
Starbird said the principal criterion for Sen
tinel base sites was that they be "tactfully 
effective ... both now and for a long range 
future if and when the Red Chinese may 
have penetration aids." 

"There is no indication as yet," the general 
said, that Communist China is developing 
penetration aids, such as metallic chaff, light 
balloons or decoys designed to confuse the 
defensive radar so that it cannot pick out 
the actual warhead. 

But he made clear that the Pentagon was 
proceeding on the assumption that Commu
nist China could and would add such pene
tra tlon aids to Its intercontinental ballistic 
missiles. And once they are added, he con
tinued, the Spartan missiles would have 
"only limited capabllity" in protecting popu
lated areas. 

The reason, he explained, is that the 
threatening warhead would not be picked out 
by the radar until shortly before it reached 
its tar.get, thus making it impossible to com
mit the Spartan to a long-range interception. 

As an exam·ple of the long-range need for 
locating Sentinel bases near cities, General 
Starbird cited the selection of Ubertyville, 
Ill., some 25 miles northwest of Chicago, as 
one of the sites. He made it clear that, while 
there was "no current plan" for installing 
Sprint missiles at Libertyville, the site was 
selected with that in mind. 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 24, 1969] 
THE SENTINEL AND THE TREATY 

In his questioning of Secretary of State 
Rogers on the nuclear nonproliferation 
treaty, Senator Albert Gore has exposed a 
fundamental lncons1stency in the Admin
istration's apparent resolve to push ahead 
with some sort of Sentinel antiballistic mis
sile system-a resolve made more explicit last 
week by Secretary of Defense Laird. Mr. 
Gore noted that under Article VI of the 
treaty the nuclear powers undertake "to 
pursue negotiations In good faith on effec
tive measures relating to cessation of the 
nuclear arms race at an early date and to 
nuclear disarmament." 

The Sentinel program provides a critical 
test of how seriously the United States 
views its obligations under that article. If 
there is a "good faith" interest in nuclear 
disarmament, then the logical step would 
be to postpone deployment of the Sentinel 
system while the United States enters into 
negotiations with the Soviet Union to limit 
offensive and defensive strategic missiles. If, 
instead, the Administration decides to pro
ceed with Sentinel deployment on the dis
torted logic that accelerating the atomic 
arms race somehow leads to nuclear dis
armament, then it will be apparent that the 
United States regards Article VI as little 
more than a pious statement imposing no 
obligations upon the nuclear powers. 

Something far more important is at stake, 
however, than just this country's interpre
tation of Article VI. At issue is the whole fu
ture of the treaty, a matter that is likely to 
come up in President Nixon's European dis
cussions this week. 

So far as the non-nuclear states are con
cerned, the article was one of the more im
portant concessions made by the two major 
nuclear powers in drafting the treaty. If the 
United States and the Soviet Union now in
dicate that they do not feel bound in any 
way by the article, then some of the more 
important non-nuclear states, such as Japan, 
Israel and India, can ask with good reason 
why they should take the treaty vow of 
complete nuclear abstinence. 

By proceeding with the Sentinel system, 

therefore, the United States can jeopardize 
the nuclear nonproliferation treaty. Even if 
the military utility of the system were much 
less dubious than it is, this would be a bad 
risk to run. In the long run, the spread of 
nuclear weapons undoubtedly presents a far 
greater danger than the still non-existent 
nuclear missiles in Communist China or 
the unproved usefulness of Sentinel as a bar
gaining counter in arms talks with Moscow. 

(From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Feb. 17, 
1969) 

THE BIG ABM BRAINWASH 

There is more, obviously, to the Great De
bate over the Sentinel ABM System than has 
hitherto met the eye, judging from a report 
on the front page of this newspaper yester
day. The report told of two memoranda to 
former Secretary of Defense Clifford last fall. 
One was from the present Secretary of the 
Army, Mr. Stanley R. Resor, and the other, a 
supporting document from the manager of 
the project to build the Sentinel System, Lt. 
Gen. Alfred D. Starbird. Together they spelled 
out in breathtaking detail a complex and 
comprehensive public relations-not to say 
propaganda--cam.paign to convince the 
American public, and Congressional critics, 
and wayward scientists and the citizens re
siding in or around prospective Sentinel sites 
that in every way these weapons are good 
for you. 

A perfectly respectable case can be made 
that, within reason and suitable limits, they 
are; something must have recommended the 
project to two successive Defense Secretaries 
in the Johnson Administration. And if the 
Sentinel is not in fact as essential to our 
security as it is said to be, there would still 
be nothing wrong about the Army arguing 
the point. We pay our military men to tell 
us what we need for our safety, and we ex
pect their civilian leaders and the Congress 
to weigh the merits of the military argu
ments, and cast them up against our other 
priorities, and make a judgment that takes 
more than the military view of things into 
account. 

So there is no quarrel here with the right 
of military men to make their pitch and 
there was very little in the Resor and Star
bird memoranda that added anything new to 
the ArJ,ny's argument. What the Army was 
proposing to say about the Sentinel, in short, 
was not the startling thing about these 
memoranda to Mr. Clifford. What was aston
ishing and disturbing-the part that had not 
met the eye--was the way the pitch was to 
be made, the sweep and intensity of the 
Army's intended campaign. That, and the 
plain evidence that an important part of the 
whole operation was clearly calculated not to 
meet the eye; the Army's hand was not sup
posed to be visible. That's what is genuinely 
unsettling-the suggestion, for example, of 
clandestine complicity with the contractors 
for the Sentinel program in carefully coordi
nated public relations undertakings to tout 
the virtues oi this weaipons system; the un
abashed intention to plant or inspire favor
able magazine articles by scientists who are 
proponents in direct response to opponents 
of the program within the scientific com
munity. 

"Several highly placed and reputable U.S. 
scientists have spoken out in print against 
the Sentinel missile system," Mr. Resor wrote 
to Mr. Clifford, and after naming a few of 
them (Hans Bethe, George Kistiakowsky, 
Jerome Wiesner) and complaining of the 
difficulty of replying without disclosing se
crets, he went on to say: 

"It is essential that all possible questions 
raised by these opponents be answered, pref
erably by nongovernment soientists. 

"We will be in contact shortly with scien
tists who are familiar with the Sentinel pro
gram and who may see fit to write articles for 

publication supporting the technical feasi
bUity and operational effectiveness of the 
Sentinel system. 

"We shall extend to these scientists all 
possible assistance." 

So there it is, and what are we to make 
now of the next learned dissertation pub
lished by a scientist in favor of the Sentinel? 
Will it be hls handiwork, or General Star
bird's? And what are we to make of some of 
the other aspects of this campaign-the in
structions proposed by the General, for ex
ample, that "personnel affiliated with the 
Sentinel Public Affairs Program will cooper
ate and coordinate with industry on public 
relations efforts by industries involved in the 
Sentinel Program"? Will Army officers write 
the advertising copy, or merely furnish the 
photographs of successful missile shots? 

There is less to be said against some of the 
other, more conventional plans, for a heavy 
round of visiting with Congressmen and 
Governors and Mayors and community lead
ers and editors and publishers, for example, 
except that you do have to ask what all this 
is going to cost: the junketing, the mobile 
displays, the preparation of information kits 
and a library of useful quotations, the film 
clips and taped interviews and all the rest. 

But mostly you wonder whether this isn't 
too much-too covert, too all-pervasive, too 
overpowering. For if this is standard oper
ating procedure, as they say, for the Army, 
and for all its works, it presumably is stand
ard for other services, too. And this adds up, 
in our view, to a good deal too much brain
washing of the American public and a good 
deal too much intrusion by the military into 
American political life. 

If this is what's going on, it is too much. 
In any case we'd like to know. The Sentinel 
is too serious an issue to be settled by an 
Army propaganda campaign, on the one hand, 
or by a counter-reaction to such a campaiign, 
on the other, by the antipathy to the idea of 
the citizens in one community, or by any
thing other than the merits of the matter 
and a balanced reckoning of where our na
tional interest lies. That the Army should 
embark on so massive a public relations cam
paign, so far in advance of Congressional 
approval of the project, and by the use of 
such dubious methods, is a thing apart, 
though no less important on that account, 
and one which we would hope the Congress 
would also like to know a good deal more 
about. 

THE ABM SYSTEM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 

STRATTON). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. YATES) is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. PIKE. First I want to thank the 
gentleman from lliinois and the gentle
men who have taken the time previously 
for d.i.scussion of this very important 
matter. It is one of those rare days on 
the floor, when discussing a military sit
uation, I find almost nothing with which 
I can disagree. 

There is one item which we might con
sider, in talking about this. When we 
get into all the technology involved in 
the ABM system, let us assume that we 
could build a system which could tech
nologically intercept everything the Chi
nese threw at us. We still would get in
volved in a situation which we have seen 
entirely too frequently in the last few 
years, and that is the command and 
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control problem, the business of making 
the decision to utilize this system. 

We had a situation with a ship called 
the Liberty and the messages which did 
not get through. We have had situations 
with other ships. We have had other 
kinds of situations. 

Assuming the very best in this system, 
that we detect the launch of an enemy 
missile immediately upon launching, 
from that time we have roughly 30 min
utes to make the decision to launch the 
ABM's against it. I question very seri
ously, even assuming all of the tech
nological know-how in the world, that we 
are geared in the command and control 
area to utilize all of these billions of dol
lars that we are going to spend. 

I have tremendous respect for our 
technological capabilities, but there are 
always human elements involved. I have 
opposed the deployment of this particu
lar system for some 2 years now. 

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago, when the 
House Armed Services Committee re
ported favorably on the Defense procure
ment authorization, only two members of 
that committee, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. NEDZI) and I spoke out 
against the inclusion of an anti-ballistic
missile system in that procurement. Then 
it was called the Nike X, and I quote part 
of our minority statement at that time: 

At the present time the United States and 
the Soviet Union are engaged in extremely 
complicated and sensitive negotiations seek
ing to limit in some meaningful and re
sponsible manner a major new round in the 
continuing cycle of increased armaments and 
increased spending for armaments. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have endorsed these efforts 
and so do we. 

The committee report states that regardless 
of the outcome of these negotiations "the 
committee strongly believes that the thin 
deployment would be a useful first step to
ward meeting the defense needs of the Nation 
in protecting against ballistic missile attack 
from any hostile nation." 

First, the report clearly shows that the 
so-called thin deployment which they recom
mend (costing $4 billion) is capable only of 
protecting us from an unsophisticated at
tack by the Red Chinese in the 1970's ($3.5 
billion) plus a defense of our own strategic 
offensive forces ($500 million). Everything in 
the report, however, looks toward moving 
from the "thin" defense to the so-called pos
ture A deployment, optimistically estimated 
at $9.9 billion and accurately described iii 
the report as "a light defense against a Soviet 
missile attack on our cities." In the language 
of the majority, it's like "learning to walk 
before trying to run." 

From there, the next logical step would be 
to advance to posture B, optimistically esti
mated to cost $19.4 billion and accurately 
described as a heavier defense also designed 
against a Soviet attack on our cities-some 
of our cities, but obviously not all of them. 
The Secretary of Defense has estimated the 
cost of a missile defense would grow to $40 
billion over a 10-year period. Whether we 
stay with the "thin" defense, or move to pos
ture A or posture B, the main thing is to get 
on with it, says the majority. 

We believe that if we as a nation are seri
ous about trying to prevent a new arms race 
with the Soviets, the Armed Services Com
mittee has a responsibility beyond that of 
advocating just such a new arni.s race. 

Regardless of whether it costs the $19.4 
billion that the military predicts, or the $40 
billion that the Secretary of Defense pre-

dict~regardless Of Whether the SOviets do 
not react at all (thereby reducing American 
fatalities from 120 million in an all-out ex
change to 'only' 30 million dead) or whether 
they react the same way we are reacting 
(thereby leaving American fa.talities at 120 
million), we would embark upon such a de
ployment reluctantly, not wtih a feeling of 
joy in our military achievement, but of sor
row in our human failure. 

With a minor change here and there 
the same statement could be made with 
the same validity today. The gentleman 
from Michigan and I note that similar 
doubts as to the need for this system 
have arisen in the committee itself, in 
the press, in the scientific community, 
and, I assume, in the White House itself. 

I have promised my district that my 
highest priority in this Congress will be 
an effort to find areas in which we can 
cut down on our massive arms budget 
without jeopardizing our national de
fense posture, and because of that prom
ise, and my continuing doubts as to the 
necessity and usefulness for this system, 
I must protest again today against de
ploying it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, a few days 
ago the press carried the story that a 
massive public relations campaign had 
been launched by the Pentagon to sell 
the Sentinel ABM to the American peo
ple. It was revealed that every propa
ganda resource at the Army's command 
was to be hurled into the effort to con
vince the public that this highly ques
tionable exotic system was vitally es
sential to our national security. Army of
ficers, men, and machines were to be 
used, of course, but this was only the be
ginning. The defense contractor corpora
tions were to be enlisted, newspapers, 
TV, radio, veterans' organizations, ladies' 
clubs-the whole works were to be em
ployed, all stops pulled. The orders came 
directly from the Secretary of the Army 
himself. This could well be the military
industrial complex's finest hour-a real 
triumph. And the interesting and amaz
ing part of the campaign was that it 
was to proceed even though the question 
of continued deployment of the Sentinel 
was presumably under scrutiny and re
view. 

You will recall, Mr. Speaker, how some 
weeks ago with much fanfare the new 
Secretary of Defense, our old friend Mel 
Laird, announced he was going to make a 
complete review of the Sentinel. The 
Congress and the country thought it was 
to be a full, fair, and impartial reassess
ment, and those of us who oppose the 
system were confident that such a review 
would result in suspending its further 
deployment. But it is now apparent that 
no such review was planned or contem
plated and that in fact the heralded re
view will be no review at all. With each 
passing day the new Secretary makes 
statements which indicate that his mind 
was made up from the beginning, that he 
is not reappraising the question as to 
whether or not the Sentinel should be 
deployed, but rather, how it is to be de
ployed, that he never intended to ques
tion the worth or validity of Sentinel, but 
only to find a deployment of the missile 
sites which would be more acceptable to 

the public and which would serve to abate 
the rising storm of public protest. 

The arguments he has presented add 
little of merit to the inadequate justifica
tion previously advanced for deployment 
of the Sentinel. In great measure they 
serve only to cloud the issue, for he has 
engaged in what can only be described as 
a spurious numbers game, in which he 
presents comparative Soviet and Amer
ican military expenditures to sustain his 
position. The Russians, he says, have 
spent $3.7 on defensive strategic weapons 
for every dollar we have spent on such 
systems. In the area of offensive strategic 
weapons, they are outspending us $3 to 
$2. 

Assuming that what he says is true, 
one is tempted to reply. "So what?" The 
real question is, Are their military ca
pabilities greater than ours as a result? 
Is our national security in jeopardy? We 
are not engaged in a spending contest as 
such with the Soviet Union, except inso
far as spending is necessary to achieve 
our goals. It surely is not the task of the 
Department of Defense to guarantee 
that no nation spends more on weaponry 
than the United States. Rather, it is its 
responsibility to provide for the military 
security of the Nation in the most eco
nomical and effective manner. 

If the Soviet Union wants to squander 
its rubles on defensive ABM systems that 
do not increase its security, then let the 
Soviet Union do it. But we are certainly 
under no obligation to match those mis
takes-or to match the money it expends 
for that purpose. 

And, Mr. Speaker, in spite of Russian 
expenditures, it is clear that the Soviet 
ABM cannot withstand the might of the 
U.S. offensive missile capability. That is 
clearly stated in hearing after hearing by 
all our experts. It is difficult to under
stand, therefore, why proponents of the 
Sentinel ABM point with such trepida
tion to the meager effort of the Russians 
in building their Moscow missile sites, 
and why they foster the illusion that 
an effective ABM system is presently 
possible. 

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

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

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentleman 
from Illinois for yielding. 

