March 27, 1969
ANTIPEACE DEMONSTRATORS

HON. JOHN R. RARICK

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, March 26, 1969

Mr. RARICEK. Mr. Speaker, the she-
nanigans of the so-called antiwar mili-
tants expose their true goals as being
antipeace.

With 33,000 Americans already dead
and a prolonged war attributed at least
in part to the vacillations created by the
Ameri-cong it is becoming more and more
obvious to the mothers and dads that the
antipeace demonstrators are but prolong-
ing the war perhaps in the hope of wear-
ing down the American people, demoral-
izing our morale but ever encouraging
the Communist enemy not to negotiate
peace.

The greatest militaristic threat in our
land today comes from the falsely named
antiwar demonstrators.

Mr. Speaker, one such Ameri-cong war
encouragement session was recently held
here in the Nation’s Capital promoted by
a tax-exempt foundation, and I include a
report by Alice Widener from Human
Events for March 22, 1969, as follows:

P1c o A PEACE PLATE
(By Alice Widener)

A disgrace happened at the First Natlonal
Convocation on “The Challenge of Bullding
Peace,” held by the tax-exempt Fund for
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Education in World Order, at the New York
Hilton this month, Not an American flag was
in sight at the luncheon gathering of two
thousand pacifists, But Viet Cong flags were
hanging from the balconies at both ends of
the Grand Ballroom all during lunch, during
introductory speeches made by officers of the
Fund, and during speeches made by Chet
Huntley and by United States Senators J.
William Fulbright, Jacob Javits and George
McGovern.

Until a handful of militant demonstrators
made TV news by heckling Sen. Fulbright
and striding onto the dals to put a pigs
head on his plate, not one of the persons on
the dais, including the three U.S. Senators,
said a word of protest. When they did volce
objections over the microphone, it was to
denounce “the poor taste” and "undemo-
cratic behavior” and “discourtesy” of the
hecklers and demonstrators. Not one of the
senators demanded over the loudspeaker that
the Viet Cong flags be removed from the
premises.

Though the main theme of the Hilton
meeting was supposed to be “peace,” it actu-
ally was an anti-ABM system and anti-Viet
Nam war propaganda affair. There were
morning and afternoon discussions on sub-
jects such as “Is America Becoming a Mill-
taristic Soclety?” and “Can We Bulld an
Effective Constituency for Peace?” and “Are
National Self-Interest and World Peace
Compatible?”

Among unchallenged statements made at
the convocation panel discussions were:

Rev. Willlam BSloan Coffin, Jr., chaplain,
Yale Unlversity: “Marx was essentially right
when he sald religion Is the opiate of the
people.”

Betty Goetz Lall: “We must work up
enough lobby so that it becomes competitor
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to the defense establishment. I learned in
the Soviet Union last year that they have a
new approach to the international law of
disarmament. They said, ‘We will add treaty
by treaty and the sum total will become
international law.’ . . . I offer it as a possible
substitute for limiting offensive and defen-
sive weapons.

Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner: “Just as we can
unilaterally escalate, we can unilaterally de-
escalate. I would like to invite my Russlan
friends to come over here and see some empty
missile holes. Even if they didn't reduce,
maybe we can. Maybe we can have a disarma-
ment treaty by ourselves; maybe we can have
two peace races, one between ourselves with
the Armed Services Committee and one with
the Soviet Union. . . . The U.S. ploneered
both offensive and defensive systems. . . .
The U.S. is running an arms race with itself.”

Howard Zinn, professor of government at
Boston University: “At this moment we are
the Italians, the Japanese, the Germans, of
1936. We have the title ‘robber of our time.'”

Richard M. Pfeffer, Fellow of Adlal Steven-
son Institute, research Fellow at University of
Chicago Law School: “America is an im-
perialist power. We should withdraw from
Viet Nam unilaterally and immediately. We
have failed to understand Mao Tse-tung, one
of the great men of our century.”

Well, that was about the drift of the Hilton
Peace Convocation. Nobody sald a word in
pralse of the United States, not even the
United States senators, and not one of them
sald a word over the microphone about the
absence of the American flag and presence
of the Viet Cong flag,

Breathes there an America, with soul so
dead, who never to itself hath sald, “Can
these be our own, our native sons?"”

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, March 27, 1969

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Reverend Earl 8. Cox, Colonial
Beach Baptist Church, Colonial Beach,
Va., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, our Father, we come
this day with grateful, but unhappy
hearts. Grateful for the free land in
which we live, unhappy because many
still live without the freedom that we
know. We ask that Thy spirit strive
mightily with the leaders of all nations
as they seek means whereby all men
might live free and at peace with one
another.

Impress upon our minds that we must
first be at peace with Thee. That freedom
exists only as it exists everywhere. That
the strength of our Nation lies in the
integrity of her people. That peace is
born out of righteousness.

Lord, today is ours. Give special
strength and wisdom to those who lead
our Nation. Fill them with Thy spirit
that Thy will might be done. We make
our prayer in the name of Jesus Christ
our Lord, and for His sake. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yvesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
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that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R.8508. An act to increase the public
debt limit set forth in section 21 of the
Second Liberty Bond Act.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

B.T14. An act to designate the Ventana
Wilderness, Los Padres National Forest, in
the State of California.

THE LATE MRS. HAMILTON FISH

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

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. Speaker, we were
all saddened this morning to learn of the
tragic death of Julia Fish, wife of Con-
gressman HamirTon Fisme of New York.

To our esteemed colleague and his chil-
dren, may I express the heartfelt sym-
pathy of his freshman colleagues of the
91st Club and indeed, all Members of
this House. May the good Lord in whose
arms Julia rests give strength to sustain
him during this time of great sorrow and
a time which is, indeed a time of our
SOITOW.

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

Mr. WEICKER. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I join the gentleman from Connecticut
in expressing to Ham Fisg and his family
our deepest condolences. It was my priv-
ilege to know Mrs. Fish and to see her
many times during 1968 and subse-
quently. She was a wonderful wife and a
wonderful mother, Her loss will be deeply
felt by all.

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

Mr. WEICKER. I yield to the distin-
guished majority leader.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the hearts
of all of us go out to our colleague and
his children who have been the victims
of such a tragic accident. We were all
shocked when the news of Mrs. Fish's
death reached us. May God be with her
family during this time of sadness.

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

Mr. WEICKER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. HUNGATE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, as one of the colleagues of
Mr, Fisu in the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, we have all quickly come to know
him, and he is an extremely able man. We
all extend sympathy to him at this time.

TAX BENEFITS FOR SERVICEMEN

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

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, our tax
laws provide appropriate benefits to
servicemen stationed in and around
Vietnam. But, inexplicably, those same
tax laws do not provide similar benefits
to servicemen in and around Korea.

I am today introducing legislation to
correct this inequity.

The unhappy fact is that Korea con-
tinues to be a hostile area in which the
tenuous peace is often broken by Com-
munist attacks near the demilitarized
zone. And, of course, the ill-fated Pueblo
mission is evidence of the potential dan-
ger that can befall servicemen on ships
in the waters around Korea.

It is only appropriate, Mr. Speaker,
that we accord servicemen facing dan-
ger in Korea the same benefits accorded
to servicemen facing danger in Vietnam.
I trust my colleagues will agree on the
need for this legislation and I urge
prompt action by the Congress.

PENNSYLVANIA NEARER GOAL TO
LOWER VOTING AGE

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I can now
report to my colleagues that Pennsyl-
vania has taken a big step toward low-
ering the voting age. Last Tuesday, the
Pennsylvania House of Representatives
gave its overwhelming approval to a pro-
posed constitutional amendment that
would reduce the minimum voting age in
Pennsylvania to 19.

The measure will now go to confer-
ence with the Pennsylvania Senate
which has already passed a measure fo
lower the voting age to 18. Though the
two measures differ as to the minimum
age, the important thing to note is that
both houses gave their approval to the
concept of reducing the voting age.

I am confident that the compromise
will result in a lower voting age in Penn-
sylvania in the next few years and I take
this opportunity to congratulate both
bodies of the Pennsylvania Legislature
for their action.

THE REVEREND EARL S. COX

(Mr. SCOTT was given permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.)

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the courtesy of our Chaplain, Dr. Edward
Latch, in affording one of my constit-
uents and friend, the Reverend Earl S.
Cox, the opportunity to open our session
today with prayer.

I have attended church services at the
Colonial Beach Baptist Church of which
Reverend Cox is the pastor and have
spoken to the membership of his church.

These are very fine Christian people
and I welcome Reverend Cox and his
wife who accompanied him to our session.
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RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF US.
DELEGATION TO THE NINTH
MEXICO-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE

The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following communication:
MarcH 26, 1968.
Hon. JoHN W. McCORMACK,
The Speaker,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Speaxer: This is to advise you
that I wish to be released from my assign-
ment as a Member of the United States Dele-
gation to the Ninth Mexico-United States
Interparliamentary Conference.

I very much appreciate receiving the ap-
pointment to be one of the delegates from
the United States, but because of some un-
expected circumstances which have come up,
I find it would not be possible for me to at-
tend the Conference and herewith submit
my resignation.

Sincerely yours,
WiLLiaM L. SPRINGER.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF THE
U.S. DELEGATION OF THE MEX-
ICO-UNITED STATES INTERPAR-
LIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 1, Public Law 86-420,
the Chair appoints as a member of the
U.S. delegation of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group the
gentleman from New Mexico, Mr. LUJAN,
to fill the existing vacancy thereon.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
BANKING AND CURRENCY TO SIT
TODAY DURING GENERAL DEBATE

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking and Currency may sit dur-
ing general debate today.

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

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 7757, SUPPLEMENTAL MIL-
ITARY PROCUREMENT AUTHORI-
ZATION, 1969

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Committee
on Rules, I call up House Resolution 336
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 336

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Un-
ifon for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
T767) to authorize appropriations durlng the
fiscal year 1969 for procurement of aircraft
for the Armed Forces, and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed
one hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Armed
Services, the bill shall be read for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. It shall be

March 27, 1969

in order to consider without the interven-
tion of any point of order the amendment
recommended by the Committee on Armed
Bervices now printed In the bill. At the con-
clusion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Tennessee is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr,
Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. SmiTH) pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 336
provides an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate for consideration of HR.
7757 to authorize supplemental appro-
priations in fiscal year 1969 for procure-
ment of aircraft for the Armed Forces.
The resolution also provides for waiv-
ing points of order against the commit-
tee amendment in the bill. The waiver
was provided against the amendment
due to the fact that the original bill
had only one money item in it and there
might be some question as to germane-
ness.

The total authorization proposed in
the bill is $76 million—$62 million for
the Army aircraft procurement account
and $14 million for the Air Force pro-
curement account.

Also, there is authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary
for the pay and allowance of not to
exceed nine persons, including personnel
detailed to International Military Head-
quarters and military organizations, at
rates provided for under section 625(d)
(1) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended.

The $62 million authorization is for
procurement by the Army of aircraft
related items. The legislation does not
authorize any additional fixed wing air-
planes or helicopters. The $14 million
authorization is for tooling and develop-
ment of an improved F-5 airplane which
will be used primarily in the military
assistance program.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 336 in order that H.R.
T757 may be considered.

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. ANDERSON) has very ably ex-
plained House Resolution 336, providing
for 1 hour of debate and waiving points
of order and the reasons therefore, for
consideration of H.R. 7757.

The purpose of the bill is to authorize
supplemental appropriations for fiscal
1969 for aircraft procurement and modi-
fication. The total authorization con-
tained in the bill is $76,000,000.

Of this amount $62,000,000 is ear-
marked for the Army. Included are funds
for the following:
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[In thousands of dollars]
Operational improvements in the
design and equipment of miiltary
observation planes
For helicopter modification
For purchase of alrcraft spare parts
and support material
Replacement of Government-owned
plant equipment

The bill also provides $14,000,000 in
authorizations for the Air Force. This is
to be used to upgrade and improve the
F-5 airplane, now being widely used by
allied nations. As Russia puts more Mig-
21’s in use to replace the older Mig-1T7's
and Mig-19’s, we must meet this in-
creased threat. The improvements in
the F-5 will include improved onboard
avionies and armaments and an increase
in engine thrust.

Finally, ths bill authorizes appropria-
tions of “such sums as may be necessary”
for pay and allowances for up to nine
persons detailed for duty at the Inter-
national Military Headquarters and Mili-
tary Organizations. These are such oper-
ations as the NATO headquarters.

There are no minority views. The prior
administration supported the bill; no
letter from the present administration
is included in the report.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no objection
to the rule and I urge adoption of the
rule.

Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question on
the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

6, 000
1,600

50, 800

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES TO SIT DURING
SESSIONS OF THE HOUSE DURING
THE WEEK BEGINNING MARCH 31

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Armed Services may have permission
to sit next week during the sessions of the
House.

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO CONSIDER ON
TUESDAY OR WEDNESDAY NEXT,
H.R. 9328, PROVIDING SPECIAL
PAY TO NAVAL OFFICERS IN SUB-
MARINE SERVICE

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order to consider under the general
rules of the House on Tuesday or
Wednesday of next week the bill H.R.
9328, to amend title 37, United States
Code, to provide special pay to naval offi-
cers, qualified in submarines, who have
the current technical qualification for
duty in connection with supervision,
operation, and maintenance of naval nu-
clear propulsion plants, who agree to re-
main in active submarine service for one
period of 4 years beyond any other obli-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

gated active service, and for other

purposes.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, is this leg-
islation which is for all members of the
crew of a nuclear submarine?

Mr. RIVERS. Only the officers.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Only the
officers?

Mr. RIVERS. Only the officers. The
others are taken care of under the vari-
able reenlistment bonus concept, for the
enlisted men.

This is vital, Mr. Speaker. It involves
about $2.4 million. It is so vital to our
nuclear submarine program, both the
Polaris and attack submarines. That is
the reason why I take this unusual pro-
cedure. It is highly important for the
retention of these people and the opera-
tion of our submarine fleet.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Has this bill
been unanimously agreed to by the
committee?

Mr. RIVERS. Unanimously.

I add this: It was sent over with the
highest urgency by the Department of
Defense and the Navy Department.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Will there be a report ac-
companying the bill, and have hearings
been held?

Mr. RIVERS. We had hearings. The
report will be available on Monday.

Mr. GROSS. The report will be avail-
able on Monday, and the bill might be
called up on Tuesday?

Mr. RIVERS. On Tuesday or Wednes-

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation.

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

There was no objection.

SUPPLEMENTAL MILITARY PRO-
CUREMENT AUTHORIZATION, 1969

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 7757) to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1969 for pro-
curement of aireraft for the Armed
Forces, and for other purposes.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 7757, with Mr.
RosTENKOWSKT in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
Rivers) will be recognized for 30 minutes,
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and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ARrenps) will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us, HR.
7757, authorizes appropriations during
the fiscal year 1969 for procurement of
aircraft for the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

It authorizes $62 million additional
appropriations for procurement by the
Army of aircraft related items. It does
not authorize any additional fixed-wing
airplanes or helicopters. It does author-
ize an additional $14 million for tooling
and development of an improved F-5 air-
plane which will be used primarily in
the military assistance program. So the
total amount to be appropriated in this
bill is $76 million.

No additional funds are authorized to
be appropriated for procurement of mis-
siles, naval vessels, or tracked combat
vehicles.

The specific aircraft related items au-
thorized are listed and explained on
pages 2 and 3 of the report. The aircraft
repair parts and support materiel lumped
at $50.8 million is broken down further
as follows; $4.3 million to support in-
creased aircraft operations in Southeast
Asia; $33 million for Army aircraft op-
erations in Southeast Asia, to cover high-
er than anticipated wearout rates in
some particular helicopter subassemblies;
and $13.5 million necessary because of an
increase in the pipeline requirement to
support earlier than planned deployment
of the new light observation helicopter
in Southeast Asia.

You will notice in the report that the
committee added $14 million to the au-
thorization bill for modifying the F-5—
Freedom Fighters—aireraft into an im-
proved version which will be called the
F-5-21. By taking advantage of the sev-
eral improvements that have been funded
by Canada, Norway, and the Nether-
lands, at a cost of more than $50 million,
and by installing the increased thrust
J85-21 engines, a significant increase in
military effectiveness will be attained
while retaining the desirable low-cost,
high-utilization rates and excellent
maneuverable gualities of the F-5 air-
craft.

The characteristics of the F-5 offer a
relevant solution to the question of es-
sentially equipping our allies with mod-
ern fighter aircraft capable of defeating
the advanced threat aircraft dispersed
throughout the world by the Soviets. The
need for superior fighter aircraft by the
forward defense nations creates a re-
quirement for an air-to-air fighter capa-
ble of successfully competing with the
Mig-21 in large numbers but with sup-
po_rtable costs. The F-5-21 meets this re-
quirement.

The F-5-21 is an aircraft that many
of our allies can afford to purchase and
most have the skills and resources to sup-
port. Our experience with the current
F-5 in 15 foreign countries shows that
even the less-developed nations will be
able to support the F-5-21 with high
avallability rates. All of us recognize the
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fact that we must leave Vietnam just as
soon as we can—honorably. The accept-
ance of this aircraft will permit the sus-
taining of an effective military air ca-
pability in Southeast Asia without our
presence,

The F-5-21 program will also provide
an improved fighter production base for
potential needs of the United States.