I think it would be appropriate at this 
time to get this into the RECORD. I am 
quoting from a very reliable paper in 
which there is given the United States 
and Soviet intercontinental strategic 
nuclear forces, and I shall also supply 
this for the RECORD. But, briefly, it shows 
that as of October 1968 we have 1,054 
missiles as compared to the Russians' 
900. As far as the sea-launched ballistic 
missiles are concerned we have 656 as 
compared to the Russians' 75 or 80. The 
total intercontinental missile launchers 
are 1,710 on our side and about 980 on 
the Russian side. Our bomber force con
sists of 646 to 155, and that is the top of 
the range. We have a total force load
ings, the approximate nwnber of deliver-
able warheads, of 4,206 on our side as of 
October 1968 according to this estimate 
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and 1,200 on the Russian side. It is over
whelming. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert the table to which I refer at this 
point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
The table referred to follows: 

TABLE 1.-UNITED STATES VERSUS SOVIET INTERCONTI· 
NENTAL STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES 

United U.S.S.R. 
States,1 
October October October 

1968 1967 1968 

ICBM launchers 2 ___________ 1, 054 720 900 
SLBM (Sea-launched ballistic 

missiles) launchers a __ ____ 656 30 75-80 

Total intercontinental 
missile launchers ___ 1, 710 750 975-980 

Intercontinental bombers ' - __ 646 155 150-155 

Total force loadings, 
approximate num-
ber of deliverable 
warheads __________ 4,206 1, 000 1, 200 

1 The size of the U.S. strategic force has not changed signifi· 
cantly since mid-1967. 

2 Excludes ICBM test range launchers which could have some 
operational capability against the United States. The Soviets 
~lso hav!! medium r~n~e ~all.i stic missiles (MRBM's) and 
intermediate range ballistic m1ss1les (I RBM's) which are capable 
of striking Eurasian targets. 

a In add ition to the SLBM's on nuclear-powered submarines 
the Sovie.ts also have SLBM '~ on diesel-powered submarines: 
y.'hose p~1mary targe!s are believed to be strategic land targets 
tn Eurasia. The Soviets also have submarine-launched cruise 
missiles, whose primary targets are believed to be naval and 
merchant vessels. 

' In addition to the intercontinental bombers, the Soviets also 
have .a force of medium bomber/tankers capable of striking 
Eu ras1a n targets. 

Source: Department of Defense, Secretary of Defense Robert 
S. McNamara, "Approach to t~e Fiscal Year 1969-73"; program 
and fiscal year 1969 budget, m U.S. House of Representatives 
(90th Cong., 2~ sess.), Department of. Defense appropriations 
for 1969, hearings before a Subcommittee on Appropriations 
pt. I (Feb. 14, 1968), p. 147. Some of the figures are based on a 
statement by Secretary of Defense Clark M. Clifford Oct. 25 
1968: (See New York Times, Oct. 26, 1968.) ' ' 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
from California for his contribution and 
I was going to address myself to that 
point. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. BROWN of California. As long as 
we are making comparisons in expendi
tures, the latest study of the U.S. Arms 
Control Disarmament Agency on world 
military expenditures is very revealing, 
because it reveals that the United States 
continues to outspend Russia by a sub
stantial margin. But, interestingly 
enough, it also has a column labeled 
"Special Education Expenditures." In 
going dDwn that column we find that the 
Soviets expend twice the amount on ed
ucation as does the United States. I 
have never heard a word said that we 
are losing the special education race 
with the Soviet Union. Therefore, this 
may have a very vital bearing upon our 
defense posture. 

As the gentleman has pointed out, 
the only safety defense against missiles 
is likely to be in some now unknown field 
such as the field of education or the ap
plication of labor or something of that 
sort. 

I suspect that the amount of money 
in scientific education has a great bear-

ing upon how soon you make break
throughs. Therefore, our security, even in 
pure power-which is the type of de
fense generally supported in this body
could be substantially harmed by our 
concentration upon military weaponry. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
and I think he makes a very positive 
contribution. 

Last week before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee the statement was 
made that the Soviet Union now has in 
being and under construction more 
ICBM's than we do. That should come as 
no great surprise to anyone who has 
read the posture statements by Secre
tary Clifford and Secretary McNamara. 
But in the context in which Secretary 
Laird made the statement one would 
think that this was somehow evidence 
that we were falling behind in the missile 
race and that we had better, therefore, 
put an automatic stamp of approval on 
any recommendation by the Defense 
Department. 

The fallacy of all that is that a com
parison of raw numbers of ICBM's ac
tually tells almost nothing about our 
strategic position relative to the Soviet 
Union. Most of the Soviet ICBM's are so 
primitive as to be unworthy of compari
so~ with our sophisticated, solid-fueled 
Minutemen. Moreover, to compare num
bers of ICBM's without reference to the 
overall strategic capabilities of both sides 
is misleading in the extreme. The fact is 
that our bomber forces, our IRBM's 
around the U.S.S.R., and especially our 
s~bmarine-launched missiles provide us 
with an overall strategic advantage over 
the Soviet Union that will endure for the 
foreseeable future. Our own defense ex
perts have testified to that effect. We 
must certainly exercise vigilance to as
sure that we maintain our present posi
tion. What is needed for that task is a 
reasoned, straightforward evaluation of 
our defense needs. 

What is not needed, and cannot be 
excused, is the quoting of figures out of 
context in order to exert political lever
age for deployment of an ABM system 
that has so many technical, strategic 
and Political :!.iabilities that it cannot b~ 
promoted on its own merits and which 
does not contribute significantly to our 
national security. 

The Sentinel system will not add sig
nificantly to our national security. It will 
not protect against a sophisticated Rus
sian nuclear missile threat, or for that 
matter, a sophisticated Red Chinese mis
sile threat. Our national security still 
rests upon our offensive power. As Dr. 
John Foster, Director of the Division of 
Research and Development of the De
partment of Defense stated in last year's 
appropriations hearings: 

The cornerstone objective of our strategic 
forces remains assured destruction, to deter 
a nuclear attack on the United States we rely 
upon a conservatively calculated secure abil
ity to retaliate and destroy the society of 
any attacker under any circumstances. 

And he points out in the same testi
mony that the Soviet ABM deployment 
does not affect our assured destruction 
capability of strategic targets in their 
country, including Moscow. 

By the same token, our deployment of 
the Sentinel ABM system would not 
deny the Soviet assured capability to de
str~y the United States as a functioning 
society. As long as both sides maintain an 
assure~ destruction capability, as they 
are domg, any discussion of damage limi
twtion is quite meaningless. In an over
kill situation such as that which charac
terizes the strategic confrontation be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union, an ABM system at the present 
state of the art confers virtually no ad
vantages to either nation. The future 
may bring an ABM worthy of deploy
ment, but that is for the future. The sen
tinel is not that system. 

The rationale for the system is sup
posed to be the protection it would off er 
from a primitive Red Chinese attack. No 
one has explained, Mr. Speaker, why the 
same awesome power to retaliate which 
is designed to keep all our enemies at bay 
is not applicable to deter the Red Chi
nese from attacking us. 

Mr. COH~LAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. COHELAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I wonder if the gentleman would re
spond to the question: Supposing that 
the Russians agreed to negotiate would 
we continue to have a Chinese thin mis
sile defense system? 

Mr. YATES. I would hope that the 
negotiations would proceed, and I would 
be afraid that the Sentinel system would 
be a deterrent to it because under the 
discussions that I have had with mem
bers of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, and with others, they state that the 
so-called thin system is the underlying 
layer for a much larger system which is 
really aimed at the Soviet Union. 

Mr. COHELAN. But my point is that 
even in the negotiation theory this is 
an expendable system, is it not? 

Mr. YATES. I would think so; yes, I 
would say to the gentleman. 

MI:· BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATF.s. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak
er, I believe the point made by the dis
tinguished gentleman from California is 
significant as revealing in part the incon
sistency with regard to the justification 
for this system. We cannot simultaneous
ly argue that we need the protection as 
against the Chinese, and then hope to 
bargain it away with the Russians. 

But, there is an even more serious ob
jection to this Chinese idea because we 
are arguing that a thin syst~m will deter 
the Chinese threat, at least when they 
have 30 such weapons, but we agree it 
will not deter such a threat when they 
get to the point of having 100 or 20<>-or 
whatever the magic number is. 

So we are caught in the position of 
denying the effectiveness of the deterrent 
as the gentleman in the well has so weli 
stated, or saying that because it is not 
th~ deterrent _for the end effect, we need 
this for a penod of x years until we get 
b~yond that point and then the deterrent 
will not be there. 
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The whole thing is completely ridicu
lous .and is, of course, founded or justified 
on the theory that the Chinese are irra
tional and that they would not object to 
having their country totally destroyed in 
order to send over two or three missiles 
to knock out some of our cities. 

The Chinese are not quite that irra
tional. If they were, then they would have 
attacked Formosa, for example, because 
I doubt if we would retaliate with a nu
clear attack for an attack on Formosa
even though it would be a highly irra
tional action. 

But the point is, the Chinese have not 
taken any actions that were this irra
tional, at least in the field of their own 
defense. It is highly unlikely that they 
are going to deviate from that practice 
for a period of 2 or 3 years-in which 
time we will possibly have a system which 
might deter that irrational tactic. 

Mr. YATES. I agree with the gentle
man. I think it is completely naive to 
suspect that. The Chinese have shown 
already that they have a great capability 
because they have already exploded a 
hydrogen bomb. I think it is completely 
naive to expect Red China to develop 
a system so primitive knowing that the 
United States has this Sentinel ABM 
system with the capability of thwarting 
a simple attack. They would know too 
that in the event they were to launch a 
missile attack on the United States, the 
retaliation would be awesome and terrible 
in its intensity from planes and from 
submarines ranging near their shores and 
from missile bases in our country. 

I do not understand this irrationality 
argument at all. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. NEDZI. I want to express my ap
preciation to those Members who orga
nized this debate today on this very im
portant subject. 

I think at the present moment in the 
discussion we are really reaching the 
crucial assumption upon which the ABM 
system is based and the rationale for it; 
namely, the irrationality of the Chinese. 

I do not know what makes anybody 
assume that the Chinese are going to be 
willing to have their nation obliterated 
in exchange for dropping a few missiles 
on the United States. 

It is reasonable to assume that their 
threat is going to continue upsophisti
cated-and for how long is this lack of 
sophistication going to continue? I 
think as soon as we deploy a thin system 
which has the capability of knocking 
down unsophisticated Chinese missiles, 
the Chinese are not going to proceed in 
constructing and developing an unso
phisticated missile system. They are go
ing immediately to devote their resources 
to have something that is going to be able 
to meet this thing and they are not going 
to be building clay pigeons for us to 
knock down with our ABM and thereby 
render our ABM system totally obsolete 
at its inception. 

Our President is in Europe at the 
present time, and talking of a possible 
discussion with the Soviet Union and 
looking forward to consulting with our 

allies in Europe-as he indicated in his 
inaugural address-in order to lessen the 
burden of arms. I am certain it is going 
to be one of the topics that is going to 
be discussed at these discussions. 

Then, too, I would like to see some 
effort brought forth, rather than the 
deployment of the ABM, which may well 
undermine all these discussions before 
they begin. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
for his very fine contribution. 

Why must we build an admittedly in
adequate defensive system to protect us 
against a prospective primitive missile 
threat when we are willing to accept our 
offensive strength as suitable to deter 
the Soviets who have an enormously 
powerful missile threat? 

The fact is that many of those who 
favor the Sentinel acknowledge that the 
anti-Chinese rationale is at best a weak 
reed, and say, knowingly, that the sys
tem is really directed against the Soviets. 
President Nixon has declared that it 
would be a part of our overall defense 
posture which would include the Soviet 
Union. If this is true, we are talking not 
about the $5 billion thin system, but a 
thick system the cost of which will ex
ceed $50 billion. 

It is not likely that such a vast ex
penditure would be undertaken for an 
untested system. A thick system, then, 
would require in the minds of many that 
we conduct an extensive testing program 
to see if the system would work. In turn 
this might very well bring pressure to 
suspend the nuclear test ban now in 
being until the ABM tests were con
cluded, at least. The international politi
cal fallout of such a move would cast 
serious doubts throughout the world on 
our good faith in seeking to bring the 
nuclear arms race under control. 

It is also generally accepted that a 
thick system, with batteries of terminal 
defense missiles at all of our major cities, 
would only make sense if it were accom
panied by an extensive air raid shelter 
program. As Secretary McNamara 
pointed out, an ABM system without a 
shelter program will lose at least 30 per
cent of its effectiveness. Without such a 
shelter program the nuclear detonation 
of our own defensive missiles would 
threaten the city below with blast effects 
and fallout. The · costs of a shelter pro
gram are astronomical. When such a sys
tem was suggested in the early 60s, the 
American people made it clear they 
wanted no part of it. The ABM system 
must inevitably bring with it serious con
sideration of the need for such shelters. 

Moreover, the deployment of a heavy 
system, or the Sentinel system for that 
matter, would mean the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons all across the Nation. 
While the chances of an accidental 
disaster are admittedly extremely slim, 
they will increase with every warhead 
that is stationed near population centers. 
Deployment of a thick shield would mean 
that thousands of nuclear warheads 
would be installed around the perimeters 
of our Nation's cities. As it is, the Sen
tinel system would locate large yield 
nuclear warheads around 15 to 20 major 
cities, such as Chicago, New York, and 
Boston. 

What we are faced with, if the de
cision to go ahead with the Sentinel sys
tem is approved, is the possibility that 
within the next several years the United 
States will become a nation of cities 
whose undersides are honeycombed with 
shelters and whose perimeters are dotted 
with nuclear installations. The propo
nents of the ABM have scarcely ad
dressed themselves to this question. We 
must ask ourselves whether or not we are 
willing to accept the further pollution of 
our physical and psychological environ
ment as the price for deploying a system 
as faulty ·as the ABM. It seems to me that 
our money could be better spent rebuild
ing the slums, rather than building 
shelters underneath them and surround
ing them with nuclear hardware. I am 
not saying that if we go ahead with the 
Sentinel system, the thick shield and the 
shelter program are inevitable, but they 
would certainly be much more likely. The 
first step will have been taken-the ma
jor step. We ought not to make a judg
ment on one without understanding the 
implications of the other. 

Last, but certainly not least, we must 
examine the implications of the Sentinel 
system on the strategic arms race. The 
dynamics of the arms race are very com
plicated, and it is difficult to predict with 
much accuracy what would happen if we 
went ahead with the ABM. But if his
tory is any guide at all, it seems likely 
that our construction of the Sentinel sys
tem would signal the beginning of a new 
round in the arms race and have a de
stabilizing effect on the existing nuclear 
balance. 

Mr. Speaker, it is true that our na
tional security requires a posture of mili
tary strength, but we must realize that 
sophisticated scientific technology and 
unbridled weapons exploitation has made 
war a threat to the very existence of man 
on this earth. This is a time for restraint 
and for concern for future generations, 
for deescalation rather than destructive 
buildups. The Sentinel ABM deployment 
will not contribute to greater under
standing and peace. It should be dis
continued. 

Mr. MIKV A. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. MIKVA. I thank the gentleman. I 
want to call his attention to something 
that he knows well. I asked a speaker 
who was representing the Army the 
meaning of the term "essentially nil." 
The closest I came to an answer was that 
it is some new mathematical term more 
than a zero but less than infinity and 
cannot be defined any closer. It strikes 
me that when the assurance that the 
military have about the term "essentially 
nil" is transposed into the effectiveness 
of the Sentinel system, according to Mr. 
Acheson and some of the other experts, 
in effect, I worry that "essentially nil" 
may mean a lot more than zero even 
though, in fact, it may be less than 
infinity. 

I am struck, when I read some of the 
figures and when they talk about the 
effectiveness of the system and the as
surance that they have about it being 
safe, that they are sort of like the 
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prognosticator who said he was 95 per
cent right 12 percent of the time. 

I am glad the gentleman from Illinois 
has brough forth this concern about the 
safety of the system. 

Mr. YA TFS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. 

Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 

from California. 
Mr. BROWN of California. I wish to 

compliment the gentleman on his ex
cellent statement. I think it is a great 
contribution to this debate. I remember 
particularly the previous work he has 
done in connection with the hearings 
concerning the Chicago site. I recall the 
discussion in those hearings with regard 
to the safety factor. 

I would like to say further, on the 
safety factor, I know of no was of con
tradicting the fact that the safety of a 
deployed nuclear system is going to de
pend directly or even arithmetically or 
geometrically on the number of nuclear 
warheads that are deployed. What we are 
talking about with this defense system 
is deployment of at least another 1,000 
nuclear warheads and probably the de
ployment of equal numbers by our oppo
nents to counteract the ones we deploy, 
so the total population of nuclear war
heads in the world is going up by a fac
tor of 3 or 4, and the danger of nuclear 
action is probably going to increase by 
the square of that, so even if this danger 
of accident is "essentially nil," when we 
are finished with this deployment it is 
going to be probably 10 times essentially 
nil and maybe more than that. 

(Mr. YATES asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I also in
clude the following material in connec
tion with the subject of my special 
order: 
STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE SIDNEY R. 

YATES, DEMOCRAT OF ILLINOIS, AT A PUBLIC 
HEARING ON THE SENTINEL ANTI-BALLISTIC
MlSSILE SYSTEM, THE FEDERAL BUILDING, 
CHICAGO, JANUARY 13, 1969 
I am grateful to Secretary of Defense Clark 

Clifford for his cooperation in making pos
sible this public hearing today, and to Colonel 
Robert C. Marshall and his associates for 
coming here to answer questions about the 
proposed Sentinel ABM site near Libertyvllle. 
The matter under consideration is a most 
important one. Public officials in this area 
and a great many people are concerned with 
the prospects and the risks of having to live 
and raise their families close to high-yield 
nuclear weapons. 

I want to make it clear from the outset 
that I have opposed the Sentinel antiballlstic 
missile system for some time now and I shall 
continue to oppose it. In my judgment the 
proposed system ls of such questionable use
fulness that its deployment at this time 
would constitute an unfortunate waste of 
vitally needed resources. Moreover, this initial 
step could signal the beginning of a new 
round in the arms race that would have 
serious consequences for our economy, the 
domestic climate of our country, and our 
national security. The missile site question 
I raise here today is only one of several ob
jections I have to the deployment of the 
system at this time, but it ls the question 
under immediate consideration. 

While only a corollary to the larger ques
tions involved in missile defense, it is an 
1mporta.n1; corollary. The possibillty of an 
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accidental nuclear disaster though quite re
mote is nevertheless real and must be taken 
into account before these sites are installed 
around the perimeters of the nation's cities, 
raising the possibil1ty that the cure is worse 
than the disease. There are many questions 
which should be answered in order that the 
public may know what ls involved in the 
deployment of the Sentinel system. 

I have been urging the Department of 
Defense to agree to this public meeting since 
last November when I learned to my great 
surprise that the Army was going to select a 
suburb near Chicago to build a Sentinel ABM 
site. This was contrary to what the Congress 
had been told. In the words of Congressman 
Sikes of Florida, who was in charge of the 
ABM appropriations bill, "such installations 
would be away from centers of population." 

The Army contends that it had announced 
in November, 1967, that Chicago would be 
selected. Nothing could be more indefinite 
than the Army's announcement. Let me read 
it. It says: 

"The Department of Defense today iden
tified the first ten geographical areas to be 
surveyed as possible site locations for the 
Sentinel system, the Communist-Chinese 
oriented anti-ballistic missile system recently 
approved for deployment .... " 

"The po ten tlal areas which will be studied 
now are among those which wlll probably 
provide optimum locations for the area-de
fense weapons and their radars. It should be 
emphasized that those areas are not final 
choices and that this list ls not complete. 
In some cases, even the preliminary poten
tial areas have not yet been determined." 

However, I think the point ls unimportant, 
for even had the announcement been spe
cific and precise, it was superseded by what 
happened in the Congress subsequently. Con
gressman Sikes' sta-tement and the Depart
ment of Defense Appropriations Subcommit
tees' hearings both clearly indicate Spartan 
missile sites need not be constructed near 
our great cities. 

My view was reinforced a week ago Friday 
when I spoke to Congressman Sikes in the 
House. He said again there was no need to 
place a Spartan site near centers of popu
lation, and that he intended to look into the 
matter. This he has done. Last Friday I was 
called and asked to testify on this matter 
before his Subcommittee on Military Con
struction of the House Committee on Appro
priations next Wednesday morning in Wash
ington, which I will do. 

The House Committee on Armed Services 
wm look into this question, too, later this 
month or in February. 

I think that many members of Congress 
might well have come to another conclusion 
had they been told the Sentinel missile sites 
were to be placed at the threshold of the 
most populated areas in this country. That 
is why I have invited all members of Con
gress and elected local officials from this area 
to this meeting, for this is not a question 
only for the camgressman in whose district 
the installation ls to be made. The possi
b111ty of an inadvertent explosion of the nu
clear warhead of the Spartan missile either 
in or above its silo affects all our districts. 

The Army argues there is no danger of an 
explosion at the site. Lieutenant General Al
fred Starbird, who is the head of Sentinel 
Systems Command, stated categorically at a 
meeting in Waukegan a few weeks ago, 
"There cannot be an accidental nuclear ex
plosion." In this, General Starbird departed 
from the position previously taken by the 
Army, for in the non-classified materials 
being distributed for public consumption by 
the Department of Defense the question is 
asked, "What are the safety implications of 
living in an area where nuclear weapons are 
stored?" 

The response given ts: "U.S. nuclear weap
ons are designed with a series of safety 
devices so that the likelihood of any nuclear 

yield in case of an accident ls essentially nil." 
I repeat, "essentially nil." General Starbird's 
statement is absolute. The D.0.D. is not will
ing to go that far. The chance of accident, it 
says, is most remote, but it is not impossible. 

In order to substantiate its claim that an 
accidental nuclear detonation could not oc
cur at one of the Sentinel sites, the Depart
ment of Defense cites 20 years of accldent
free handling of nuclear weapons. I agree 
that so far the Department of Defense has 
built a record in handling ~uclear weapons 
that we can all admire. But I do not think 
it makes sense to suggest, as they do, that 
since there has never been an accidental 
detonation there can never be one. 

General Starbird's statement is also at 
odds with the handbook prepared by the 
Department of Defense and published by the 
Atomic Energy Commission in 1962. In Ap
pendix A, it states: 

"Nuclear weapons are designed with great 
care to explode only when deliberately armed 
and fired. Nevertheless, there is always a pos
sib111ty that, as a result of accidental circum
stances, an explosion will take place inad
vertently. Although all conceivable precau
tions are taken to prevent them, such acci
dents might occur in areas where the weapons 
are assembled and stored, during the course 
of loading and transporta tlon on the ground, 
or when actually in the delivery vehicle, e.g., 
an airplane or a missile." 

There have already been a considerable 
number of accidents involving nuclear weap
ons. The crashes at Palomares, Spain, and 
Goldsboro, North Carolina, come readily 
to mind. Of the Goldsboro incident Ralph 
Lapp, a nuclear scientist, says in his book, 
Kill and Overkill, that at the scene of the 
accident Air Force experts found that five 
of the six safety interlocks had been trig
gered by the fall. 

When he was asked at the Waukegan 
meeting about Lapp's statement that all but 
one of the safety devices on the bomb which 
fell at Goldsboro had been triggered. Gen
eral Starbird took issue with the statement. 
I thought, therefore, it would be well to 
check the matter further, so I asked the 
staff of the Appropriations Committee to ob
tain an authoritative answer. The Air Force 
gave me this answer: that instead of only 
one safety device remaining intact, two re
mained untriggered. 

The deployment of the Sentinel ABM sys
tem is justified in part on the ground that 
it will catch accidentally launched ICBM 
missiles from other countries. If an ICBM 
can be accidentally launched, why cannot 
a Spartan be accidentally launched? 

If a Spartan missile can be launched ac
cidentally, what happens to its megaton 
range nuclear warhead? Is there any pos
sib111ty that it wm be exploded in the at
mosphere rather than in the target area 
above the atmosphere? Is it possible for a 
Spartan missile located at a site in a south
ern state to re-enter the atmosphere and 
threaten northern populations? 

I realize that a mechanically perfect Spar
tan will not explode until it is above the 
atmosphere where its nuclear yield will 
do no damage to this earth or its people. 
But we are talking about a less than per
fect Spartan missile which through mechan
ical or human failure has been launched. 
Can its nuclear mechanism arm itself pre
maturely and explode its nuclear charge 
before it leaves the atmosphere? 

The point is that the safety devices are 
not infall1ble-the fact that weapons are 
designed not to malfunction does not mean 
that they cannot. Nuclear accidents have 
been occurring at the rate of approximately 
one per year since the advent of the atomic 
age more than 20 years ago. As weapons pro
liferate throughout our states, we can ex
pect the incidence of accidents to increase. 

The posslb111ty of an accident at the mis
sile site cannot be discounted. Let me read 
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to you from a Washington Post story of May 
23, 1958, describing an accidental missile 
launch that occurred in Middletown, N.J.: 

"Eight powerful Ajax missiles" reports the 
Post "exploded at a New Jersey Nike launch
ing base today, killing nine men, injuring 
three and showering 24 live but non-atomic 
warheads over a wide area. 

"A tenth man was missing and presumed 
dead. 

"The Army said one of the missiles went 
off at about 1 :20 p.m. while a crew of five 
civ111an technicians and six army personnel 
was installing a new type of arming mecha
nism to insure greater accuracy. Four min
utes later, seven other missiles on the 
launching pad blew up at once with an 
earthshaking roar that could be heard ten 
miles away. Windows were shattered within 
a one-mile radius. 

"Army demolition crews scoured the coun
tryside for the 24 warheads that were sent 
hurtling over the area." 

Fortunately the accident was non-nuclear, 
but I think the remarks of the Mayor of 
Middletown is relevant. He said, "The Army 
assured me nothing like this would ever 
happen. Now we have missiles fiying all over 
the place, landing on schools, in the streets 
and on our houses. The Army assured me 
that their things were not armed and never 
would be fired unless there was an enemy 
attack." 

I have great respect for General Star
bird as a distinguished and able officer. But 
despite the best intentions and assurances 
of able generals and despite their extensive 
and intensive precautionary measures with 
men and materials, accidents have oc
curred-and they will continue to happen. 
Mechanical equipment breaks down and 
men are not infallible. One has only to read 
the article by Dr. Paul Eggertsen in the Au
gust issue of Psychiatry Magazine entitled 
"The Dilemma of Human Reliability" to ap
preciate the incredible difficulties facing the 
leaders of our military forces in seeking to 
eradicate human failure in dealing with the 
complicated weapons used in today's armed 
forces. 

Dr. Eggertsen tells of the work of the hu
man resources committee of which he was 
a member and of the task given it by the 
U.S. high command. "Our bombs," read his 
assignment, "are increasingly numerous, 
they are deployed widely because of the cold 
war, and they have quick reaction times be
cause of the short warning times that ob
tain in the cold war. We begin to perceive 
they may not always be in safe hands. You 
know about people. How can we make sure 
that only 'safe' people get control of weap
ons?" 

The discussion ended, says Dr. Eggertsen, 
in the committee's answer that neither this 
nor any other group could insure that only 
'safe' people could deal with nuclear weap
ons. 

From all this the conclusion seems obvious 
that if it is possible to place nuclear mls
slle sites away from centers of population 
without unduly diminishing whatever ef
fectiveness the Spartan missile may have, 
in the interest of public safety that ought 
to be done. In this instance, distance from 
the city is important. 

Particularly is this true when the public 
is required to live with a defense of such 
limited capability as the Sentinel. It is one 
thing for our people to have to live with nu
clear weapons that are part of a defense sys
tem that provides maximum protection. It 
ls quite another thing to ask them to assume 
such risks for a system which will not pro
tect against the Soviet missile threat, which 
will not protect against nuclear warheads 
fired from enemy planes or submarines, which 
will not protect against a Red Chinese threat 
if it carries a missile which is not quite pri.mi
tive in effectiveness. 

Does it not seem naive to expect the Com-

munist Chinese to develop and attack the 
United States with a missile system so un
sophisticated that it could be thwarted by the 
Sentinel system, especially when the Chinese 
would know that our retaliation would be 
swift, certain and utterly devastating from 
nuclear warheads fired from bombers and 
submarines ranging near China's shores and 
from missile bases in this country? 

I have voted for ABM research and develop
ment funds over the years because I believe 
that as long as nuclear weapons exist in other 
countries, we have no choice except to de
velop the best antimissile defense we can. 
But as yet, the Sentinel system should not 
be leaving the drawing board and the labora
tory. As former Secretary of Defense Mc
Namara said to Congress: "None of the ABM 
systems at the present or foreseeable state 
of the art would provide an impenetrable 
shield over the United States .... Let me 
make it clear that the cost in itself is not 
the problem; the penetrability of the shield 
ls the problem." 

There ls a time for research and there ls a 
time for deployment. The first stage must be 
completed before the second is undertaken. 
As Dr. Hans Bethe states it so well in his 
article in the March issue of the Scientific 
American: 

". . . One must distinguish clearly between 
the posslbillty of development and the de
velopment itself, and similarly between de
velopment and actual operation. One must 
refrain from attributing to a specific defense 
system, such as Sentinel, those capab111ties 
that might be obtained by further develop
ment of a different system." 

It follows that the Sentinel light ABM sys
tem, to be bullt now and to be operational in 
the early 1970's against a possible Chinese 
intercontinental balllstic missile threat, will 
have to reckon with a missile force unlike 
either the Russian or the American force, 
both of which were, after all, built when 
there was no ballistic-misslle defense. The 
Chinese will probably build even their first 
operational intercontinental ballistic missiles 
so that they will have a chance to penetrate. 
Moreover, we believe it is well within China's 
capabllities to do a good job at this without 
intensive testing or tremendous sacrifice in 
payload. 

One remem.bers the recommendation of the 
Army in 1959 to deploy the Nike-Zeus ABM 
system, which was a predecessor to the Sen
tinel. President Eisenhower turned down the 
Army's request. Had he complied with the 
Army's recommendation and Nike-Zeus de
ployed at an estimated cost of $14 blllion, in 
the words of former Undersecretary of De
fense Cyrus Vance: "It would have had to be 
torn out and replaced almost before it had 
become operational." 

Yet, "the illusion is being nourished," says 
Dr. Bethe, "that an effective system against 
ballistic missiles ls possible." And the Army 
is contributing to that illusion. Many peo
ple--! should say most people--believe the 
Sentinel system is a sure defense against all 
in.coming enemy missiles. They do not receive 
full information about it. For this hearing 
the propaganda machine of the Department 
of Defense was busy. Friday's Chicago Daily 
News showed drawings obviously obtained 
from the Department of Defense. The de
scriptive material says: "These drawings, 
based on a conference with Army officials, 
show how Sentinel missiles would be 
launched and guided and how they would 
stop enemy missiles." 

To the average reader, this is a picture of 
a fool-proof defense. How could anyone, it 
suggests, be opposed to this scientific marvel 
which renders us impervious to enemy mis
sile attack? The average reader would not 
know that enemy missile attacks do not 
come from individually lobbed firings, but in 
a salvo. The Sentinel would be inundated in 
a true attack. Should not the public know 
this? 

From the Army's standard presentation we 
learn that in 1962 in a test at Kwajalein 
atoll a Nike-X missile intercepted one of our 
ICBM's launched from our west coast. There
after, it continues, various major improve
ments were made in the radar and inter
ceptors av·ailable so that those components 
when fitted together into a system could 
meet a sizable number of attackers. 

How many attackers can it meet? I realize 
I am nearing the realm of classified material 
and I would not want such data made pub
lic. But the department's own experts con
cede that it could not withstand a Soviet 
attack. What ls its capability? How much can 
the public be told? 

Will the Spartan installation proposed for 
Libertyvllle protect Chicago from a missile 
attack if the attacker uses decoys? 

Wlll that Spartan installation protect Chi
cago if the atta"°ker creates a Beta-patch 
blackout? 

The specter of nuclear accidents remains. 
Each new ABM site will increase the chances 
for a nuclear accident. Those of us who rep
resent constituencies close to missile em
placements have a responsibility to make a 
Judgment as to whether or not we are will
ing to vote to take the risks implicit in this 
deployment. I, for one, am not willing to 
jeopardize the well-being of millions of citi
zens in the Chicago area for the sake of a 
system so questionable as the Sentinel ABM. 

The citizens of the Chicago area are con
cerned, especially those who live near the 
Libertyville site. I receive mall and phone 
calls in my office dally trom concerned citi
zens who want no part of the Sentinel sys
tem. Numbers of people and groups wanted 
to give statements at this hearing today. I 
told them time did not permit it because of 
the great number of requests. 

I have tried to cover some of the questions 
that have troubled me and the many people 
who have written to me. I don't envy the 
Army its task. The threat of enemy weaponry 
is serious enough without introducing into 
the picture new anxieties concerning our own 
weapons. I do it reluctantly and only because 
I consider the decision we face with the 
Sentinel system and the location Of its sites 
so serious. I hope and pray the decision we 
reach may be the right one. 

<Mr. KASTENMEIER asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD.> 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to add my voice to those of 
my colleagues in opposing the deploy
ment of ·the anti-ballistic-missile system. 
While the question has been dramatically 
debated by both the proponents and 
the opponents of the ABM, I think we 
would do well to consider not only the 
technical arguments that can be made 
against the system, but also the argu
ments which focus on that subtle and 
neglected position that deployment of 
an ABM system would tend not to sta
bilize the situation vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union, but rather to heighten the 
instability of an already dangerous 
situation. 