Title IT of the bill, “General Provi-
sions,” does not involve a request for
supplemental funds for Southeast Asia.
It provides authorization for appropri-
ations for nine supergrade positions for
personnel allocated to NATO-related
agencies currently paid at rates pre-
scribed under the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, as amended. The need for this
authority arises from the decision to
transfer the subject costs of interna-
tional headgquarters and organizations
from the military assistance budget to
the Defense budget.

This year, for the first time, the ad-
ministration has included in the Depart-
ment of Defense budget approximately
$31 million of funding for operation and
maintenance funds to support the
U.S. share of the cost of the operation
of NATO.

If the appropriations for this, as re-
quested by the administration, are trans-
ferred to the Department of Defense
from the military assistance program,
then the authorizing legislation for these
positions would no longer be valid, and
the holders of these positions would have
to be reduced to the level of grade 15.

I agree with the administration posi-
tion that the expenses are incurred be-
cause of military funectioning of our own
Armed Forces and are not, in fact, of
primary assistance to other participating
countries. Thus the funding should be
within the Department of Defense rather
than as a portion of the military assist-
ance program. We have cleared this
matter with the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee as is shown by our
report, and there is no objection on their
part for this bill to authorizing these
nine positions.

Mr. Chairman, this is a request for a
rather austere supplemental appropria-
tions authorization to support our efforts
in Southeast Asia. The request earlier
submitted by the former Secretary of
Defense, Mr. Clifford, was reviewed in
detail and approved by Secretary Laird
and his Deputy, Mr. Packard.

I urge the Members to support this
supplemental authorization bill.

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

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentleman
for a question.

Mr. KOCH, I very much appreciate
the statement of the distinguished gen-
tleman from South Carolina. What I
would like to say is this: On the floor
of the House yesterday when we were de-
bating the course of this country’s action
in Vietnam—I made a statement that I
would not from this point on—although
I am only a freshman Member of the
House of Representatives—that I would
not vote for a single dollar for Vietnam
war appropriations.

I notice that the gentleman from
South Carolina particularly emphasized
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the fact that these moneys would be used
in Southeast Asia and I assume he in-
cludes the Vietnamese war.

If that is the situation, then I would
be opposed to such appropriation in its
entirety, because I am not able to sepa-
rate what will be used in Vietnam and
what will be used elsewhere.

I would also like to advise the distin-
guished gentleman that I am not op-
posed to defense appropriations. I sup-
port them. I served, myself, in World
War II as a combat infantryman. I know
how important our defense needs are.
But I am opposed to the War in Vietnam.
I think it is an unconscionable war; I
think it is an immoral war; and I believe
we cannot wait for President Nixon or
his administration to get us out of it. I
want this Congress, myself included, to
do something to demonstrate how our
opposition to the present situation as it
exists in Vietnam.

Therefore, I ask the gentleman whether
one single dollar of this appropriation
will be used in Vietnam?

Mr. RIVERS. As sure as the gentleman
has two feet to stand on I can assure the
gentleman that it is going to be used in
Vietnam and the gentleman is entitled to
his opinion. We have over 500,000 men
in Vietnam and someone has got to pro-
vide for them and I am unwilling to ex-
pose our men to the dangers in that part
of the world without the proper equip-
ment and materiel which they needed
yesterday. I am sure the gentleman has
got to live with his conscience and that
is his business. I do not impugn the gen-
tleman'’s statement, nor do I depreciate
any of his efforts. But if the gentleman
does not want to vote for this bill, that
is his prerogative.

Mr. KEOCH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. RIVERS. Of course I yleld further
to the gentleman.

Mr. KOCH. I would like for the gentle-
man to know that the depth of my feel-
ings and love for this country and the
security of our soldiers are, I believe, as
strong as are the feelings of the gentle-
man from South Carolina.

Mr. RIVERS. No question about it. I
am sure of it.

Mr. KOCH. And the depth of my feel-
ings for the defense of my country are
as strong as anyone in this House. I love
this country.

Mr. RIVERS. I know you are con-
cerned about it.

Mr. KOCH. It is because I love this
country that I think we ought to have a
moral position. I think the war in Viet-
nam is immoral and unconscionable.
Would not the gentleman agree with me
that I ought not to vote a single dollar to
be used in an immoral and unconsciona-
ble war?

Mr. RIVERS. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution. But I am not going
to get in any argument with the gentle-
man, The gentleman can do as he pleases.
The gentleman has to live with his own
conscience. I have no quarrel with the
gentleman. I have been delighted to yield
to him and I would not want him to feel
for a million dollars that I do not want
him to believe in what he believes. I have
no quarrel with the gentleman.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, with the
exception of the $14 million, I take it
that this in the nature of a deficiency
authorization; that is, the $62 million is
in the nature of a deficiency because of
the failure to appropriate enough money
last year to take care of the needs set
forth in the bill?

Mr. RIVERS. I would say to the gen-
tleman from Iowa that that was not en-
tirely the case.

Let me answer the gentleman in this
way: We cannot estimate the wearing out
of helicopter parts, because there is some
calculated risk involved. Part of this is
due to wear and tear, and part of it for
modifications to improve the equipment.

Mr. GROSS. Due to unexpected air-
craft losses in Vietnam, the gentleman
is saying, I assume?

Mr. RIVERS. We have lost quite a bit
in this offensive that is going on now. We
have lost an awful lot of things that we
did not anticipate, but this is not in the
manner of a deficiency appropriation.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I have been
concerned—as have other members of
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service—about the transferring of nine
supergrades from NATO. I am satisfied
with the letter which the chairman of
the House Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service put into the record. I want
to say only that I believe the REcorp
should, at this point, show that the
chairman of the House Commitiee on
Armed Services and the chairman of the
House Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service are agreed that this is a unique
situation, and is not to be considered in
any way as a precedent for the future.

Mr. RIVERS. Absolutely. And when
we saw the possible conflict in jurisdic-
tion I immediately addressed a letter to
the chairman of the distinguished Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service,
and received his approval before we even
touched these people. And we did not
want it to be considered as a precedent.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman from South Caro-
lina for so doing.

Mr. RIVERS. I thank the gentleman
very much for his statement.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time.

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

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr, Chairman, I rise in support of HR.
7757, a bill authorizing appropriations
during the fiscal year 1969 for procure-
ment of aircraft for the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes. In rising in sup-
port of this bill, I do so as a substitute
for the ranking minority member of the
Armed Services Committee, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BaTES),
who presently is in the hospital and, thus,
unable to be here.

After hearing the chairman’s state-
ment, I realize there is very little left for
me to say because he has covered this bill
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in detail. I do want you gentlemen to
know, however, that even though this is
a small bill, it required 2 full days of
committee hearings, and was unani-
mously passed by the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee. We feel this measure is
essential to provide the support required
for our troops in Vietnam.

As the chairman has explained, this
bill represents $14 million more than was
requested. We feel this authorization for
the additional $14 million will result in
solid savings to the United States in the
years to come, for it will enable our allies
to equip their own forces with an effi-
cient, modern airplane to cope with the
ever-growing air strength of the Soviets.

Let me try to anticipate some of the
questions you may have concerning this
authorization:

First. Why should the United States
invest $14 million at this time in an air-
craft not in the U.8. inventory?

It is in the U.S. national interest that
free world nations be able to maintain
military air capability adequate to coun-
ter the threat of high performance Mig’s
dispersed throughout the world by the
Soviets. The F-5-21 is a high perform-
ance improvement of the basic F-5 intro-
duced into the U.S. mutual security pro-
gram in 1959, both for grant aid and
direct export sales. There are more than
700 of the aircraft programed for 16 dif-
ferent U.S. allies. Major purchasers such
as Canada, the Netherlands, and Nor-
way have invested more than $50 million
in improvements. By minor U.S. invest-
ment we can take advantage of these and
other advances now available to modify
the FP-5 into an improved production
version. More recently, national policy
has come to recognize, as President Nixon
has pointed out, that the weapon sys-
tems we supply to our Allies should en-
able them to serve as a buffer to separate
the United States from local and immedi-
ate threats of aggression, If these weapon
systems make it possible for the using
nations to contain the threat, the United
States may be spared involvement and
the world spared the consequences of
great power action.

The aim is to make deployment and
involvement of U.S. Air Forces unneces-
sary. We seek by every means, to every
extent possible, to enable indigenous
forces to contain local threats. This is
the policy context in which the F-5-21
weapon system was initiated in 1959. It
is within the same context that these
improvements should be added. A rea-
sonable basis for establishing the market
potential for this aireraft is the replace-
ment of the 2,000 obsolete F-84, F-86,
G-91 and F-100's currently being oper-
ated within the force structure of free
world nations. These aireraft cannot op-
erate successfully in an active Mig en-
vironment. Obsolescence, high operation
and maintenance costs dictate that these
aircraft be replaced if combat capable
force levels are to be maintained.