It is often said that an ABM would not 
upset the balance of terror because it 
would simply strengthen our ability to 
absorb a flrst strike and still be able to 
inflict unacceptable losses upon the So
viet Union. However, this argument is 
generally based on the supposition that 
the Soviets will not build up their offen
sive might in response to the deployment 
of the ABM. I believe this supposition to 
be wholly unrealistic and dangerous. 
The Soviets are as interested in main-
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taining an assured destruction capabil
ity as we are. If we deploy our ABM, 
the Soviet Union can be expected to up
grade their offensive forces to the point 
that they can cope with a highly sophis
ticated and accurate ABM system. In 
short, the Soviets must plan their of
fensive forces in such a way that they 
will be able to overcome a 95-percent 
effective ABM system if they want to 
maintain their end of the balance of ter
ror. This mad rush for more and better 
weapons on their part would certainly 
force us to move in a similar direction. 
Can we honestly call this a stable situa
tion, a situation conducive to frank dis
cussions with the Soviets, conducive to a 
secure world in which we can live out 
decent lives. 

Furthermore, I would like to add a note 
of warning to all those persons, ordinary 
citizens and leaders alike, who might be
lieve that because we have an ABM there 
is some guarantee against destruction. 
Even if we should have an ABM which is 
90-percent effective, there is no protec
tion against annihilation in the event of 
a heavy attack. If 10 percent of the war
heads in a large-scale attack get through, 
this ts enough to crush our society and 
spell the doom of millions of our people. 
The grave danger is that someone might 
allow himself to be led into the fantasy 
that there is some protection after all. I 
shudder to think what would happen if 
we deploy this system and someone then 
thinks that it is effective enough to allow 
us to take a few more risks in pursuing 
our national goals. 

Is it not true that in this case it is 
better to be truly afraid of the real dan
ger of annihilation than to be lulled into 
a false security by unfounded promises 
about the effectiveness of an untested 
ABM system. Let us admit the fact that 
it is impossible to def end ourselves 
against destruction once the war begins 
and abandon now the ABM system. Per
haps then our realistic fear will drive us 
to seek more creative and productive 
means of building a secure and peaceful 
world in which we can live in safety with 
the Russians as well as the Chinese. 

LONG BEACH, CALIF.: PROGRESSIVE 
RECREATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California <Mr. HosMER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the city 
of Long Beach deservedly enjoys a na
tionwide reputation for imagination and 
leadership in education and municipal 
services. Part of this reputation stems 
from a very wise decision on the part 
of the citizens of Long Beach 40 years 
ago when they voted to establish a recre
ation commission. 

That vote was 40 years ago today, and 
it resulted in a coordination between 
the municipal recreation department and 
the school recreation program. It has 
long since become one of the outstand
ing such plans in the Nation. 

This coordination under the recrea
tion council has enabled Long Beach to 
get maximum benefit from its recreation 
dollars, which now have numbered more 
than 66 million since 1945. The benefits 

of this plan are many and varied. The 
city and the school system do not dupli
cate each other's facilities. Schools may 
use city parks, baseball diamonds, and 
camping facilities, while the city recre
ation program has full access to school 
gymnasiums, swimming pools, and ath
letic :fields. All this has been a major 
benefit to the city's taxpayers. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to commend the Long Beach Recreation 
Council for its progressive leadership and 
dedicated service to the needs of the 
people of Long Beach. The council is 
headed by Mr. Milton B. Arthur, presi
dent, and Mrs. Charles F. Reed, vice 
president. Members are Mrs. Maurice W. 
Johnson, Mr. John Mansell, Dr. Dwight 
C. Sigworth, Mr. Charles A. Stevens, 
Councilman Emmet M. Sullivan, Mrs. 
Gus A. Walker, and Mr. W. Odie Wright. 

The director of physical education and 
municipal and school recreation. Mr. 
Alvin D. Hoskin, recently addressed a 
civic group and highlighted the signifi
cance and accomplishments of Long 
Beach's outstanding recreational plan. 
Mr. Hoskin's remarks follow: 

COORDINATION UNEXCELLED 

Sound in its concept, effective in its serv
ice to the children, youth and adults of the 
oommunity, and diversified in its scope, the 
Long Beach Coordinated Municipal and 
School Recreation program has become na
tionally and internationally acclaimed. The 
development of this corporate image did not 
just happen; it became a reality because of 
the dedication and sincere desire of leading 
citizens of this community, Recreation Com
mission members and recreation employees 
striving to provide for the needs of the com
munity and diligently working for a quality 
type recreation service for its citizens. Most 
of us today accept the concept of ooordina
tion between the sahool district and the City 
of Long Beach, but few of us are aware of 
the basis for the present inter-agency coordi
nation. 

Let us go back a half century to the year 
1917 when Eugene Tincher, now a prominent 
local attorney, was elected Commissioner of 
Public Affairs. Among his responsibilities was 
the administration of the parks and play
ground. It was during a four-year term that 
Mr. Tincher developed cooperative relation
ships between the municipality and the 
school district in the operation of the play
grounds and recreation programs. With the 
help of the school authorities in proViding 
and lighting two schools, the PTA and the 
Public Affairs Department provided the per
sonnel and the municipality provided the fa
cillties necessary. During the latter part of 
this period $1,000 was appropriated for the 
operation of the summer playground proj
ect. Leaders were paid from these funds and 
the program wa-s operated at five school play
grounds. Supplies were furnished by the 
PTA of each school. In 1920 a Community 
Service Committee headed by Josephine Ran
dall, National Recreation Association recre
ation specialist, made a study of recreation 
in Long Beach. 

In 1923 another survey of recreation in 
Long Beach was made by Mildred Wiley. 
Following this a meeting of the College 
Women's Club, now University Women's 
Club, was held, at which time a report was 
given which included the following state
ment: 

"The visitor in Long Beach during the sum.
mer finds these eight supervised and equip
ped playgrounds in full swing. He returns 
in September and looks again. No play
grounds. No leaders. A few children about 
after school for an hour or two. Are not the 
play needs of the summer still existent, or is 

play a bad thing for children in the fall, 
winter, and spring?" 

The survey report also stated: 
"No good reason can be seen for the ex

istence of two separate administratitons for 
the playgrounds of the City of Long Beach. 
On the other hand, there is reason for unify
ing the command. The purpose of all the 
public playgrounds is identical, namely to 
furnish play for the children in the daytime 
and the adults in the evening. Because cer
tain sites happen to come under the juris
diction of the Department of Recreation, and 
others happen to be school grounds under 
the authority of the Board of Education, is 
no reason why one central head should not 
be responsible for the administration of all." 

Additional efforts were made to establish 
cooperation and coordination between the 
City and the School District in providing 
recreational opportunities. In 1928, Charles 
H. Hunt, high school supervisor of physical 
education, was convinced that a greater use 
of the school fac111ties could be made for 
recreation. He suggested a plan to Superin
tendent of Schools W. L. Stephens, to open 
all playgrounds, gymnasiums and swimming 
pools for after school, Saturday, and vacation 
use. The Board of Education supported the 
plan by appropriating necessary funds. 

Later, Mrs. W. J. Kimball, President of 
Washington Gladden Club of the Congrega
tional Church, came to Mr. Hunt and urged 
that some plan be developed that would in
corporate the parks, beaches and other city 
areas with the schools. Subsequently, this 
Club invited several hundred community 
leaders to the Church for a meeting and Mr. 
Hunt addressed the group, outlining a pos
sible plan of coordination and suggesting 
that a survey committee composed of school 
and community leaders be formed to study 
the situation and make recommendations. 
The Press-Telegram published and supported 
the idea. The PTA under Mrs. Stephen G. 
Skinner, President, called a meeting at which 
time a Public Recreation Survey Committee 
was formed With Clyde Doyle, attorney and 
later Congressman, as chairman. 

The survey Committee met regularly for 
nearly a year and involved many prominent 
local citizens and organizations as well as 
State and national consultants. It is inter
esting to read a portion of one of Mr. Doyle's 
reports: 

"By mail and personal interviews with rep
resentatives of other cities, documentary ma
terial, visitations, and all other available 
methods and means, this group sought out 
the experiences of dozens of other American 
cities in this matter, both municipal and 
school, relating to parks, playgrounds, school 
gymnasiums, athletic field, physical educa
tion programs, use of public buildings,. 
grounds and fac111ties under the Civic Cen
ter Act of the State of California and other
wise, having in mind at all times the desira
b111ty of Long Beach profiting by the 
experiences and mistakes of other cities. At. 
the time the study commenced, the munici
pality of Long Beach was conducting virtu
ally no recreation or playground program,.. 
but the Board of Education was financing 
and conducting one which appeared highly 
efficient and desirable." 

Following the completion of the study .. 
City officials requested that legal provisions 
to coordinate municipal and school recrea
tion be prepared for submission to the elec
torate. Mr. Hunt prepared the original docu
ments which were refined into legat 
terminology by Mr. Doyle. The PTA was the 
major community organization supporting 
the concept and encouraging voters to ap
prove the Charter Amendments which they 
did in 1929. 

The City Charter amendments of 1929 pro
vided for the establishment of a Recreation 
Commission consisting of nine members. 
Four of the nine members serve because of 
their positions within the governmental' 
structure of the community. The additional 
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five members are lay citizens who serve terms 
of five years with one term expiring each 
year. 

The Superintendent of Schools and the 
City Manager by Charter provision are mem
bers of the Recreation Commission. The 
Board of Education selects one of its mem
bers to represent it on the Recreation Com
mission and the City Council selects one of 
its members to represent the City Council 
on the Commission. The Charter provides 
that no more than six of the nine members 
may be of the same sex, thereby assuring 
that at least three women are represented 
on the Commission. 

The Recreation Commission is charged 
with the responsibility of establishing poli
cies gove·rning the joint operation of school 
and municipal recreation. 

Close working relationships with the other 
city commissions and departments are essen
tial for the coordination of recreation. A Co
ordinating Committee consisting of the pres
ident of the Park, Planning and Recreation 
commissions, the director of each of the three 
departments, and representatives from the 
City Engineer's Office, City Manager's Office, 
and Marina Advisory Committee, meet regu
larly to consider plans for major facilities 
or developments relating to recreation. Rec
ommendations of the Coordinating Commit
tee are referred to the respective commis
sions. After approval of the Coordinating 
Committee's recommendations by the com
missions, the City Manager's Office is in
formed and the recommendation to the City 
Council is forthcoming. Upon approval by 
the City Council, the implementation of the 
recommendations occurs. 

The City Charter further provides that the 
Director of Health and Physical Education 
of the School District shall be the Director 
of Recreation for the City and that he shall 
manage and supervise the public recreation 
program. The Director is also the secretary 
of the Recreation Commission and has the 
responsibility of coordinating the recreation 
program of the schools and of the city. 

It has been the concept under the coordi
nated plan from the beginning that both 
school and municipal facilities may be used 
for the recreation of the citizens. The City 
may use the gymnasiums, swimming pools, 
athletic fields, etc. when these are not needed 
for the educational program. The schools in 
tum may use the recreation facilities, parks, 
baseball diamonds and have use of camping 
fac111ties provided by the City. These recipro
cal uses of fac111ties are coordinated through 
the office of the Director of Municipal and 
School Recreation. 

One of the major advantages of the -Co
ordinated Program of School and Municipal 
Recreation is the economy of the joint use 
of facilities. The City does not duplicate the 
construction of gymnasiums, pools, athletic 
fields of the schools but builds structures 
such as social hall clubhouses and youth club 
facilities that are used for the activities not 
normally conducted in the school plant. Such 
coordinated use enables the tax payers of the 
community to save a great deal on the con
struction of facilities as well as provide a 
much greater utilization of both school and 
city recreation facilities. 

Recreational services are coordinated at 
the Commission level, administration level, 
supervision level, and the recreation leader
ship level. The fact that both agencies of the 
coordinated program are represented at the 
policy making level, is essential to the suc
cessful administration of the total program. 
The recreation administrators of both the 
school and city agencies meet weekly, and 
at other times when essential, to discuss and 
reach decisions relating to current problems, 
programs, implementation of Recreation 
Commission policies, personnel matters and 
planning directions for programs and future 
developments. 

Once a month members of the Supervisory 

Council, representing both city and school 
recreation, meet around the table to discuss 
matters appropriate to this group. Generally, 
discussion items include program planning, 
evaluations, inservice education and major 
projects such as buildings and park improve
ments for use in the recreation program. 

General meetings of employees of both 
school and city recreation departments are 
held several times a. year. The basic purpose 
of these meetings ls to disseminate informa
tion, clarify policies and procedures of the 
coordinated program, ·improve communica
tions among personnel and various facets of 
the total program, to recognize employees for 
loyal service, and to provide inspiration for 
continued progress in providing the best all 
around recreation service possible. 

Further coordination of the program in 
the area of sports is handled through the 
issuance of permits to community groups for 
the use of recreation facilities by coordinat
ing all permit requests for school and city 
facilities for junior baseball, softball and 
baseball through the Municipal Sports 
Supervisor. 

A number of services are jointly provided 
by the two agencies. These include a year 
around program of swimming instruction, 
recreation swimming and competitive swim
ming in the five high school pools and one 
city college pool, programs for handicapped 
children, youth groups and Saturday Sports 
for junior high youth. In all of these exam
ples the leaders work side by side. 

Implementing the concept of cooperation 
and coordination of recreation by employees, 
whether paid from city funds or school funds 
or assigned to a municipal area or a school 
area, is essential for the success of the total 
operation. Although competition exists be
tween teams or groups representing various 
municipal and school areas or programs, such 
competition should always be held in true 
perspective to the total program and the 
basic concept of cooperation and coordina
tion. I am very proud to say that we have 
a most enviable record in this regard. 

In forty years of operation in the Long 
Beach community, the coordinated program 
has provided for excellent cooperation be
tween the involved agencies, the promotion 
of consistency of program services, better use 
of staff services, more effective use of facil
ities, the elimination of costly duplication of 
services and facilities, and enrichment oppor
tunities for all ages unexcelled in any com
munity in the nation. 

PUBLIC LANDS AND PUBLIC TRUST 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. SAYLOR) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, our pub
lic lands constitute one of the most 
varied and most valuable resources of 
this Nation. Intelligently and purpose
fully managed, these lands can provide 
benefits to all segments of the popu
lation-recreation, hunting and fishing, 
timber production, fresh water, and 
forage. 

Generally, those who share this boun
ty are willing to make fair payment for 
what they receive. Others contribute to 
the management and protection of these 
lands through their Federal taxes but 
never receive any direct personal bene
fit. Despite the vast majority who are 
paying their way there are still those 
who feel that a free ride is their right. 

In particular, many ranchers who 
graze livestock on public lands and na
tional forests are violently opposing the 
move to insure that they pay an equit-

able cost for what they receive. So 
frightening to some ranchers is that idea, 
one livestock group has called the pro
posal to collect fair market values for 
grazing privileges on the public lands 
shocking in the extreme. While I am 
fully a ware of the course of historical 
development of the American West, I 
am somewhat disturbed by the failure 
of some of its developers and their de
scendents to recognize that the days of 
the free range are long past. While 
grazers have been paying fees for run
ning their stock on the national forests 
since 1906 and on the public lands since 
1936 and would thus deny the free range 
allegation, the fact remains that they 
are not paying the full value for grazing 
permits, thus receiving part of their 
range without charge. 

Let us look for a moment at the back
ground of the grazing fee proposal 
which we are told by some ranchers will, 
"cripple a great segment of the United 
States" and eventually make of consum
ers, "losers through enforced higher 
prices of beef." 

All Government user charges are pre
sumably based on guidelines established 
and set forth by Congress in the Inde
pendent Offices Appropriation Act of 
1952. Further guidance, originating in 
the executive branch, has come from the 
Bureau of the Budget in its 1959 Circular 
No. A-25. Central to both of these guide
lines is the premise that Federal user 
charges should generate revenues in line 
with the fair market value of the re
source being used. 

Due to differences in legislative foun
dations and missions, the Forest Service 
and the Bureau of Land Management, 
which administer the public lands, have 
evolved differing grazing fee schedules. 
Currently a mature cow is permitted to 
graze for a month on BLM rangeland at 
a cost of 33 cents. This same cow grazing 
on a national forest would incur a 
month's board of from 19 cents to $1.64. 
This inequitable situation has led to re
quests for studies and rectification. Such 
studies were begun in 1961 and were 
capped by a comprehensive survey in 
1966 which covered 98 national forests, 
19 national grasslands, 48 BLM districts, 
and 10,000 individuals. 

Analysis of the data generated by the 
1966 survey confirmed not only wide dif
ferences in grazing fee charges within 
Federal agencies, but revealed that these 
fees were considerably lower than those 
charged for the use of private or State 
grazing lands. The following table shows 
that BLM receipts per acre for grazing 
permits are far below the returns from 
State grazing lands. 

COMPARISON OF BLM AND STATE GRAZING RATES 

State 

Colorado ______ _ 
Wyoming _____ _ 
Oregon _______ _ 
Arizona _______ _ 
Idaho ________ _ 
Montana ______ _ 
New Mexico ___ _ 
California _____ _ 
Utah _________ _ 

Average receipts per acre 

State BLM 

$0.370 
.195 
.105 
.070 
.100 
.185 
.110 
• 055 
.042 

$0. 027 
.034 
• 024 
• 019 
.029 
• 053 
• 043 
.026 
• 021 

BLM receipts 
as a per

centage of 
State receipts 

per acre 

7 
17 
23 
27 
29 
29 
39 
47 
50 
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A technical committee was established 
to analyze the data, consisting of repre
sentatives of the Statistical Reporting 
Service, Economic Research Service, and 
Forest Service, all in the Department of 
Agriculture, the Bureau of Land Man
agement in the Interior Department, and 
ex officio representation by the Budget 
Bureau. 

The committee's determination was 
that $1.26 per animal-unit-month was 
the best available base fee for cattle 
grazing. Further analysis resulted in this 
figure being lowered to $1.23/ AUM. 

On November 15, 1968, Secretaries 
Freeman and Udall announced proposed 
changes in the grazing fee schedules, de
signed to reach the recommended base 
price of $1.23 in 10 years. This stretch
out in achieving the base price is in
tended to minimize the economic impact 
of the proposed fee change on ranchers. 

It is reasonable to expect a business
man to resist any increase in his cost of 
doing business, but one expects him to 
off er arguments considerably less spe
cious than those we have heard from the 
livestock people. 

On the one hand we have been told 
that production costs of livestock opera
tions increased "by more than 100 per
cent" since 1950. Although the fee ad
justment proposal next year would in
crease fractionally, a factor which repre
sents only about 6 to 8 percent at most of 
the total cost of production, we are told 
it would force many ranchers out of 
business. 

We are also told that the consumer 
will have to pay higher prices for meat. 
Given the astronomical increase in meat 
prices in the last few years, this is an 
argument which will frighten few people, 
as meat has already been essentially 
priced out of the market for many of 
them. Further, only a small portion of 
the livestock which eventually reach the 
marketplace have been grazed on public 
rangelands. One organization estimates 
the figure as low as 2 percent, while the 
industry claims "as much as 20 percent 
of the total U.S. cow-herd would be in 
jeopardy." 

The industry has argued extensively 
about the relationship between grazing 
costs and the market price of meat, 
claiming a direct relationship. If, as the 
industry claims, first, 20 percent of the 
cow herd would be affected by the in
creased fees, and second, private grazing 
land costs less in many cases, then it 
follows that we should now be able to 
choose at a meat counter between higher 
priced meat from public lands or less 
expensive meat which was raised on 
private lands. Lacking such a two-tier 
price structure for beef we must assume: 

First. That 80 percent of the meat sold 
has been inflated in price to match that 
set for public land grazing animals; or 

Second. Owners of animals run on 
public lands find it possible to market 
their product at the same price as 
owners of cattle raised on private lands. 

If the former is true, then the public 
has been cheated, meat prices should 
drop immediately, and the excess profits 
realized by the industry can be used to 
offset any financial difficulties experi
enced by operators under the revised fee 
schedule. 

If the second instance represents the 

situation as it exists, then it follows that 
stockmen on public lands are operating 
at or near a loss, in which case they 
would not be acting as "prudent men" 
which is one of the criteria used in 
validating claims to the public lands 
through mineral entry laws. This same 
test should certainly be applied for graz
ing permits. 

Another claim of the cattlemen is that 
they are not being credited with the cost 
of buying a grazing permit when com
putations of total production cost are 
made. 

I would Point out that the more expen
sive of these purchases are made from 
other permit holders, not from the Fed
eral Government. Since grazers are will
ing to pay a premium for a permit it is 
obvious that the value of the forage re
ceived is greater than the fee paid to the 
Government. 

There simply is no sound reason why 
a public asset of this nature should be 
realized by a private individual at the 
expense of the general public. The full 
value of the resource used should be 
realized by the true owners-the people 
of the United States. 

One other argument frequently 
dragged forth and propped up by not 
only the cattlemen, but by all the would 
be saviors of the status quo in resource 
management, is that the Public Land 
Law Review Commission is now carry
ing out its review of all aspects of land 
use legislation, hence we should make no 
changes, take no action until they have 
finished their deliberations. Some of the 
heel-draggers would even give the im
pression that such inaction is required 
by the legislation which established the 
PLLRC. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Pub
lic Land Law Review Commission, I can 
assure my colleagues that operations of 
that body in no way require or condone 
the abrogation of congressional or execu
tive responsibility to carry on the man
agement of the Nation's land resources. 

The review being conducted by the 
Commission is a complex and trying 
task. We have had to extend the life of 
the Commission already so as to allow it 
to finish its work. We now expect com
pletion of the review by 1970. I must con
fess great weariness with the myriad 
special interest groups who would have 
us hold off from making obvious and 
needed changes in any resource policy 
or procedure until sometime after 1970. 

One other point needs to be made. 
There will be a small number of livestock 
operators who will actually be disadvan
taged by this increase in the cost of graz
ing. These men are being done a gross in
justice by the brash propaganda efforts 
of those associations which claim to 
represent the interests of all who graze 
animals on the public lands. 

In reality, it is the administering agen
cies which show the greatest real con
cern with the social and economic well
being of the permit holders. The proposed 
fee schedule is flexible, subject to read
justment on the basis of changes ir. the 
relative costs of grazing on private and 
public lands. Hence, we are not seeing 
the creation of rigid, unrealistic price 
scales, but rather guidelines toward the 
ultimate establishment of standard, cur
rent fees. 

The agencies now issue exempt--no 
charge-grazing permits for limited 
numbers of stock associated with the 
operation of ranches and farms. In the 
Forest Service alone, there are currently 
about 40,000 such permits. This practice 
will continue. 

Additionally, and perhaps most im
portantly, the Agriculture Department 
proposal seeks to minimize the effect of 
the increase in a compassionate manner 
by a number of means, including reduced 
fees to selected individuals upon proof of 
need. 

Thus, I submit that what has been 
proposed is a laudatory attempt to man
age a public resource in the public in
terest--a task entrusted to the compe
tence of administrative agencies, and the 
conscience of Congress. 

I am incorporating as a part of my re
marks a study of the history of grazing 
fees established by the Secretaries of 
Agriculture and the Interior as prepared 
by George H. Siehl of the Natural ·Re
sources Division of the Library of Con
gress. The study follows: 

HlsTORY OF GRAZING FEES-THE FREE 
RANGE 

The early history of the Western catt le in
dustry and associated range ut111zation was 
described by George Stewart, a Forest Serv
ice ecologist, in The Western Range.1 These 
excerpts provide some idea of the rapid and 
expansive deterioration that occurred when 
the range was used indiscriminately, rather 
than managed: 

"The first era of intensive use of western 
range by livestock coincided with the great 
boom in range cattle, which was on the up
swing in 1880. By 1881 the price recovery 
from the 1873 depression generated in the 
grazing industry a tide of expansion which 
became a veritable flood in 1883. That year, 
in Wyoming alone, 20 mammoth cattle com
panies were organized with a total capitali
zation of more than $12.000,000. 

". . . In a few short years practically all 
ranges were under use and in many cases 
depletion had commenced on a scale in keep
ing with the size of the herds. 

"Outfits owning 5,000 to 100,000 cattle 
were common on the Plains and in the 
Southwest, and properties of small owners 
were often consolidated by purchase or by 
incorporation. 

• • • • 
"The buffalo, deer, elk, mountain sheep, 

antelope,, and other forms of wildlife, large 
and small, that were the first users of the 
range had little or no discernible effect upon 
it in terms of depletion. Heavy use by vast 
roaming or migrating herds of buffalo was 
common, and around strategic watering 
places, salt licks, and on favorite breeding 
grounds range forage would be so fully 
grazed that little or no feed remained. Yet 
in every instance seasonal migrations of the 
herds permitted recovery of the vegetation 
between grazing periods. 

"In all other instances of temporary ex
haustion of the range resource, such as over
use by huge colonies of prairie dogs, or utter 
destruction of forage by locusts or crickets, 
sufficient periods of recuperation occurred 
to maintain the productive power of the 
original range. No evidence remains to us 
from those times of such persistent overuse 
as came when the white man began to pas
ture his cattle year after year on th~ same 
range, without affording any opportunity for 
restoring plant vigor. 

"With the discovery of gold in the Rocky 

i U.S. Congress. Senate. 74th Congress, 2nd 
Session. Document No. 199. The Western 
Range. Letter from the Secreta ry of Agricul
ture, 620 p. April 24, 1936. 
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Mountains during the sixties, cattle were 
taken from Utah and California into Colo
rado, Montana, Idaho, and Nevada. The 
strong markets of the late seventies and 
early eighties carried grazing onto most of 
the accessible ranges in the mountain re
gion. Here, however, development of the 
country was slower and more substantial, 
since it came in connection with homes and 
farms. Wild hay and irrigated alfalfa pro
duced abundantly and from the first lent 
stability to range use on a community basis. 

* * • * * 
"The tremendous growth in range cattle, 

however, carried with it a weakness that in 
the end proved fatal. It was b81Sed on a hus
bandry transplauted from Mexico, which 
brought to English-speaking people for the 
first time in history the practice of rearing 
cattle in great droves without fences, corrals, 
or feed. The lariat, the type of saddle, chaps, 
and the sombrero came along with the man
ner of conducting the business. The very 
newness of it all as well as the immensity of 
the outfits left the Americans without guide 
or standard by which to gage either the se
curity of the cattle as they roamed at large 
or the ability of the forages to stand up 
under continual intense utilization. It ls 
little wonder, therefore, that cattle instead of 
grass came to be regarded as the raw re
source and that the neglected forages began 
to give way before the heavy and unman
aged use to which they were subjected. 

"This almost explosive expansion of cattle 
grazing was based on a great natural re
source which the stockmen obtained with 
little cost. Grass was the magnet and living 
bonanza that irresistibly drew cattle and cat
tlemen to this range El Dorado. 

~- • * * * 
"The expectation of fortunes to be made 

in a few years led to gambling in futures 
and caused overexpanslon both in invest
ments and in range use. In this process the 
accumulated forage of several years was 
mined, overuse taking not only the current 
growth but sapping as well the vigor of the 
forage plants. The better stock.men recog
nized the danger but warnings in a minor 
key during a boom get no hearing, and ex
ploitation raced on. 

"This coustant drain, without allowing 
any chance for recuperation, caused the for
age 'mine' to peter out. In 1898 Bentley re
ported that some stockmen considered that 
in parts of Texas 'the injury has gone almost 
past the point where redemption is possi
ble.' Ranges that should have carried a cow 
on every 40 acres had one on every 10 acres." 

An extremely severe winter in 1885-1886 
was followed by a summer drought and an
other bad winter. This killed large number 
of cattle, in places as much as 85 % of the 
herd, and a:bruptly deflated the speculative 
balloon. 

"So weak had the boom structure been and 
so severe the shock of its fall that only a 
wreck of the range-cattle lnaustry remained. 
Range use had been so concentraited and re
lentless that the best coulees were hope
lessly trampled, and the back slopes weak
ened in productive power. Herds were broken 
and scattered; confidence was wiped out; 
and forced sales for liquidation of debts 
pressed down the already broken prices. 

• • • 
"While the range was used recklessly by 

most ranchers, the necessity for providing a 
dependable forage supply was felt, even be
fore the ruinous winter of 1886-87, by a few 
stockmen who had purchased land in an 
effort to prevent summer use of range suit
able for winter grazing. Others, realizing that 
controlled ranges had advantages, were will
ing to relinquish their 'rights' and persuaded 
the national convention of Cattle Growers 
to recommend Federal leases on the public 
range. Before the boom, in 1881, stockmen 
of both Montana and Wyoming fought 
against enacting the law suggested by Powell 
for enlarged 'arid homesteads', and urged 

that an proposals to lease land be rejected; 
but after the boom they felt differently about 
the situation. 

"No action on this recommendation was 
taken by the Federal Government and the 
cattlemen then attempted to acquire owner
ship of as much land as possible. Cowboys 
were hired to enter land and for a small sum 
turn it over to their employer. Lands along 
streams where cattle could water and where 
wild hay could be grown were acquired tl.rst, 
and later more and more upland range." 

A major new threat to the economy of the 
cattle industry and the ecology of the bat
tered range appeared-the sheep. 

"Just when security in the ownership of 
cattle was becoming established and the 
West was being taught the necessity of weld
ing land to livestock to insure dependable 
forage supplies and range use, a tremendous 
and rapid increase in sheep again stirred up 
the struggle for range. 

"Sheep numbers quickly rose from a com
paratively small figure to veritable hordes. 
This increase came at different times in dif
ferent States, but maximum numbers were 
reached in most States between 1880 and 
1910 .... 

"Vast numbers of sheep appearing almost 
without warning on fully used cattle ranges 
not only aroused a deep resentment but had 
a dire effect in causing even further exhaus
tion of the range forage. Compact herds left 
the range plants shaved to the ground and 
the soil exposed to wind and water erosion." 

Stewart credits the instl.tution of public 
land control with restoring essential stab111ty 
to the deteriorating conditions on the range. 

"The creation of the national forests . . . 
grerutly stabilized range use and livestock pro
duction. An effort was made to administer 
grazing on the national forests for the bene
fit both of the permanent stockmen and of 
the adjacent agricultural communities. Hav
ing a definite range allotment with 3 to 5 
months of dependable summer feed of high 
quality helped the stockmen to make the 
adjustments necessary to supply feed for the 
remainder of the year.'' 

FOREST SERVICE FEES 

The first regulated use of the forest re
serves was set by the act of June 4, 1897. 
Regulations under this act allowed con
tinued grazing of cattle in forest reserva
tions as long as no harm was done to the 
forest. Sheep, however, were prohibited ex
cept in the Washington and Oregon reserva
tions where it was thought that the abund
ant rainfall would allow for quick regenera
tion of vegetation. No fees were charged at 
this time. 

Administration of the forest reserves was 
by the General Land Office in the Department 
of Interior until transferred to the Depart
ment of Agriculture by the act of February 
1, 1905. 

The first grazing fees were imposed by 
regulation on January 1, 1906. The minimum 
fees for summer grazing were set at 5 to 8 
cents per head for sheep and, for the summer 
season, 20 to 35 cents per head for cattle and 
horses. The annual rate was 35 to 50 cents 
per head. The regulations further provided 
that, as the condition of the range improved 
and the demand for permits increased, the 
grazing charges would gradually be in
creased . 

The imposition of fees was strongly re
sisted by stockmen. Clawson writes in The 
Federal Lands,2 "The authority to control 
grazing on the forest reserves was challenged 
successfully in the courts until as late as 
the period of 1908-11. For many years the 
authority to charge grazing and other fees 
was disputed." 

A Forest Service view on grazing charges 
stated: 

2 Clawson, Marion, and Burnell Held. The 
Federal Lands: Their Use and Management. 
Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore. 1957. 501 p. 

"The collection of a reasonable fee for the 
use of national-forest range ls nothing more 
or less than the recognition of the common 
business principle of paying for values re
ceived. The intrinsic worth of the forage and 
the stability afforded the livestock agricul
turist in the use of the range have definite 
values. Not to collect fees from the range 
users would result in a subsidy to this group 
as compared to the producer who operates 
on privately owned or leased range or farm 
land. The collection of fees is also justified as 
a means of offsetting the cost of administra
tion and the construction of improvements 
on the range by the Government, both o! 
which directly benefit the range user. Never
theless, almost continuous pressure has been 
brought by the livestock interests using the 
range to keep the fees as low as possible." 

THE PUBLIC DOMAIN LANDS 

From the turn of the century until the 
1930's there were numerous efforts to pass 
legislation which would provide some form 
of control and management of the public 
domain rangelands. These efforts are detailed 
by Foss in his book, Politics and Grass.• 

In the absence of successful legislative ac
tion the public domain remained open to all 
on an unmanaged, first-come first-served 
basis. The severe grazing paralleled the early 
practices on forest ranges described by Stew
art, and led inevitably to the same result. 
The 1936 Agriculture Depar:tment report' 
said: 

"Approximately 162 million acres of un
reserved unappropriated public domain re
mained in the United States on June 30, 
1934-practically all of it in the 11 Western 
States. This ls the last 'picked over' remnant 
of the once vast acreage of free public land, 
which except for 65 million acres now being 
organized for administration under the Graz
ing Act ls a no man's land so far as conserva
tion and orderly use of its resources are 
concerned. 