Some of these nations may not buy the
F-5-21; and it may be judged not in the
best interest of the United States to make
high performance aircraft available to
others. Even so, it is conservatively esti-
mated that the F-5-21 will be selected as
the replacement for 20 to 50 percent of
the current inventories of F-84's, F-86's,
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G-91's and F-100's, If it is the upper
number, this would result in production
of at least 1,000 aircraft. If it is the lower
number, 400 aircraft would be produced
or a potential dollar flow of from $800
million to $2 billion.

Second. Will the U.S. recoup its invest-
ment in the $14 million? The U.S. objec-
tive is to provide underwriting as a
means of capturing a sizable portion of
the market potential that has been
identified. A DOD armed service procure-
ment regulation provides policy guidance
for recoupment of R. & D. investment.
Under the provisions of this directive,
surcharges are applied and the funds so
obtained are returned to the U.S.
Treasury. Military sales negotiations for
this aircraft would consider terms and
degree of recoupment, and it is reason-
able to expect that most, if not all, would
be recovered.

Third, What is the precedent for the
United States to invest in a project of this
nature?

The N-156—F-5—aircraft was de-
veloped by the U.S. Government for the
express purpose of providing free world
forces with an economic and effective
weapon system under the Mutual Secu-
rity Act of 1959, as well as for direct sales.
To date, 405 F-5’s have been sold to eight
different countries. An additional 300
were provided under grant aid.

Fourth. How does Conte-Long amend-
ment affect this program?

The Conte-Long amendment would
apply. Sales or grant aid provisions of
the F-5-21 to underdeveloped nations
would require presidential determination.

Fifth. Why does not Northrop, the air-
craft company responsible for this air-
plane, invest the $14 million?

U.8. ioreign policy is always a predomi-
nate factor in determining the extent of
military equipment sales to foreign gov-
ernments. Most such sales are conducted
on a government-to-government basis,
and all must support foreign policy and
be in the best interest of the U.S. Gov-
ernment. Necessary and basic govern-
ment constraints limit contractor free-
dom in the development of foreign mili-
tary business and preclude contractor
investment risk to develop these markets.
Government leadership in the develop-
ment of major weapon systems is there-
fore necessary. The F-5 program has been
carried out under the procedures for
weapon systems development established
by the Department of Defense, and the
modification into F-5-21 is part of the
same program.

I am hopeful that this answers any
questions you may have had as far as the
$14 million add-on is concerned.

Insofar as title II of the bill is con-
cerned, we realize that this is a some-
what unique departure from the course
which has been followed in the past. But
both the former and present administra-
tions have recommended funding for
NATO headquarters be made from the
Defense budget rather than the foreign
assistance budget, beginning with fiscal
year 1970. Title IT is thus necessary to
continue these positions to remain at
their current levels if the appropriations
are transferred to the Defense Depart-
ment.
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We very carefully checked this with
and have the concurrence of the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee.

I urge your support of this bill which
unanimously passed our committee.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I shall
vote “no” on this supplemental military
procurement authorization for fiscal year
1969.

I do so, first, because a substantial
proportion of this authorization is re-
quired “to support increased aircraft
operations in Southeast Asia.” I believe
that instead of intensifying our aircraft
operations in Vietnam, we should be
slowing them down. As I stated on the
floor yesterday during the special orders
on Vietnam, I believe the recent offensive
launched by Hanoi and the Vietcong was
a response to our intensified operations
undertaken in the last few months. The
road to peace in Vietnam lies through
a cease-fire, or at least deceleration of
military activities, accompanied by more
intensive efforts to negotiate a political
settlement. The bill before us points in
the wrong direction.

I am also opposed to H.R. 7757 because
certain aspects of this legislation involve
matters of foreign policy which should
have come before the Foreign Affairs
Committee for review. I refer particular-
ly to the $14 million added to the bill,
although not originally requested by the
administration, for the purpose of mod-
ernizing at U.S. Government expense
aircraft sold to allied countries. This
clearly constitutes military assistance
and should be considered as part of the
foreign aid program. I refer also to title
II which concerns pay and allowances
for personnel performing functions un-
der the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended. This title was proposed by
the Department of Defense and reported
out by the Armed Services Committee
without even any notice to the chairman
of the Foreign Affairs Committee.

It is essential, in my judgment, that
the constant efforts of the military to
take action affecting foreign affairs with-
out adequate consultation with those
responsible for the foreign policies of
this country be resisted.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, this is
the first opportunity we have had in the
91st Congress to consider funds for the
military. While HR. 7757, which au-
thorizes a supplemental military appro-
priation, contains no provision for new
procurement, I feel this is an appropri-
ate time to discuss the overall problems
connected with the military segment of
the Federal budget.

This bill comes to the floor in the midst
of a flurry of public discussion of na-
tional issues. I would like to take this
time to make some recommendations to
the new administration on what national
priorities should be followed in our for-
eign, domestie, and fiscal affairs.

There is no question that our economy
is in dire straits. Both fiscal and mone-
tary restraint are needed to reverse the
trend.

The core of the problem, is not the re-
duction of domestic expenditures and
domestic programs which have already
been substantially reduced from author-
ized levels.
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The American people, through taxes
and through reduced Federal spending on
urban, social, and environmental prob-
lems, have already undergone consider-
able sacrifice in an attempt to stem in-
flation in this wartime economy.

In large measure, these sacrifices
have been borne by the American people
in behalf of the people of South Viet-
nam. I think that the target of efforts
to curtail Federal spending must be in
the defense and the military field—and
the emphasis must be on reducing the
cost, in lives, in dollars and in frustra-
tion, of the war in Vietnam.

I believe that the Nixon administra-
tion is concentrating a great deal of ef-
fort on the solution of this war. The
President’s responses to questions on this
subject have been forthright, accurate,
and honest, as have those of his Cabinet.
The picture in Southeast Asia is gloomy.
But it has been gloomy since the begin-
ning of this decade. The picture here at
home grows even gloomier as the war
drags on.

Many Members of this body and of the
Senate have underscored the growing
problem of inflation and skyrocketing in-
terest rates in our overheated economy.

Yesterday, the President asked Con-
gress to continue the surtax for another
year, and to delay reductions in certain
excise taxes, in an effort to stem the tide
of inflation. He coupled his request with
a pledge to recommend substantial re-
ductions in Federal spending.

Earlier this week, it was recommended
that an all-out moratorium on public
works of every variety be declared as the
core of a Federal attack on inflation and
rising interest rates.

In the midst of high-level discussions
on the necessity of making reductions in
domestic spending, and on the necessity
of continuing the surtax, we have not
made any moves toward reduced military
expenditures.

Quite the contrary, the administration
has asked for minimum deployment of
the “safeguard” ABM system, costing up-
wards of $6 to $8 billion. It is in the proc-
ess of finalizing an agreement with the
totalitarian government of Spain, under
which we would pay Franco for permis-
sion to maintain four military bases in
his country for the next 5 years.

I understand that the negotiated set-
tlement with Franco is to cost upwards
of $100 million in military aid. The bases
themselves cost $50 million a year to
operate.

I think that the need for these facili-
ties, particularly when their retention
hinges on our support of a totalitarian
government, must be very carefully re-
viewed before we finalize this agreement
or curtail any domestic programs.

Troop commitments in Europe and
elsewhere in the world should also be
carefully combed to determine their ne-
cessity. I was most encouraged by the
President’s stated intention to seek more
equitable participation from our NATO
allies which could hopefully result in
some reduction in U.S. military costs in
Europe.

But even careful and cost-conscious
reviews of these military expenditures
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will produce little, without an all-out ef-
fort to end the $35 billion per year drain
of the Vietnam war.

Conditions which I will allow the
United States to drastically reduce its
manpower commitment in Vietnam must
be brought about immediately. The tem-
per of Congress and the people of this
country will tolerate no hint of the drag-
ging escalation we have faced over the
past 5 years.

The U.S. economy is about to burst.
Inflation is almost uncontrollable. In-
terest rates are climbing past record
heights. And no let up is in sight. The
people of the United States are fed up
with increased spending necessitated by
the war. They are few up with diversion
of these moneys from urgently needed
domestic programs.

The people of this country are not
going to allow our present prosperity to
go out the window because of the exorbi-
tant cost of this war. Strong and im-
mediate action is indicated to resolve this
problem.

Secretary Laird, in a gloomy report to
the Congress on the military status of
the war, said he could not foresee any
early withdrawal of American ground
troops.