* 
"The forage resources on this land . 

have been depleted approximately 66 percent 
as compared to virgin condition and the soil 
and watershed values have been greatly im
paired. The use of the land for wildlife con
servation has been greatly reduced. The lack 
of regulation has led to serious social and 
economic maladjustments. 

"Although the need for regulation to con
serve and wisely use these resources has been 
recognized for many years and efforts to 
obtain action have been aggressively urged 
since late in the last century, nothing was 
done about it until recently. In June 1934 
the Grazing Act was passed, but only after 
oppositon which forced amendments that 
greatly lessened its value as an instrument 
for the solution of one of the Nation's major 
conservation problem.s." 

Passage of the Taylor Grazing Act granted 
the Interior Secretary authority to establish 
reasonable fees for grazing permits. The first 
fees, set in consultation with an advisory 
board of stockmen, were to become effective 
in 1936. Cows and horses were to be grazed 
at a rate of five cents per animal unit month, 
and sheep at one cent per A.U.M. 

One point stressed while the bill was under 
consideration was that revenues should cover 
the cost of administration. This was reem
phasized again when Interior Secretary Krug 
had cattleman Rex Nicholson study the ques
tion of grazing fees late in the 1940's. 
"Nicholson's proposal side-stepped any con
sideration of fees based on the value of for
age or any other criterion. It a.ssumed that 
grazing fees should cover only the cost of 
administering the program." 11 

UNIFORMrrY AND FAIR RETURN 

The Taylor Grazing Act was an important 
step in implementing a policy of insuring a 

1 Foss, Philip 0. Poll tics and Grass. Univer
sity of Washington Press, Seattle. 1960. 236 p. 

'Op. cit. The Western Range. 
11 Op. cit. Politics and Grass. 
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fair ret urn to the Federal Treasury for the 
use of public resources. The first fees set 
for grazing on the public domain were far 
lower than thooe charged on National For
ests-a. disparity which, despite criticism, 
continues today. 

The two elements of the grazing fee sys
tem sought by many-uniformity and fair 
return-are already present inasmuch as the 
Bureau of Land Management fees are uni
form, and the Forest Service fees come clos
est to yielding a fair return. The problem 
has been to combine the best features of 
both systems. 

Att empts to bring the BLM fees more 
nearly in line With those charged by the 
Forest Service date almost to the establish
ment of the former fees in 1936. The Congress 
set forth guidelines in the Independent Of
fices Appropriations Act of 1952 for estab
lishment of user-charges. The Bureau of the 
Budget issued Circular No. A-25 in 1959, 
which provided further guidance. Numerous 
authors have chronicled the effective resist
ance t o fee increases by the stockmen and 
their organizations. A comprehensive review 
of this conflict is contained in the chapter 
on administration of public grazing lands 
in History of Public Land Law Development.6 

In late 1968, as a result of a joint two-year 
study by the Departments of Agriculture, 
Interior and Defense, a proposal to revise the 
fee schedules was published in the Federal 
Register. The proposal would result in a com
mon base fee of $1.23/ A.U.M. being reached 
in ten years by a series of equal increments. 

A period of 45 days was provided for com
ment from interested parties, during which 
time conservation organizations generally 
lined up in support of the measure and 
stockmens' associations vigorously criticized 
it. Both sides presented what has become 
the standard arguments as used previously 
when fee increases were proposed. 

THE GRAZING FEE RECORD 

The fees charged by the Interior Depart
ment since 1936 are summarized in the fol
lowing table: 

Rate per AUM 

Year Cattle Sheep 

1935_ - - - ---- - - ----- -- -- -- -- -- ---- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - -- - - - ----
1936-46_ - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - $0. 05 $0. 01 
1947- 50____ __ _______________ . 08 . 016 
1951- 54____ ____ _____ __ ______ . 12 • 024 
1955--57 ___ ________ ______ ____ . 15 • 03 
1958__ _____ ______ ______ _____ .19 . 034 
1959~0_________ __ __ _ _ __ ____ • 22 . 042 
1961~2_ __ _____ ____ ___ _____ _ . 19 . 034 
1963~5____ _ _ __ _ __________ __ . 30 . 06 
1966~8____ __ ____ _ __ _ ___ _ _ __ • 33 . 066 

The record ls not nearly as simple for the 
Forest Service fee schedules. Dutton 7 has 
summarized the early history of these grazing 
charges. 

"From 1906 until 1910 there was little 
change in the fees, except tb.a.t a few ad
justments were made between forests and 
regions in order to assure) like fees for 
like ranges. The regulations in 1910 provided 
for the establishment of cattle fees from 35 
cents to 60 cents, raising the maximum limit 
10 cents per head per annum, and of sheep 
fees from 10 cents to 18 cents yearlong. 

"In 1915 the regulation was again amended 
and the per annum fees were established at 
40 cents to $1.50 per head per annum for 
cattle, and the rates for sheep at 25 percent 
of the rates for cattle. 

" . . . the Secretary of Agriculture, under 
date Of November 3, 1916, issued an order 
increasing the grazing fees from 12 to 20 
cents per head for 1917 With the same 
amount of increase for each of the succeed-

s Gates, Paul W. History of Public Land 
Law Development. GPO, Washington. 1968. 
828 p. 

7 Dutton, W. L. History of Forest Service 
Grazing Fees. Journal of Range Management, 
Vol. 6, No. 6, November 1953. p. 393-98. 

ing years of 1918 and 1919, provided no single 
increase or series of increases resulted in a 
fee in excess of $1.50 per annum. A minimum 
rate of 60 cents per annum was established. 
These were fiat rate fees and the examples 
are on a cattle basis." 

A major study was undertaken in 1920 to 
determine a fair basis of compensation for 
grazing on the National Forest rangelands. 
A new fee schedule was drawn and presented 
to 9,000 permittees. While 1,700 accepted the 
increases: 

"The great majority of the remaining 7,300 
permittees agreed to the fairness of the 
method but, as a business proposition, were 
almost unanimous in opposing any increase 
at that time." 

A review of the situation was ordered by 
the Agriculture Secretary. 

"Mr. Dan D. Casement, Kansas livestock 
breeder and leader in the industry, was se
lected to make the review With the under
standing that the 1919 fee rate would con
tinue through 1925 and 1926, except where 
the appraisal had shown the 1919 rates to be 
in excess of the value of the forage." 

Casement recommended an average reduc
tion of 25 % of the proposed new schedule, 
and the use after 1930 of the price of beef 
and lamb in setting fees. The new fees were 
approved in January 1927. 

"Increases called for by the final adjusted 
fees were applied in installments of 25 per
cent each during the years of 1928, 1929, 1930 
and 1931, the full increase being effective in 
1931. Under this schedule the average fee per 
head per month for cattle was increased from 
10.4 cents to approximately 14.5 cents; for 
sheep from 2.9 to about 4.5 cents. Fees by 
Regions, Forests, and grazing allotments of 
course varied considerably above or below 
the average." 

The use of the market price formula sug
gested by Casement was approved and ap
plied in 1933. "It recognized that prices re
ceived by the producer year by year are in
dices to the ability to pay for a given com
modity." This guideline was adopted by the 
BLM in 1963. 

The following table shows the average Na
tional Forest grazing fees by years in cents 
per Animal Unit Months. 

Year 

1933 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1934 __ - - --- ---- - - -- -- -- - - - - -
1935 __ _ ------ -- - - - - - - - - -- ---
1936_ - - - - - ----- -- -- ---- -- ---
1937 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -
1938 __ - - - - - - - -- - - ------ -----
1939_ - - -- --- -- - - - - --- -- - - - - -
1940_ - --- -- - ---- -- ----- - ----
1941- _ -- - - - -- -- -- - - -- - - - -- --
1942_ - - --- --- -- - --- - -- - --- --
1943_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1944_ -- -- -- - -- -- --- -- - - - - - --
1945_ - - --- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- - - - -
1946_ - - --- - - - - -- - - --- -- - - - - -
1947 - - - - --- - -- -- - - - - -- --- - - -
1948 __ - - -- - ----- - - - - -- - -- - - -
1949_ - - - ------ -- --- - - - - - - - - -
1950 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -
1951 _ - - - -- - - ---- -- - - -- - - ----
1952 _ - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -
1953 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1954_ - - -- - -- - - - - --- - - -- - - - - -
1955_ - - ----- - - - ---- -- -- -- -- -
1956_ - - - - - -- - ------- - - --- -- -
1957 - - - - -- -- -- -- - - - - -- - --- --
1958_ - - - -- - - - --- - --- ---- --- -
19!>9_ - - - -- -- - - -- ---- -- --- ---
1960_ - - - -- -- -- ---- -- -- - -----
1961 _ - - -- - -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - -- -
1962_ - - --- -- - - - - -- -- - - -- --- -
1963_ - - --- -- -- -- - -- - -- - - - -- -
1964_ - - - - - -- - - - - - - --- - -- -- --
1965_ - - - -- -- -- - -- --- -- - -- - - -
1966_ - - -- --- -- - - -- - - - - -- -- - -
1967 - - - - -- - - - - -- --- -- - - -- - - -
1968_ - - -- --- - - - --- -- -- - - - - - -

Fee per AUM 

Cattle 

9. 05 
7. 51 
8. 04 

13. 05 
12. 55 
14. 98 
13. 4 
14. 89 
15. 97 
18. 9 
23. 0 
26. 0 
24. 8 
27. 0 
31. 0 
40. 0 
49. 0 
42. 0 
51. 0 
64. 0 
54. 0 
35. 0 
37.0 
35. 0 
34.0 
39. 0 
50. 0 
51. 0 
46. 0 
46. 0 
49.0 
46. 0 
42. 0 
46. 0 
51. 0 
51. 0 

Sheep 

2. 05 
2. 38 
2. 71 
3. 36 
3. 66 
4.24 
3. 3 
3. 68 
3. 85 
4. 6 
5. 5 
6. 25 
6. 03 
6. 25 
7. 5 

10. 0 
11. 0 
10. 75 
12. 25 
15. 25 
11. 75 
9.00 
9. 00 
8. 75 
9. 00 
9. 75 

10. 25 
9. 25 
8. 75 
7. 75 
9. 00 
9.00 
9. 75 

11. 25 
11. 50 
11. 00 

ESTONIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY 

(Mr. McCORMACK (at the request of 
Mr. CoHELAN) was granted permission to 
extend h is remarks at this point in the 
RECORD.) 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, 
Estonia is a small country in north
eastern Europe, one of the three Baltic 
States. With an area of about 17 ,000 
square miles and with 1,300,000 inhabi
tants, it has always been among the 
smallest of European countries. Though 
quite small in numbers, the Estonians 
have always faced their far more numer
ous and powerful foes with courage and 
firm determination, convinced that theirs 
is a righteous and sacred cause. Even in 
defeat they have earned the respect of 
their foes. In the course of their modern 
history, when it became impossible for 
them to maintain their national inde
pendence, even then they refused to bend 
their knees to their overpowering over
lords. For more than two centuries they 
were subjected to cruel treatment in the 
hands of the czars' callous agents. They 
were fiercely prosecuted for some of the 
beliefs they held. Still they clung to these 
beliefs until the time came for their 
liberation. In 1917 when the czarist 
regime in Russia was over·thrown, they 
saw their chance, seized upon it and pro
claimed their national independence on 
February 24th of 1918. 

Thence! orth the Estonian people iived 
and worked happily in their homeland 
for about two decades. But world-shaking 
events since late 1930's have brought 
tragedy to the Estonians. In mid-1940 the 
country was overrun and then annexed 
to the Soviet Union. Since then unhappy 
Estonians have not known freedom in 
their homeland. For nearly three decades 
they have been suffering under cruel 
foreign tyrants. Their overlords have 
treated them as prisoners, and they are 
being forced to work under abominable 
conditions. They have little freedom of 
movement within the country, and are 
forbidden to leave the country except in 
rare cases and under very rigid condi
tions. But the people have not stopped 
their fight for freedom, and they carry it 
on quietly and clandestinely with all 
the means at their disposal. They pray 
for the end of their enslavement by Com
munist tyrants and anxiously look for
ward to their deliverance from totali
tarian tyranny. On the 51st anniversary 
observance of their independence day we 
all hope thait these st urdy and stout
hearted people will attain their national 
goal and li:ve in peace in their homeland. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. COUGHLIN) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. MINSHALL, for 45 minutes, today. 
Mr. HOSMER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SAYLOR, for 60 minutes, today. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks was granted to: 
Mr. PODELL to extend his remarks dur

ing the special order t oday on the anti
ballistic-missile program. 

Mr. MICHEL in two instances and to in-
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elude an address by the Honorable John 
Gardner and several editorials. 

Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. ALBERT and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. HAGAN <at the request of Mr. AL
BERT) in two instances. 

<The following Members Cat the re
quest of Mr. COUGHLIN) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. AsHBROOK. 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH. 
Mr. BOB WILSON in two instances. 
Mr. WHALEN. 
Mr. WIDNALL in two instances. 
Mr.LATTA. 
Mr. McKNEALL Y. 
Mr.HARVEY. 
Mr.SAYLOR. 
Mr.CRAMER. 
Mr.FREY. 
Mr. HUNT in three instances. 
Mr. SCHWENGEL in two instances. 
Mr. O'KoNsKI. 
Mr. SCHERLE. 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. 
Mr. PRICE of Texas. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances. 
Mr. SKUBITZ in three instances. 
Mr.ZWACH. 
Mr. ROBISON. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. FINDLEY. 
Mr. REID of New York. 
(The following Members Cat the re

quest of Mr. CoHELAN) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) 

Mr. DENT. 
Mr. GONZALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. LoNG of Maryland in three in-

stances. 
Mr. BOLLING in two instances. 
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas in six instances. 
Mr. JOHNSON of California. 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. 
Mr. OLSEN in three instances. 
Mr. GILBERT in two instances. 
Mr. PODELL in two instances. 
Mr. GALLAGHER in two instances. 
Mr. FuLTON of Tennessee in four in-

stances. 
Mr. ST GERMAIN. 
Mr. PICKLE. 
Mr. KYROS. 
Mr. RosENTHAL in three instances. 
Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey in two 

instances. 
Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts in two 

instances. 
Mr. MURPHY of New York. 
Mr. DINGELL in two instances. 
Mr. RARICK in four instances. 
Mr. PATTEN. 
Mr. RYAN in three instances. 
Mr. KocH in four instances. 
Mr. FRASER in two instances. 
Mr. BEVILL. 
Mr. BIAGGI in two instances. 
Mr. MOLLOHAN in five instances. 
Mr. FASCELL in two instances. 
Mr. ANNUNz:ro. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to ; accordingly 

(at 3 o'clock and 23 minutes p.mJ the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, February 27, 1969, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

538. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a. re
port of audit of Federal Savings and Loan 
Insurance Corporation supervised by Federal 
Home Loan Barut Board for the year ended 
December 31, 1967 (H. Doc. No. 91-82); to the 
Committee on Government Operations and 
ordered to be printed. 

539. A letter from the director, legislative 
commission, the American Legion, transmit
ting a. report of the proceedings of the 50th 
Annual National Convention of the Ameri
can Legion held in New Orleans, La., Septem
ber 10-12, 1968, pursuant to law (H. Doc. No. 
91-83); to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
and ordered to be printed with illustrations. 

540. A letter from the Architect of the 
Capitol, transmitting a. report of expendi
tures during the period July !-December 31, 
1968, pursuant to section 105 (b) of Public 
Law 88-454; to the Committee on Appropria
tions. 