The North Vietnamese and Vietcong
have clearly violated whatever private
understanding led to the cessation of our
bombing in the north. Once again the
cities of South Vietnam are under mor-
tar and rocket attack. To ward off a
repeat of last year’s pitched battles in
the streets of Saigon and Hue, United
States and South Vietnamese ground
action has put us on the brink of a seri-
ous escalation.

If we respond to this state of affairs
by escalating our role in the ground war,
we will make the Paris talks even more
fruitless and hopeless.

Thirteen months ago, I returned from
Vietnam, urging our Government to sit
down with the South Vietnamese and set
a deadline for withdrawal of U.S. troops.
Their battle stations would be manned
by U.S.-equipped Asian troops, mostly
the ARVN. In February 1968, I sug-
gested 6 to 12 months as a reasonable
deadline for the start of gradual Amer-
ican troop withdrawals.

Since then, our Defense Department
stepped up efforts to prepare the South
Vietnamese forces for eventual takeover
of the fighting, but we have made no
effort to set up a firm timetable under
which such a takeover would take place.

So far, this “talk and fight” waiting
game has grown ever so costly in terms
of American lives lost, American dol-
lars spent, and in terms of inflation and
budget acrobatics needed to remain true
to commitments at home.

How long will we wait to make the
judgment that the Vietnamese are ready,
with our financial and equipment sup-
port, to resume their own defense? Will
we wait until the level of the fighting has
escalated to a point where they could not
possibly step into our shoes and hold
their own?

The time has arrived for curtailing
U.S. involvement in this Asian land war.
The time has passed for waiting and
postponing.
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We have already learned that we can-
not rely on the North Vietnamese and
their Vietcong allies to behave honorably
or honestly, They serve only their own
interests. If we wait until the Com-
munists agree to make real sacrifices to
achieve peace or deescalation, we may
wait forever—which means losing 100 to
400 American men a week for as long as
it takes. This price is intolerable.

While it is possible for the Vietnamese
to fully relieve us from the ground com-
bat responsibilities, it is far less likely
that their air force and navy can be im-
proved to the point where these forces
would have the same effectiveness as our
own air and sea strike, and firepower
potential.

The edge that the United States has
gained against the elusive Communist
guerilla is largely a result of the fire-
power and mobility of our air and sea
forces.

Our cessation of the bombing in North
Vietnam was a sincere effort to bring
about a deescalation of action on both
sides, and to bring about meaningful
peace talks. Despite our hopes and our
understanding that attacks on South
Vietnamese cities would be cut back by
the Communists, the North Vietnamese
have so far sacrificed only the air fare of
their delegation to the Paris peace table.
They have curtailed neither infiltration
nor their attacks on South Vietnam's
population centers.

My proposal is straight forward and
simple. The United States immediately
should withdraw one combat and one
support unit from the U.S. Army or U.S.
Marine contingents in South Vietnam.
We should determine with the South
Vietnamese, a schedule for further
gradual withdrawals to reduce the total
of Army and Marine units substantially
by the end of this year.

Until the South Vietnamese are con-
vinced that we really intend to pull out,
they will drag their feet and try to put
off our first withdrawal date as long as
possible.

So far, they have successfully held us
back from pursuing any plan of gradual
withdrawal in earnest. They have pre-
vented us from giving proper attention to
our economic and social problems at
home, and our friendships elsewhere in
the world.

We should announce this initial with-
drawal as a unilateral, deescalatory move
on our part.

At the same time, we must openly de-
clare that the North Vietnamese have
violated the understanding of October 31,
1968, and, that we expect, if the peace
talks are to be meaningful and mutual,
that the North Vietnamese will make
some similar move to deescalate.

The President has already issued the
one and only warning he need make. He
has put the North Vietnamese on notice
that further escalation on their part will
be responded to.

This would serve to affirm our pledge
to the South Vietnamese that our air
and naval forces will be ready to repel
all escalatory moves by the Communists
despite the fact that we plan to quickly
s';f:a.le down our ground war participa-

ion.
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We can no longer arrest progress in
America because of our heavy involve-
ment in a war whose course is deter-
mined by the whim of our Communist
enemies and by the lack of self-con-
fidence of our South Vietnamese friends.

Their dependency on American young
men for the defense of their couniry
must end. The timetable for ending this
dependency must be based on the needs
and priorities of the American people
and not solely on those of the South
Vietnamese.

Within a few days, more young men
will have been killed in Vietnam than in
the Korean war. Earlier this week the
names of more than 31,000 servicemen
who died in this war were put before
this House.

Increased casualty figures, the stag-
nant situation in Paris, and the unprom-
ising report of the Secretary of Defense
on the curent military situation are all
discouraging.

The figures add up to the need for
American initiative at this point to break
the threatening cycle of escalation on
the ground, and to end the continuing
dependency of the South Vietnamese on
American lives for their defense.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, Congress
has already appropriated $74,139,000,000
for fiscal year 1969 to the Defense De-
partment—the largest military allocation
in the history of the United States. In
the debate on the military appropriations
bill on September 12, 1968, I said that the
size of the Department of Defense's
budget was the product “of the outdated
cold war mentality, the excessive growth
of the military-industrial complex, and,
most of all, the war in Vietnam, which
is the culmination of disastrously mis-
taken policies.” Nevertheless, the argu-
ments of those of us who opposed this
disproportionate emphasis on military
spending did not prevail.

In spite of the fact that the Depart-
ment of Defense’s budget for fiscal year
1969 is the highest allocation by the Fed-
eral Government to a single agency in
the history of the United States, the De-
partment of Defense—or at least some
of its proponents—are still not satisfied
with their billions. For the bill we have
before us today, H.R. T757, asks for the
authorization to appropriate an addi-
tional $76 million to the Army and the
Air Force for the procurement and modi-
fication of aircraft.

Above and beyond the question of the
need for this authorization, there is a
serious question about what kind of plan-
ning is represented by this request for
additional authorization of $76 million.
This is not a request for a supplemental
appropriation for funds authorized but
not appropriated by Congress. The items
for which authorization is sought in this
bill were not even included in the Depart-
ment's fiscal year 1969 budget presenta-
tion. Yet, the Department—scarcely 6
months after their budget was consid-
ered by Congress—is back again, request-
ing authorization for the allocation of
funds which it apparently did not think
important enough to include in its fiscal
year 1969 budget. I think this request
demands the closest scrutiny by Con-
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gress—a scrutiny this body has been far
too reluctant to invoke in the past.

The Army already has an authoriza-
tion of $735.4 million for the procure-
ment of aircraft during fiscal year 1969,
and was appropriated $735.2 million for
that purpose.

The Air Force received an authoriza-
tion of $5.2 billion and an appropriation
of $3.86 billion for the procurement of
aircraft during fiscal year 1969.

Why cannot the Army and the Air
Force simply shift priorities within the
budget appropriated to them by Con-
gress if these items are so imperatively
needed? Why do they seek additional au-
thorization above and beyond that
sought in the fiscal year 1969 budget
which they submitted to Congress?

In the case of the Army, according to
the hearings held on March 11 and 12,
1969, before the House Armed Services
Committee, the Army is requesting $62
million in additional authorization be-
cause the need for modifications of ex-
isting aircraft became clear only “as a
result of lessons learned during the
Communist Tet offensive in early 1968.”
The effects of that offensive, General
Miley testified in the course of the hear-
ings, motivated the decision “to ac-
celerate the improvement and modern-
ization of the Republic of South Viet-
nam Armed Forces.” At least part of this
additional authorization is needed, how-
ever, according to the testimony of John
Blandford, chief counsel for the Armed
Services Committee, because the Army
did not have the forethought to request
the modifications now deemed neces-
sary when it placed the order for the
AH-1G light observation helicopter with
Hughes Aircraft. In the words of Mr.
Blandford, “the Army did not know what
they wanted.”

The portion of this bill which requests
an additional $14 million authorization
to the Air Force for the F-5 and F-5-21
aircraft was apparently not sought at
any time by the Air Force—neither dur-
ing its budget presentation to the Con-
gress last year nor even, for that matter,
from the Armed Services Committee 2
weeks ago. At page 535 of the hearings,
Gen. Duward Crow, the director of the
budget for the Air Force, said: “We are
not asking for authorization, sir.” The
impetus for the request for the additional
$14 million authorization apparently
came primarily from the Chairman of
the Armed Services Committee.

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

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

We do not have an approved program for
this aircraft in our inventory.
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Mr. PIKE went on:

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

General Crow affirmed that “that is
the primary purpose”—hearings page
525.