641. A letter from the assistant to the pres
ident of the American Academy of Arts and 
Letters, transmitting, the report of the acad
emy for the year 1968, pursuant to the pro
visions of section 4 of their charter; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

642. A letter from the Under Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting the annual report 
on the anthracite mine water control and 
mine sealing and filling program, pursuant 
to the provisions of 69 Stat. 362, as amended 
by 76 Stat. 934; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. ABBITT: 
H .R . 7692. A bill to provide specific and 

additional penalties for the use or carrying of 
firearms in the commission of crimes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 
H.R. 7693. A bill to amend the Urban Mass 

Transportation Act of 1964 to authorize cer
tain grants to assure adequate commuter 
service in urban areas, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H.R. 7694. A bill to increase from $600 to 

$760 the personal income tax exemptions of 
a taxpayer (including the exemption for a 
spouse, the exemption for a dependent, and 
the additional exemption for old age and 
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
H.R. 7696. A blll to a.mend title IV of the 

Social Security Act to repeal the provisions 
limiting the number of children with respect 
to whom Federal payments m ay be made 
under the program of aid to families with 
dependent children; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts (for 
himself, Mr. BATES, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. 
CLEVELAND, Mr. CONTE, Mr. DONOHUE, 
Mr. HALL, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. HULL, 
Mr. KEXTH, Mr. KYROS, Mr. MCKNEAL
LY, Mr. MORSE, Mr. O'NEILL Of Massa
chusetts, Mr. PmNIE, Mr. PRICE of Il
linois, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. SCHNEE
BELI, Mr. TIERNAN, and Mr. WYMAN) : 

H.R. 7696. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in footwear; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CAHILL: 
H.R. 7697. A bill to provide Federal assist

ance for special projects to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of programs to provide emer
gency care for heart attack victims by trained 
persons ln specially equipped ambulances; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H.R. 7698. A bill to prevent vessels built or 
rebuilt outside the United States or docu
mented under foreign registry from carrying 
cargoes restricted to vessels of the United 
States; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 7699. A bill to incorporate into title 

28, United States Code, "Judiciary and Judi
cial Procedure," certain existing laws relat
ing to admiralty and maritime judicial mat
ters; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By DON H. CLAUSEN: 
H.R. 7700. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to equalize the retirement pay of 
members of the uniformed services of equal 
rank and years of service, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

H.R. 7701. A bill to provide for engineering 
investigations on earthquakes, seismic waves, 
and related phenomena, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Public Works. 

H.R. 7702. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide survivor benefits for 
military career personnel; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr. 
ANNUNZIO, Mr. BELL of California, 
Mr. BINGHAM, Mr. BOLLING, Mr. 
BRADEMAS, Mr. BROWN of California, 
Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CUL
VER, Mr. DIGGS, Mr. EDWARDS Of Cali
fornia, Mr. FRASER, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. 
JOELSON, Mr. KOCH, Mr. LoWEN
STEIN, Mr. MIKVA, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
OTrINGER, Mr. REID of New York, Mr. 
REUSS, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. RYAN, 
and Mr. STOKES. 

H.R. 7703. A bill to designate the birthday 
of Martin Luther King, Jr., as a legal public 
holiday; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself and Mr. 
WILLIAM D. FORD): 

H.R. 7704. A bill to assure to every Ameri
can a. full opportunity to have adequate em
ployment, housing, and education, free from 
any discrimination on account of race, color, 
religion, or national origin, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. DIGGS: 
H.R. 7706. A bill to authorize realistic, eco

nomic, and modern building heights and 
bulk in the District of Columbia, to provide 
new housing and employment opportunities 
for all, to expand the tax base, to stimulate 
and assist efforts to break the poverty cycle 
and strengthen the economy, to provide 
parking, to rebuild and renew blighted, slum, 
burned-out, and underdeveloped areas, to 
conserve and make the best, and maximum, 
use of land, to achieve the best design, to 
save tax funds, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DULSKI: 
H.R. 7706. A bill to amend the Federal Avi

ation Act of 1968 in order to establish cer
tain requirements with respect to air traffic 
controllers; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 7707. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
definition of food supplements, and for other 
purpores; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 7708. A bill for the relief of certain 
nonprofit medical research institutions; to 
the Committee on the Judicia ry. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 
H.R. 7709. A bill to provide for the renewal 

and extension of certain sections of the Ap
palachian Regional Development Act of 1965; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

H .R. 7710. A bill to provide for the renewal 
and extension of cert ain sections of the Pub
lic Works and Economic Development Act of 
1966; to the Committee on Public Works. 

H.R. 7711. A bill to amend title 38 of the 
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United States Code so as to make presump
tions relating to certain diseases applicable 
to veterans who served during the period be
tween the end of World War II and the be
ginning of the Korean conflict; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ESCH: 
H .R. 7712. A bill to extend the executive 

reorganization provisions of title 5, United 
States COde, for an additional 2 years, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

By Mr. ESHLEMAN: 
H.R. 7713. A bill to provide for the election 

of President and Vice President as required 
by the article of amendment to the Con
stitution proposed by House Joint Resolution 
362 of the 91st Congress; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 7714. A bill to provide for the issuance 

of a special postage stamp in commemora
tion of the golden anniversary of the Na
tional Federation of Business and Profession
al Women's Clubs, Inc., on July 16, 1969; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 
H.R. 7715. A blll to prohibit the dissemina

tion through interstate commerce or the 
malls of materials harmful to persons under 
the age of 18 years, and to restrict the exhibi
tion of movies or other presentaitions harm
ful to such persons; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GILBERT: 
H.R. 7716. A bill to amend certain provi

sions of existing law relative to low- and 
moderate-income housing; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HALEY: 
H.R. 7717. A b111 to amend the Federal Re

serve Act to place insured nonmember banks 
on a parity with other insured banks in re
spect of their eligibility as depositories for 
member banks; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. HANNA (for himself, Mr. 
LANGEN, Mr. BROWN Of California, 
Mr. CORMAN, Mr. SMITH Of Iowa, Mr. 
PETTIS, Mr. CARTER, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. 
BLANTON, and Mr. WATKINS): 

H.R. 7718. A bill to amend the Communi
cations Act of 1934 in order to prohibit the 
broadcasting of any advertising of alcoholic 
beverages; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign commerce. 

By Mr. HARSHA: 
H.R. 7719. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600 
to $1,200 the personal income tax exemptions 
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for 
a spouse, the exemptions for a dependent, 
and the additional exemptions for old age 
and blindness); to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 7720. A blll to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act so as to liberalize the 
conditions governing eligibility of blind per
sons to receive disability insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HORTON: 
H.R. 7721. A bill to amend the Federal 

Hazardous Substances Act to protect chil
dren from toys or other articles intended for 
use by children which present any electrical, 
mechanical, or thermal hazard; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 7722. A bill to amend the Railroad Re
tirement Act of 1937 to provide for standard
of-living increases in the annuities and pen
sions (and lump-sum payments) which are 
payable thereunder; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 7723. A bill to amend chapter 2 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to reduce (to 
the level of the tax imposed on employees 
and employers) the rates of tax imposed on 
self-employment income for purposes of old-
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age, survivors', and disability insurance; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 7724. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide for standard
of-living increases in the benefits payable 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 7725. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide a substantial 
liberalization in the retirement test; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 7726. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to increase widow's and 
widower's insurance benefits; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 7727. A b111 to amend section 228 of 
the Social Security Act to eliminate the exist
ing reduction in benefits thereunder on ac
count of other governmental pensions, and 
in lieu thereof to prohibit the payment of 
such benefits to any individual whose annual 
income from all sources exceeds $2,500 (or 
$3,750 in the case of a couple); to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 7728. A b111 to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the 6-month 
waiting periOd for disability insurance bene
fits in cases of blindness or loss of limb and 
in certain other cases where the severity of 
the impairment is immediately determinable; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr.HUNT: 
H.R. 7729. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase, for 1970 
and 1971, the personal income tax exemptions 
of a taxpayer from $600 to $800, and to pro
vide that for taxable years beginning after 
1971 such exemptions shall be $1 ,000; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr.KING: 
H.R. 7730. A bill to retrocede a portion of 

the District of Columbia to the State of 
Maryland; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. JOELSON: 
H.R. 7731. A bill to amend the Federal 

Hazardous Substances Act to protect children 
from toys and other articles intended for use 
by children which are hazardous due to the 
presence of electrical, mechanical, or thermal 
hazards, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 7732. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 witlil respect to the 
definition of commuter fare revenue; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LATTA: 
H.R. 7733. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act so as to remove the limi
tation upon the amount of outside income 
which an individual may earn while receiving 
benefits thereunder; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCARTHY (for himself, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. ANDERSON 
of California, Mr. BINGHAM, Mr. 
BLATNIK, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DULSKI, 
Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. FARB
STEIN, Mr. HALPERN, and Mr. HAST
INGS): 

H.R. 7734. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. McCLURE: 
H.R. 7735. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States COde to restore entitlement to 
benefits on termination of a widow's remar
riage; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R. 7736. A bill to regulate imports of 

milk and dairy products, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MACDONALD Of Massachu
setts: 

H.R. 7737. A bill to amend the Communi
cations Act of 1934 by extending the provi
sions thereof relating to grants for construc
tion of educational television or radio broad
casting facilities and the provisions relating 
to support of the Corporation for Public 

Broadcasting; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
H.R. 7738. A bill to amend section 2312 of 

title 18, United States Code, to permit a per
son enforcing that section to stop a motor 
vehicle to Inspect the serial number of its 
body and motor if he has reason to suspect 
that the motor vehicle has been stolen; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7739. A bill to amend title 28 of the 
United States Code to provide that any Judge 
or justice of the United States appointed to 
hold office during good behavior shall retire 
from regular active service upon attaining 
the age of 70 years; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MEEDS: 
H.R. 774-0. A bill to exempt from the anti

trust laws certain joint newspaper operating 
arrangements; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

H.R. 7741. A bill to provide for improved 
employee-management relations in the 
postal service, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. MINSHALL: 
H.'R. 7742. A bill to require mailing list 

brokers to register with the Postmaster Gen
eral, and suppliers and buyers of malling 
lists to furnish information to the Post
master General with respect to their identity 
and transactions involving the sale or ex
change of malling lists, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. MONAGAN: 
H.R. 7743. A bill to strengthen the penai.ty 

provisions of the Gun Control Act of 1968; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7744. A bill to impose a minimum in
come tax on certain individuals and corpora
tions with substantial income; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NIX: 
H.R. 7745. A b111 to make Dr. Martin Lu

ther King's birthday a legal public holiday; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'NEAL Of Georgia: 
H.R. 7746. A bill to prohibit the dissemina

tion through interstate commerce or the 
mails of materials harmful to persons under 
the age of 18 years, and to restrict the ex
hibition of movies or other presentations 
harmful to such persons; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PERKINS (for himself, Mr. SAY
LOR, Mr. SKUBITZ, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. 
DENT, Mr. BRAY, Mr. SLACK, Mr. KEE, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. WAMPLER, Mr. 
MORGAN, Mr. OLSEN, Mr. FLOOD, Mr. 
CLARK, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. YATRON, 
Mr. GRAY, Mr. PRICE Of Illinois, Mr. 
RooNEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. HAYS, 
Mr. CARTER, and Mr. POLLOCK): 

H.R. 7747. A bill to improve the safety con
ditions of persons working in the coal mining 
industry of the United States; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. PICKLE: 
H.R. 7748. A bill to improve the financial 

management of Federal assistance programs, 
to facilitate the consolidation of such pro
grams, to provide temporary authority to ex
pedite the processing of project applications 
drawing upon more than one Federal assist
ance program, to strengthen further congres
sional review of Federal grants-in-aid, and to 
extend and amend the law relating to inter
governmental cooperation; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 7749. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to allow a credit against 
income tax to employers for the expenses of 
providing Job-training programs; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. QUIE: 
H.R. 7750. A bill to establish a community 

self-determination program to aid the peo-
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ple of urban and rural communities in se
curing gainful employment, achieving the 
ownership and control of the resources of 
their community, expanding opportunity, 
stability, and self-determination, and mak
ing their maximum contribution to the 
strength and well-being of the Nation; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 7751. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against income tax to employers for the ex
penses of providing Job-training programs; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RARICK: 
H.R. 7752. A bill to require judges of courts 

of the United States to file confidential state
ments with the Comptroller General of the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7753. A bill to abolish the Commission 
on Executive, Legislative, and Judicial Sal
aries established by section 225 of the Fed
eral Salary Act of 1967, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Post omce and 
Civil Service. 

H.R. 7754. A bill to amend section 138 of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 
so as to provide for the reduction of the pub
lic debt by at least 10 percent of the esti
mated overall Federal receipts for each fiscal 
year; to the Committee on Rules. 

H.R. 7755. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to require each tax
exempt organization to file an annual infor
mation return showing each source (in
cluding governmental sources) of its income 
and other receipts, and to provide for a loss 
of tax exemption in the case of willful failure 
to file, or fraudulent statements made in 
connection with, such return; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 7756. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to add social security 
benefits to the annuity and pension pay
ments which are exempt from levy there
under; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RIVERS: 
H.R.7757. A bill to authorize appropria

tions during the fiscal year 1969 for procure
ment of aircraft for the Armed Forces, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 
H.R. 7758. A blll to amend the Foreign As

sistance Act of 1962, as amended; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 7759. A bill to establish the Inter

agency Committee on Mexican-American Af
fairs, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. RYAN (for himself, Mr. An
DABBO, Mr. BRASCO, Mr. BROWN Of 
California, Mr. BURTON of California, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DADDARIO, Mr. ED
WARDS Of California, Mr. FARBSTEIN, 
Mr. FRASER, Mr. GILBERT, Mr. GoN
zALEz, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. HELSTOSKI, 
Mr. HOWARD, Mr. KOCH, Mr. LOWEN
STEIN, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. MIKVA, 
Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts, and 
Mr. OTTINGER) : 

H.R. 7760. A bill to provide supplemental 
appropriations to fully fund programs to 
build 300,000 units of low- and moderate
income housing for the fiscal year 1969, and 
for other purposes, including jobs in hous
ing; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. RYAN (for himself, Mr. PEPPER, 
Mr. PODELL, Mr. POLLOCK, Mr. POW
ELL, Mr. REES, Mr. REID of New 
York, Mr. ROGERS of Colorado, Mr. 
ROSENTHAL, and Mr. ScHEUER): 

H.R. 7761. A bill to provide supplemental 
appropriations to fully fund programs to 
build 300,000 units of low- and moderate
income housing for the fiscal year 1969, and 
for other purposes, including Jobs 1n hous
ing; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN: 
H .R. 7762. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a deduction 

for amounts expended by State policemen for 
meals which they are required to eat while 
on duty; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ST. ONGE: 
H.R. 7763. A bill to amend chapter 83, title 

5, United States Code, to eliminate the re
duction in the annuities of employees or 
Members who elected reduced annuities in 
order to provide a survivor annuity if pre
daPeased by the person named as survivor 
and permit a retired employee or Member 
to designate a new spouse as survivor if pre
deceased by the person named as survivor at 
the time of retirement; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 7764. A bill to provide increased an
nuities under the Civil Service Retirement 
Act; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. SAYLOR: 
H.R. 7765. A bill to rescind the pay in

creases for Members of Congress and other 
Federal officials pursuant to Presidential rec
ommendation to Congress in the budget for 
the 1970 fiscal year, to abolish the quadren
nial Commission on Executive, Legislative, 
and Judicial Salaries, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. SCHADEBERG: 
H.R. 7766. A bill to provide for equitable 

acquisition practices, fair compensation, and 
effective relocation assistance in real prop
erty acquisitions for Federal and federally 
assisted programs; to the Committee on Pub
lic Works. 

H.R. 7767. A bill to modify the reporting 
requirement and establish additional income 
exclusions relating to pension for veterans 
and their widows, to liberalize the bar to 
payment of benefits to remarried widows of 
veterans, to liberalize the oath requirement 
for hospitalization of veterans, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHEUER (for himself, Mr. 
HECHLER of West Virginia, Mr. HEL
STOSKI, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. JONES Of 
Alabama, Mr. KLUCZYNSKI, Mr. Mc
KNEALLY, Mr. MIKVA, Mr. OTTINGER, 
Mr. REm of New York, Mr. REuss, 
Mr. ROSENTHAL, and Mr. WOLFF) : 

H.R. 7768. A bill to amend the Federal Wa
ter Pollution Control Act, as amended, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. SCHWENGEL: 
H.R. 7769. A b111 to modify the decrease 

in Federal group life insurance at age 65 or 
after retirement; to the Committee on Post 
Ofilce and Civil Service. 

H.R. 7770. A bill to provide increased an
nuities under the Civil Service Retirement 
Act; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

H.R. 7771. A bill to amend the Civil Serv
ice Retirement Act, as amended, to provide 
minimum annuities for employee annuitants 
and spouse survivor annuitants; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 7772. A blll to equalize civil service 
retirement annuities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

H.R. 7773. A bill to amend chapter 83, title 
5, United Stat.es Code, to eliminate the re
duction in the annuities of employees or 
Members who elected reduced annuities in 
order to provide a survivor annuity if pre
deceased by the person named as survivor 
and permit a retired employee or Member to 
designate a new spouse as survivor if pre
deceased by the person named as survivor at 
the time of retirement; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 7774. A bill to amend part B of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to include 
prescribed drugs among the items and serv
ices covered under the supplementary medi
cal insurance program for the aged; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 7775. A b111 to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the 
first $5,000 received as civil service retire
ment annuity from the United States or any 
agency thereof shall be excluded from gross 
income; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 7776. A bill to a.mend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to restore to individu
als who have attained the age of 65 the right 
to deduct all expenses for their medical care, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SKUBITZ: 
H.R. 7777. A bill for the elimination of 

health dangers to coal miners resulting from 
the inhalation of coal dust; to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SNYDER: 
H.R. 7778. A bill to rescind the pay in

creases for Members of Congress and other 
Federal officials pursuant to Presidential rec
ommendation to Congress in the budget for 
the 1970 fiscal year, to abolish the quadren
nial Commission on Executive, Legislative, 
and Judicial Salaries, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. STRATTON: 
H.R. 7779. A bill to amend the Mi11tary 

Selective Service Act of 1967 to provide for 
a prime selection group subject to a period 
of vulnerability of 1 year from age 19 to age 
20 and to provide for a random system of 
selection of inductees; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. TAYLOR: 
H.R. 7780. A bill to rescind the Presidential 

pay increases for Members of Congress pur
suant to recommendations in the budget for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Ofilce and Civil Service. 