If the Air Force does not plan to use
this plane itself, it would seem that this
$14 million—and the additional $62
which the chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee has indicated he will
later seek for this plane—is nothing
more than a subsidy to Northrup Avia-
tion designed to encourage them to con-
vert their production line so as to be
able to turn out greater quantities of the
F-5-21 for sale abroad.

This raises several questions. First,
does this authorization mean that the
Armed Services Committee, and not the
Foreign Affairs Committee, now has au-
thority over the military assistance pro-
gram? Chairman RIVERS believes it does.
If he is correct, I think this committee's
approval of a subsidy to Northrup Avia-
tion—for a plane which our own Air
Force has no plans to utilize—should
prompt Congress to question whether or
not control of our military assistance
program should be with the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. Second, is not this ap-
propriation inconsistent with the provi-
sions of the Conte-Long amendment,
which is designed to discourage the sale
of sophisticated weaponry to underde-
veloped countries? I think it is.

More importantly, however, I think
both of these requests for authorization
for the expenditure of more funds on
weapons—and especially the $14 mil-
lion sought for the manufacture of a
plane which our own Air Force has no
plans to incorporate into its inventory—
are yet another example of the tragic
imbalance of our spending priorities.
While our cities rot and our air is pol-
luted, while millions of Americans con-
tinue to suffer from inadequate educa-
tional and economic opportunities, Con-
gress is being asked to pour still more
money into the hands of the strategists
who have led us into the bloody morass
of the Vietnam war.

To support these requests for more
money is to support our present budg-
etary imbalance. I urge my colleagues to
vote against this bill and to turn the
money requested instead tc the urgent
domestic needs of this country.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
Ameriea in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT

Sec. 101. In addition to the funds author-
ized to be appropriated under Public Law
90-500, there is hereby authorized to be
appropriated during the fiscal year 1969 for
the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for procurement of alrcraft In
amounts as follows:

AIRCRAFT
For aircraft: for the Army, $62,000,000.
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COMMITTEE AMENDMENT
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the committee amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Committee amendment: On page 2, line

2: Btrike the perlod, and insert a semicolon
and insert “for the Air Force, $14,000,000."

The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Bec. 201. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
for the pay and allowance of not to exceed
nine persons, including personnel detailed
to International Military Headquarters and
Military tions, at rates provided for
under section 625(d) (1) of the Foreign As-
slstance Act of 1961, as amended.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RosTENxowski, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. T77567) to authorize
appropriations during the fiscal year 1969
for procurement of aircraft for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 336, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with an
amendment adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

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

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 341, nays 21, not voting 68,
as follows:

[Roll No. 31]
YEAS—341

Abernethy
Adair

Adams
Addabbo
Albert

Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.

Anderson,
Tenmn.

Beall, Md.

Belcher
Bennett
Berry
Betts
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Blackburn
Blanton
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman

Brown, Mich.

Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Bush

Button
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cabell
Caffery
Camp

Carter

Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell

Cleveland
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conte
Corbett

Garmatz
Gaydos
Gettys
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
G , Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Halg
pern

Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha

Harvey
Hastings
Hathaway
Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson

Bingham
Brown, Calif.
Burton, Calif.
Chisholm
Clay
Farbstein
Fraser

Hicks

Hogan
Holifleld
Horton
Hosmer

Hull

Mollohan
Monagan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morgan
Morse

Moss
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzl

Nelsen
Nichols
O’Eonski
Olsen

O'Neill, Mass.

Ottinger
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pelly
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Phllbin
Pickle
Pike
Pirnie
Poage

NAYS—21

Gilbert
Hawkins
Helstoskl
Eastenmeler
Eoch
Lowenstein
Mikva
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Poft

Robison
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rostenkowskl
Roth
Roudebush
Ruth

St Germalin
St. Onge
Sandman
Batterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Schwengel
Beott
Shipley

Bhri

Springer
Btaggers
Stanton
Steed
Steiger, Arlz.
Bteiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Btubblefield
Stuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Taft

Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Tiernan
Tunney
Udall

Ullman

Utt

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Waldie
Wampler
Watkins
Watson
Weicker
Whalen
Whalley
White

Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall

Williams
Winn
Wold
Wolft
Wyatt
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Mosher
Nix
Podell
Rosenthal
Roybal
Ryan
Btokes
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NOT VOTING—G68

Fallon
Findley
Fish

Abbitt
Alexander
Ashbrook
Ayres Fulton, Tenn.
Bates Gallagher
Bell, Calif. Gray
Blatnik Hébert
Brademas Howard
Jonas
Eeith
Eilrwan
Eluczynski
Euykendall
Landrum
McDonald,
Mich.
Mann
Miller, Calif.
Mizell

Rees

Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Ronan
Rooney, Pa.
Rumsfeld

Brock
Burton, Utah
Cahill

Carey
Celler
Clark
Cohelan
Colmer
Conyers
Cowger
Dawson
Dent

Waggonner
Watts

Morton
Dingell O'Hara
Edwards, Ala, O'Neal, Ga.
Edwards, Calif. Powell
Evins, Tenn. Price, Tex.

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Jonas.
Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Cowger.
Mr. Eirwan with Mr. Morton.
Mr. Brademas with Mr. Ashbrook.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Smith of
California.
Gray with Mr. Ayres.
Reuss with Mr. Bell of California.
Ronan with Mr, Eelth.
O'Neal of Georgia with Mr. Brock,
Miller of California with Mr. Stafford.
Teague of Texas with Mr. Bates,
Charles H. Wilson with Mr, Price.
Kluczynski with Mr. McDonald of
Michigan.
Mr. Howard with Mr. Burton of Utah.
Mr. Carey with Mr. Reild of New York.
Mr. Dent with Mr. Findley.
. Fallon with Mr. Edwards cf Alabama.
. Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr. Fish,
. Gallagher with Mr. Mizell.
Colmer with Mr. Euykendall.
. Vigorito with Mr. Rumsfeld.
. Blatnik with Mr. Snyder.
. Abbitt with Mr. Schadeberg.
. O'"Hara with Mr. Ruppe.
. Dingell with Mr, Sebelius,
. Edwards of California with Mr. Wydler.
Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Bob
n.
Mr. Scheuer with Mr. Cohelan.
Mr. Rees with Mr. Conyers.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Wright.
Mr, Alexander with Mr, Clark,
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Powell.
Mr. Watts with Mr. Mann.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

B

Mr.
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GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to extend
their remarks on the bill, H.R. 7757, just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, I was in the
city of Boston this morning attending a
funeral of a very close personal friend,
and I had hoped to get back in time for
the debate and the rollcall on the ap-
propriations bill for aircraft.
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Unfortunately I was unable to arrive
at the Capitol until after the vote had
been completed. Had I been present and
able to vote I would have voted in favor
of the bill.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
BANKING AND CURRENCY TO SIT
TODAY

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Banking and Currency may sit this
afternoon during general debate and
special orders.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so0 ordered.

There was no objection.

A 5-YEAR LABOR CONTRACT
SIGNED BY LOCAL NO. 5

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

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetfs. Mr.
Speaker, this morning at 11 a.m. a 5-
year labor-management contract was
signed between Local No. 5 of the In-
dustrial Union of Marine and Ship-
building Workers of America—AFL-
CIO—and the Quincy, Mass. division of
General Dynamics.

A similar long-term contract was
signed and ratified last December by
local No. 90 of the same union. Thus the
6,300 production and clerical workers of
the Quincy Shipyard are covered by
labor-management contracts extending
to March 16, 1974,

This is an important labor-manage-
ment agreement of unusual significance.
It is a long-term commitment by this
company and this union to the future of
shipbuilding in the United States. It as-
sures that this shipyard, with its long
and distinguished history, with its out-
standing technical capabilities, and its
broad design and shipbuilding experience
is totally devoted and committed to the
marine requirements of this country.

I congratulate the union and the com-
pany on this honorable agreement and
particularly on their expression of mu-
tual confidence in what they can do to-
gether at Quincy.

I also commend the employees in both
unions for their overwhelming and en-
thusiastic endorsement and ratification.

This is certainly good news for all con-
cerned: The 8,500 employees, the com-
munity, the Commonwealth, the Navy,
and the Maritime Administration.

Mr. McCORMACK. I welcome the
statement made by my good friend and
colleague from Massachusetts. This is
good news not only to the southeastern
section of Massachusetts but also for our
Nation. It means that a labor agreement
has been reached under the highest tra-
ditions of good labor-management nego-
tiations. The officers of the Industrial
Union of Marine and Shipbuilding Work-
ers of America—AFL-CIO—and the offi-
cials of General Dynamies Division at
the Fore River Shipyard in Quincy,
Mass., are to be congratulated. The labor-
management stability at the Fore River
yard should go a long way in convincing
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private shipping companies, our Mari-
time Commission, and the Department of
Defense that the Quincy Fore River Ship-
yard is a good place to build ships. I
conclude by saying the able and hard-
working Congressman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. Burke) has been in the van-
guard in Congress leading the fight for
a strong Navy and effective merchant
marine.

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to join with the Speaker and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
Burke) in noting the successful resolu-
tion of differences at the General Dy-
namics Fore River Yard. It is most
gratifying to learn that the Ship Build-
ing Workers of America—in particular,
local No, 5—and General Dynamics have
resolved their differences, and that sta-
bility of operations can be anticipated
for at least a 5-year period.

The shipbuilders of this Nation have
a long and glorious record. Much of it
has been written in southeastern Mas-
sachusetts. I hope and I believe that we
ganm recapture our preeminence in this

eld.

Our Nation needs not only the world’s
best Navy, but we also need the world’s
foremost merchant marine. To achieve
and maintain these desirable objectives
we need the capability and we need the
cooperation which is evident in this new
contract.

I join with Jommy BURKE and Speaker
McCormack In congratulating both
management and labor, and especially
Bob Laney and Ronnie Orcott, repre-
senting management and labor. They
worked diligently and effectively to keep
the Fore River Yard of General Dy-
namiecs turning out the world's finest
ships.

PERSONAL TAX EXEMPTIONS MUST
BE RAISED

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
all of us here are personally familiar with
the rising cost of living which has
plagued our Nation almost continu-
ously for the past two or three decades.
On occasion even the Government has
addressed itself to the problem of in-
flation, usually without much success.
Meanwhile, our national tax structure
continues to exact its measure from the
pittance of the poor, a class created in
large measure by the very taxes they are
required to pay. The burden of taxes, in-
cluding the silent tax we call inflation,
rests most onerously upon the working
man and woman, the small businessman,
the aged, the disabled, the young who are
just starting out in life, and all those
who for whatever reason are destitute. I
can think of no better way, in the ab-
sence of a complete overhaul of the In-
ternal Revenue laws, to ease the finan-
cial burdens of these millions of citizens
than by increasing the present personal
and dependent exemptions. Therefore,
Mr. Speaker, I am introducing a bill to-
day to increase the individual taxpayer’s
personal income tax exemptions from
$600 to $1,200. This increase would also
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apply to a spouse and dependents, and
additional exemptions are provided for
the aged and the blind.

I think it is important to remember
that personal exemptions under the
Revenue Act of 1913, which established
the foundation of our present tax sys-
tem, were $3,000 for a single person and
$4,000 for a couple. And as late as 1939
the personal exemptions were $1,000 for
a single person and $2,500 for a couple.
In light of such liberal exemptions in
those years when living costs were small
in comparison to our present standards,
my proposal certainly is not exorbitant.

It is a sad commentary on the hon-
esty of the Federal Government when
we see some of the very wealthy com-
pletely escape taxation while the Inter-
nal Revenue Service hounds the last
nickel from the pockets of the worker, or
when we see giant financial corporations
evade taxation because they are tech-
nically nonprofit while scores of small
businessmen are driven out of business
each year because they cannot make a
profit under our tax laws. These familiar
inequities have suddenly become the Na-
tion’s greatest injustices. And I need not
remind the House, Mr. Speaker, that un-
less we act to relieve the tax burdens of
the needy, it will be fairly said of us that
we saw our way clear to end our own
financial hardship but that we did not
have compassion enough to relieve the
suffering of our fellowmen. Thank you,
Mr. Speaker.

THE GREAT OIL CAPER

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

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the Humble
0Oil Refining Co., domestic affiliate of
Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey and larg-
est purchaser of crude oil in the United
States, has announced increases in the
price it would pay for crude., This price
increase was announced on Friday,
March 21, 1969.

Taking note of “competitive condi-
tions” in which many other oil compa-
nies have raised prices in recent weeks,
Humble has posted increases between 5
cents and 10 cents a barrel at various
points throughout the Nation. These new
prices are effective right now.

This is the second round of increases
recently. Marathon Oil Co. said it raised
its posted prices 5 cents a barrel in Illi-
nois and Michigan, effective March 15.

Charming. Smoothly done. Superb.
The oil barons have sunk another well
into the pockets of the American con-
sumer in a way to make Machiavelli
applaud.

As the largest purchaser of crude oil in
the Nation, Humble has cracked the
whip, and the rest of this “very com-
petitive” industry will follow, in the
name of competition. Heaven help us.
But Humble is an umbrella corporation,
buying crude oil from subsidiaries it owns.
Please note that Standard Oil Co. is an-
other name for Humble Oil Co. So again
we see that a group of oil barons in a
board room have decided to raise prices
they charge themselves for crude oil, thus
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allowing them to take greater oil deple-
tion allowances. Then these altruistic,
courageous, patriotic oil barons will turn
to the American public with long faces,
stating that because the price of crude
oil has gone up, they will have to grudg-
ingly raise prices of oil, gasoline, and
related products.

We should applaud such performances.
It is the shrewdest, cleverest, and most
diabolical method of extortion by an
industry of the consuming public ever
attempted—in broad daylight. No reason
in the world exists for this rise in prices.
Let every consumer in America now
digging so deep to pay taxes examine
this. Taxes are high for lower and middle
income wage earners, while they stay low
or virtually nonexistent for the wealthy.
All the while, major malefactors such as
the oil industry gleefully add that last
straw by accomplishing this latest ex-
traction from the pockets of millions
upon millions of people.

If this is public service, then so will
your local sheriff dance “Swan Lake” in a
tutu in the business district during rush
hour. Then so do we need to give distin-
guished service awards to presidents of
oil companies.

Standard of New Jersey is quite a
giant. In 1967, it paid $166 million in
Federal taxes on net income before taxes
of $2,098,283,000—or 7.9 percent of its
income.

Mr. Speaker, today and tonight, sev-
eral hundred poor American youngsters
will be arrested by police throughout the
Nation for small crimes. Petty thievery,
petty larceny, breaking into a place of
business, and so forth. Many of these
young people will be arraigned, brought
to trial, convicted, and sent to reform
school or jail. Yet I do ask: If we send
these youngsters to reform school or jail
for such crimes, what do we do about a
major oil company that does what
Humble has just done? Throw them a
testimonial dinner and bleat about
patriotism and public service? Present
them with a plaque? Or perhaps it might
be a silver wheelbarrow for them to use
in taking home all their loot? Let the
people ponder it. Let the oil barons think
about it.

UNITED NATIONS SHOULD ESTAB-
LISH RELIEF FOOD FORCE FOR
NIGERIA-BIAFRA

(Mr. McCARTHY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks, and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to speak briefly today about
a matter that is increasingly bothering
my conscience. I speak of the tragedy of
Nigeria/Biafra where hundreds of thou-
sands are starving because of a lack of
food. Hunger and death from starvation
in Nigeria/Biafra is not a matter of de-
bate;: the international relief organiza-
tions, the responsible press, members of
the United States Congress have all wit-
nessed the daily toll of children, the el-
derly, the sick and even mature adults.

Up until now it appeared that there
might be a reasonably prompt resolution
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to the conflict in Nigeria. United States
policy and that of the Organization of
African Unity was to work only through
the usual procedures of the international
relief organizations to relieve the suffer-
ing of civilians in the federal and Bia-
fran regions of Nigeria.

But it has become clear that this reli-
ance on the usual relief procedures is
not working. Already short protein food
supplies being flown into Biafra are
likely to decrease because of the rainy
season which is about to begin and be-
cause of the aggressive actions of the
federal air force. In addition, supplies of
carbohydrates are dwindling, adding to
the already tragic situation.

In the face of this international trag-
edy, I do not believe that the United
States can refrain any longer from ex-
erting its leadership. As the only major
power not directly involved in this con-
flict, we have a responsibility to find an
effective method of preventing further
starvation.

I have proposed to Secretary Rogers
that we use all our influence to get the
United Nations to establish a relief food
force for Nigeria/Biafra. As a part of
that influence, I suggest that we offer
transportation, food, and security forces
for use by the United Nations.

Failing our attempts to get the United
Nations to set up relief food centers, I
suggest that the United States establish
such centers with the international re-
lief organizations or even unilaterally. I
believe that we can do no less.

Some excused the failure of other na-
tions to prevent the deaths of millions
of Jews prior and during World War II
on the basis that most people did not
know of the situation. We know about
the starvation in Nigeria/Biafra—the
conscience of our citizens demands that
we do something about it.