By Mr. THOMPSON Of Georgia: 
H.R. 7781. A bill to amend section 2312 

of title 18, United States Code, to permit 
a person enforcing that section to stop a 
motor vehicle to inspect the serial number 
of its body and motor if he has reason to 
suspect that the motor vehicle has been 
stolen; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7782. A bill to amend title 29 of the 
United States Code to provide that any judge 
or justice of the United States appointed to 
hold omce during good behavior shall retire 
from regular active service upon attaining 
the age of 70 years; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7783. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to increase the number 
of years which may be dropped out in com
puting the benefit of an individual who ts 
forced by a Federal agency (or under Fed
eral, State, or local law) to retire at age 60 
or earlier; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey (for 
himself, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. 
GILBERT, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. HOWARD, 
Mrs. MINK, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. Moss, 
Mr. NIX, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. REID of 
New York, Mr. REUSS, Mr. ROSEN
THAL, Mr. SCHEUER, and Mr. UDALL): 

H.R. 7784. A bill to amend the Military Se
lective Service Act of 1967 to provide for a 
fair and random system of selecting persons 
for induction into m11itary service, to provide 
for the uniform application of selective serv
ice policies, to raise the incidence of volun
teers in military service, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TIERNAN: 
H.R. 7785. A bill to provide for the credit

ing of certain past employment by certain 
persons subject to the National Guard Tech
nicians Act of 1968; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

H.R. 7786. A bill to amend the Interna
tional Travel Act of 1961 to provide for Fed
eral regulation of the travel agency industry; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 
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By Mr. U'IT: 

H.R. 7787. A bill to amend Public Law 874, 
81s1;. Congress, to include federally connected 
children living in institutions; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr.VANDERJAGT: 
H .R. 7789. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of :i.954 so as to limit the amount 
cent maximum credit against the Federal 
estate tax for estate taxes paid to States; to 
the Commitee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 7789. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 so as to limit the amount 
of deductions attributable to the business of 
farming which may be used to offset non
farm income; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WAMPLER: 
H.R. 7790. A bill to prohibit the Adminis

trator of Veterans' Affairs from requiring an 
annual income statement from certain pen
sioners who are 72 years of age or older; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. WHALEN: 
H.R. 7791. A bill to amend the Mllltary Se

lective Service Act of 1967; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. WHALLEY: 
H.R. 7792. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to extend the hea.d-of
household benefits to unremarried widows 
and widowers, and individuals who have at
tained age 35 and who have never been mar
ried or who have been separated or divorced 
for 3 yea.rs or more, who maintain their own 
households; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WIGGINS: 
H.R. 7793. A bill to designate the Okefeno

kee National Wildlife Refuge as the "Oke
fenokee Wilderness"; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ZWACH (for himself, Mr. HAN
SEN of Idaho, Mr. NELSEN, Mr. QUIE, 
and Mr. WOLD): 

H.R. 7794. A bill to amend section 22 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, as 
amended; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN: 
H.J. Res. 490. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States relative to equal rights for men 
and women; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. FISHER: 
H.J. Res. 491. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States relative to equal rights for men 
and women; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H .J. Res. 492. Joint Resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States with respect to the compelling 
of testimony from a defendant in a criminal 
case in open court, and with respect to the 
right of a defendant in a criminal case to be 
informed of the evidence against him; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.J. Res. 493. Joint resolution to provide 

for a study and evaluation of scientific re
search in medicine in the United States; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. U'IT: 
H.J. Res. 494. Joint resolution to request 

the President to negotiate with the Mexican 
Government for the purpose of setting up a 
Joint United States-Mexican Commission to 
investigate the flow of marihuana, narcotic 
drugs, and dangerous drugs between the 
United States and Mexico; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LANDGREBE (for himself, Mr. 
MADDEN, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. ADAm, 
Mr. ROUDEBUSH, Mr. BRAY, Mr. 
MYERS, Mr. ZION, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. 
DENNIS, and Mr. JACOBS): 

H. Con. Res. 150. Concurrent resolution 
honoring the 1969 centennial of Purdue Uni-

versity at West Lafayette, Ind., and the con
tributions by the university to the welfare 
of the American people; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OLSEN (for himself and Mr. 
MIKVA): 

H. Con. Res. 151. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress with 
respect to reduced air fares for children, 
youth, and members of the Armed Forces 
of the United States; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WATSON: 
H. Con. Res. 152. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of the Congress that 
"freedom of choice" plans are the most 
equitable, legal, and feasible method of fa
cil1tating title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WYLIE (for himself, Mr. 
LUKENS, Mr. HUNT, and Mr. 
ScHERLE): 

H. Con. Res. 153. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress with 
respect to reduced air fares for children, 
youth, and members of the Armed Forces of 
the United States; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GALLAGHER: 
H. Res. 278. Resolution, U.S. aid for Iraqi 

Jews; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. MARTIN: 

H. Res. 279. Resolution to authorize the 
Committee on Banking and Currency to 
conduct an investigation and study of prices 
of lumber and plywood; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H. Res. 280. Resolution, United Nations 

Conventions on Human Rights; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania: 
H. Res. 281. Resolution authorizing and 

directing the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce to conduct a study and 
investigation of magazine sales promotion 
practices; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. SISK: 
H. Res. 282. Resolution to create a select 

committee to regulate parking on the House 
side of the Capitol; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

H. Res. 283. Resolution creating a select 
committee to establish a plaque to com
memorate Lyndon Baines Johnson's service, 
as a young man, as doorman at an entrance 
to the Hall of the House; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and ref erred as follows: 

28. By Mr. OLSEN: Resolution of the Sen
ate of the State of Montana to the Montana 
congressional delegation endorsing Senate 
bill 500, to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
to prohibit persons who are not bona fide 
farmers from using losses incurred in their 
farming operation as an offset to income 
from other sources and urging support of 
that bill by the Montana congressional dele
gation; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

29. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of New York, rela
tive to the Brooklyn Navy Yard; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

30. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of New York, relative to the dis
semination of pornography through the U.S. 
mails; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 
H.R. 7795. A bill for the relief of Victoria 

V. Bayle; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 7796. A bill for the relief of Anthony 
Carrington; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 7797. A bill for the relief of Valerie 
and Benjamin Franco; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BIAGGI: 
H.R. 7798. A bill for the relief of Marla 

D'Acunto; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 7799. A bill for the relief of Raffaele 
Dllavello; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7800. A bill for the relief of Dr. Elita 
B. Gose; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7801. A bill for the relief of Stefano 
Squitieri; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7802. A bill for the relief of Elderfield, 
Sara, and Evelyn C. Williams; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
H.R. 7ti03. A bill for the relief of Ligaya 

L. Villa.zor; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. BRADEMAS: 
H.R. 7804. A bill for the relief of George 

C. Karachalios; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 7805. A bill for the relief of Anastasia 
Ohionis; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7806. A bill for the relief of Ioannts 
Vasillos Fotopoulos; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRASCO: 
H.R. 7807. A bill for the relief of Eva Sze

man; to the CommLttee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 7808. A blll for the relief of Branimir 

Zivkovic; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (by 

request): 
H.R. 7809. A bill for the relief of Annamma 

Thomas (also known as Annamma T. Kut
tikandathll); to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. BUCHANAN: 
H.R. 7810. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ber

joohee Constantine; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7811. A bill for the relief of Mark P. 
Hagood; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CABELL: 
H .R. 7812. A bill for the relief of Mr. Louis 

Gena; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CAREY: 

H.R. 7813. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe 
D'Aguanno; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 7814. A bill for the relief of Richard 

E. Thorner; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
H.R. 7815. A bill for the relief of Michiko 

Hirotsu; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 7816. A bill for the relief of Tokuko 

Ozawa; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. DADDARIO: 

H.R. 7817. A bill for the relief of Thomasina 
Acierno; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7818. A bill for the relief of Elisabetta 
DiMetteo and Pietro DiMetteo; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DELANEY (by request) : 
H.R. 7819. A bill for the relief of Derli 

ortovaldo Rosas, Marta Serrano Rosas, Enzo 
Adhemar Rosas, and Dalva Maritza Rosas; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOWNING: 
H.R. 7820. A bill to permit the vessel Pious 

Puffin to be documented for use in the 
coastwise trade; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. EILBERG: 
H.R. 7821. A bill for the relief of John 

(Giovanni) Denaro; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania : 
H.R. 7822. A bill for the relief of Angelo 
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Pellegrini; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. FULTON Of Tennessee: 
H.R. 7823. A bill for the relief of Dr. Sajjan 

Gangappa Chikkannaiah; to the Committee 
on the Judidary. 

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 
H.R. 7824. A bill for the relief of Giovanni 

Bonfantino; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. GIAIMO: 
H .R. 7825. A bill for the relief of Tomasso 

Masella; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. GRAY: 

H.R. 7826. A bill for the relief of Patricia 
Gail Dennis; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. HANLEY: 
H.R. 7827. A bill for the relief of Dr. Amin 

Fuleihan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho: 

H.R. 7828. A bill for the relief of Helle 
Bergh Kristensen Jonas; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7829. A bill for the rellef of Walter 
M. Piccirillo, his wife, Emma Piccirillo, and 
their children, Mario Piccirillo and Daniel 
Piccirillo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARSHA: 
H.R. 7830. A bill for the relief of James 

Howard Giffin; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 7831. A bill for the relief of Silvio 

De Luca; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 7832 . A bill for the relief of Yasuo 

K ayaba; to the Committ ee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 7833. A bill for the relief of Takayuki 

Yoshida; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. JOELSON: 

H .R. 7834. A bill for the relief of Ronald 
Gordon Bullen; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KUYKENDALL: 
H.R. 7835. A bill for the relief of Diana 

Margaret Westley; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LONG of Maryland: 
H.R. 7836. A bill for the relief of Mila Sabio 

Infant e; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By Mr.MANN: 

H.R. 7837. A bill for the relief of Colie 
Lance Johnson, Jr.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
H.R. 7838. A bill for the relief of Julian 

Maisterrena Iturralde; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
H .R. 7839. A bill for the relief of Jesus 

Agner; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. PHILBIN: 

H.R. 7840. A bill for the relief of Salvatore 
Graceffa; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 7841. A bill for the relief of Isidoro 

Albino and his daughter, Antonina Albino; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7842. A bill for the relief of Audrey 
Jones; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7843. A bill for the relief of Joseph 
Lala; to the Com.mi ttee on the Judiciary. 

H .R. 7844. A bill for the relief of Vincenzo 
Vindigni; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 
H .R. 7845. A bill for the relief of Miss Ma

rika Nicholas Vassiliadou; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr.REES: 
H.R. 7846. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 

Mrs. Francisco Mejia-Murillo; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania: 
H .R . 7847. A bill for the relief of Serafina 

Patti; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 

H.R. 7848. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Halm Rihak, and their children, Ami
kam, Dvora, and Sara; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 7849. A bill for the relief of Raja 

Butros El-Qare; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN: 
H.R. 7850. A bill for the relief of Maria de 

Jesus Goncalves; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEPHENS: 
H.R. 7851. A bill for the relief of Dr. Romeo 

D. Uy; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

February 26, 1969 
By Mr. TALCOTT: 

H.R. 7852. A bill for the relief of Eric Declan 
Horgan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TIERNAN: 
H.R. 7853. A b111 for the relief of Kam Tak 

Chan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. UTT: 

H.R. 7854. A b111 for the relief of Wilda M. 
Kilburn; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WEICKER: 
H.R.7855. A bill for the relief of Michelina 

Cinotti; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 7856. A bill for the relief of Franco 

Geralmo Giraudo; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H .R. 7857. A bill for the relief of Carmelo 
Macauda; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7858. A bill for the relief of Leonardo 
Riccio; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7859. A bill for the relief of Giovanni 
Sari; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 7860. A bill for the relief of Michele 
Sorbara; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WIGGINS: 
H.R. 7861. A bill for the relief of Thelma 

M. Parong; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 7862-A bill for the relief of Fe Fa
jardo Villanueva; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

64. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Con
gress of Micronesia, relative to an appropria
tion for the support of Micronesia by the 
United States; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

65. Also, petition of Ohio Bell, Chicago, Ill., 
relative to redress of grievances; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

66. Also, petition of Clarence Martian, Sr., 
Washington, D.C., relative to redress of griev
ances; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

67. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Colum
bus, Ohio, relative to John Brown; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

E1XTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THE REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA 

HON. F. BRADFORD MORSE 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 19, 1969 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, February 16 
marks the anniversary of the restoration 
of the independence of Lithuania. This 
year is the 5 lst year after the nation
state was proclaimed in 1918. For 22 
years the Republic of Lithuania flour
ished culturally, intellectually, and polit
ically. 

This progress was cut short, however, 
by forced occupation by the U.S.S.R., 
under whose oppressive and tyrannical 
domination the people of Lithuania still 
suffer. 

It is particularly important, in view of 
the dedication of the United States to 
the right to freedom and independence, 
that we stand today to commemorate the 
day when Lithuania was a free and in
dependent nation, to reaffirm our sup
port for justice, and to keep alive the 
spirit and hope for the day when Lithu
ania and all captive nations will once 
again enjoy the exercise of the principles 
of liberty and self-determination. 

The memorandum from the Lithua
nian Christian Democratic Union Cen
tral Committee is an eloquent expres
sion of the courage, ideals, and goals of 
the Lithuanian people, and it is an honor 
to include it here: 

LITHUANIAN CHRISTIAN DEMOCRATIC UNION 
MEMORANDUM 

To the Honorable Members of the U.S. Senate 
and the House of Representatives: 

Today marks the Fifty-First Anniversary 
of the restoration of the independence of 
Lithuania, once an ancient civilization, 
whose roots reach to the second century and 
its kingdom to the thirteenth; that of a na
tion whose political, economic and social rec
ord was as distinctive as it was progressive. 
It is tragic therefore, that this anniversary 
is overshadowed by the brutal fact that Lith
ua.n1a today bears the heavy yoke of Soviet 
imperialism. 

Acting in conspiracy with the Nazi re
gime-see "Nazi-Soviet Relations 1939-1941", 
excerpts attached-the Soviet Union broke 
four major bilateral treaties: 

1. The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk of March 3, 
1918 in which the Soviet Union forever re
nounced all claims to Lithuania. 

2 . The Peace Treaty of July 12, 1920, which 
defined the common boundaries. 

3. The Non-Aggression Pact of September 
28, 1926, which was later extended to 1945. 

4. The Soviet imposed Mutual Assistance 
Pact of October 10, 1939. 

On June 15, 1940, with the above treaties 
in full force and effect, the mmtary forces of 
Soviet Union occupied the territory of Lith
uania, and two days later repeated the same 
attack against the Republics of Latvia and 
Estonia. Occupation was followed by system
matic terror and violence. Religious and po-
11 tical persecutions culminated in mass exec
utions and deportations to the Siberian 
wastelands. Many sources place the number 
of such Baltic Victims at the one million 
mark. 

Several weeks later, the Soviets staged 
mock elections and as the result of these, 
forcibly incorporated Lithuania and the 
other Baltic Republics into their slave em
pire. 

On July 23, 1940, the United States de
nounced this aggression, and all Adminis
trations since then have affirmed this stand 
and have opposed this brutal invasion and 
forced annexation. 

It is difficult to conceive that during the 
present rise of many former colonies to their 
rightly deserved national independence, a 
shroud of silence is maintained about Lith
uania and the other Soviet occupied coun
tries whose traditions of statehood reach 
back for many cen turles. 

It is even more difficult to conceive that 
all the international crimes committed by 
the Soviet Union are still not rectified, nor 
the criminal punished. It is indeed a crime 
in itself that Kremlin is still permitted to 
indulge in international rape, as in the case 
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