I include my letter to Secretary Rogers
in the Recorp at this point:

Housg OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., March 27, 1969.
Hon. WiLLiaM P. ROGERS,
Secretary, Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SECRETARY : Bhortly after you took
office I wrote to you expressing my concern
about the tragedy of Nigeria/Blafra. Verified
reports of massive starvation in the Biafran
region of Nigeria and in the Federal area as
well led me to urge that you and President
Nixon place this problem high on the list of
priorities for attention. I welcomed your
thoughtful reply and subsequent appoint-
ment of a personal representative by Presi-
dent Nixon, Professor Ferguson.

I am concerned, however, that the efforts
of international relief agencies to feed the
starving of Nigeria/Blafra are proving to-
tally inadequate. Even the limited protein
food shipments that are now reaching Blafra
via Ull Airport are probably going to be cur-
tailed by bad weather and air action by the
Federal forces. And shortages of carbohy-
drates, further increasing the death rate,
are expected to occur in April and May. These
food shortages can only increase the already
appalling death rate.

I, for one find it difficult to understand the
actions of the Federal and Biafran forces that
stand in the way of efforts to supply emer-
gency food. But I find even more incompre-
hensible the inaction of the United Nations
and the Organization of African Unity in the
face of this disaster. If internatlional or-
ganizations are unable even to provide relief
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to non-combatants, there would appear to be
little future for them. Some excused the
failure to prevent the deaths of millions of
Jews prior and during World War II, for
example, on the basis that we did not know of
the catastrophe. In Nigeria/Biafra we know—
but our relief efforts remain ineffective. Is it
any wonder that our young people question
our commitment to the moral values that we
profess?

I suggest that the United States exert the
world leadership in the Nigerian/Biafran
situation that falls on us as the only major
world power not directly involved in this
conflict. I believe that we should:

1. Ask for a meeting of the Security Coun-
cil to consider a resolution establishing a
relief food force in Nigeria/Biafra on the basis
that fallure to provide effective relief may
lead to further involvement of other coun-
tries in this conflict. If necessary, ask for a
special session of the General Assembly to
consider the same resolution. A vote on this
resolution would show clearly which coun-
tries stand in the way of attempts to resolve
this confiict.

2. Offer transportation equipment, food
and personnel as well as any necessary secu-
rity forces to establish relief food terminals
in Nigeria/Biafra under the auspices of the
U.N.and the O.A.U.

3. State that we will set up such terminals
in cooperation with I.C.R.C. and other inter-
national relief organizations if UN. and
0.A.U. won't sponsor them.

4. State that we find unacceptable the
international failure to provide relief in face
of the know tragedy and exert the strongest
pressure on involved nations to see, that as a
minimum, effective relief measures are taken,

I do not feel that the United States can
delay strong positive actions any further. To
do so would be to cast doubt on our human-
ity. Although there may have been some
arguments for refraining from involvement
in the affairs of another country when it ap-
peared that the conflict would be resolved
quickly that condition no longer seems to
apply. Our international responsibility now
is to the starving of Nigeria/Biafra—not to
the political powers engaged in civil struggle.
I believe that we can and should move to
set up effective food rellef centers now. I
urge you, Mr. Secretary, to give these rec-
(:;nmendatmns your most careful considera-

on.

Sincerely yours,
RicHARD D. McCARTHY,
Member of Congress.

GOVERNMENT-IMPOSED RESTRIC-
TIONS ON AMERICAN BUSINESS
VENTURES ABROAD ARE DAMAG-
ING ECONOMIC INTERESTS

(Mr. GIAIMO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
garks, and to include extraneous mat-

T.)

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, there is
increasing concern that Government-
imposed restrictions on American busi-
ness ventures abroad are damaging the
economic interests of our country. Re-
straints on U.S. foreign direct invest-
ments were imposed in February of 1965
as a temporary measure to alleviate our
balance-of-payments difficulties and
the drain on our dollars.

The temporary restraints were re-
luctantly adopted in order to buy time
to get at the root causes of our balance-
of-payments problem. Our difficulties
are owed mainly to large and continuing
government offshore expenditures for
defense purposes, foreign aid, military
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assistance, and other international com-
mitments. Our allies and trading part-
ners are not bearing a fair share of the
burdens of maintaining a defense shield
for the free world nor of providing as-
sistance to less developed countries.

U.S. exports and our dollar-earning
assets abroad are the mainstay in our
balance of payments. The private sector
has made a net contribution of $60
billion to our international accounts
since 1950 but Government outflows
amounted to more than $92 billion.

Restrictions on American overseas in-
vestments are now in the fifth year.
They are damaging the competitive po-
sition of American companies in world
markets while mortgaging the future of
our balance of payments.

The President has pledged that he will
end these self-defeating controls and re-
store to American businessmen freedom
to invest abroad. Secretary of Commerce
Stans has expressed good intentions for
terminating the mandatory program. The
question is when.

We have been repeatedly assured the
restraints would be ended “as soon as
possible’” but we are in the fifth year and
the controls are assuming the look of
permanency. Business is entitled to know
now when the program will be terminated
so that companies can proceed with the
forward-planning essential to the ex-
pansion of our dollar-earning assets
abroad. This is the proper approach for
strengthening our balance of payments.

James G. Morton, director of govern-
ment relations for the Manufacturing
Chemists Association, astutely summed
up the case for terminating the manda-
tory program in an appearance before
the Subcommittee on Foreign Economic
Policy.

I wish to enter in the CoNGRESSIONAL
REecorp the remarks of Mr. Morton who
has earned the trust and respect of Mem-
bers of Congress in both parties because
of his objectivity, intellectual honesty,
and grasp of economic affairs:
STATEMENT oF JAMES G, MORTON, FORMER SPE-

CIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF CoM-
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My name is James G. Morton. Before re-
turning to private industry I served succes-
sively as special assistant to three Cabinet
officers during a filve and a half year period
from 1962 to 1967. I was a principal assistant
to Secretary of Commerce John T. Connor
when the United States Government cur-
talled foreign direct investments in February
of 1965 and am testifyilng as a former official
involved in the program.

It is a privilege to appear before this Com-
mittee to discuss U.S. foreign economic policy
and to urge adoption of the bipartisan House
Concurrent Resolutions 85 and 86 calling for
an end to the self-defeating restrictions on
American business ventures abroad.

These resolutions offered by Representative
John V. Tunney of California, together with
42 Republican and Democratic members of
the House, reflect the mounting concern over
the mandatory controls on foreign invest-
ments which are damaging the competitive
position of American companies and mort-
gaging the nation's economic future.

The decade of the sixties has been an era
of unparalleled economic expansion for the
world, We have been followlng an unwise
and harmful policy of restrictionism when
we should be encouraging American busi-
nessmen to seize the opportunities of the
times,
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Restrictionlsm represents a confused nega-
tive, and contradictory approach to the pur-
suit of our economic and foreign policy ob-
Jectives and to the world's needs. It offers no
meaningful or durable solutions to our com-
plicated international problems, only the
crutch of expediency.

Full participation of American companies
in the growth of foreign markets is funda-
mental to our economic well-being, The ex-
pansion of our foreign earnings is a critical
factor in supporting U.S. foreign policy ob-
Jectives and in attaining a favorable balance
of payments.

The mandatory controls, invoked as a stop-
gap measure during a monetary emergency,
will in the longer term reduce the foreign in-
come needed to offset the large and continu-
ing government offshore expenditures which
are responsible for the deficits in our inter-
national accounts.

Between 1950 and 1967 the net contribu-
tion of the private sector to the balance of
payments was nearly $60 billion whereas net
government outflows amounted to $92.6 bil-
lion.

Dollar outflows for U.S. forelgn direct in-
vestment totaled §33.7 billion from 1850 to
1968 compared with inflows in the form of
earnings, royaltles, and fees of $60.5 billion.
Overseas investments during the period of
our balance of payments difficulties bul-
warked the private account with a net con-
tribution of $35.8 billion,

It is becoming increasingly evident that
the host of restrictions placed on the pri-
vate sector, rather than materially improv-
ing our future balance of payments outlook,
may worsen it by “killing the goose that lays
the golden egg.”

The time has come to call a halt to the re-
strictionist course that has pervaded our for-
eign economic policy throughout this decade
and inhibited U.S. gains in the world’s
growth,

Long-term credits were restricted through
the Interest Equalization Tax in 1963 and
bank and non-bank controls by the Federal
Reserve Board. President Johnson later in-
voked the Gore amendment to apply the
tax to foreign loans by banks and other fi-
nancial Institutions.

Voluntary restraints were imposed on U.S.
foreign direct investments and on foreign
lending in 19656 and were extended and
progressively tightened In the two years to
follow.

There were several attempts to restrain
the overseas travel of American citizens but
the administration backed off in the face of
pitter opposition on the part of the public
and on Capitol Hill.

Within the government the possibility of
restricting the overseas transfer of American
technology which is of vital importance to
continued world development is now being
examined. This would add a new and tragic
dimension to the policy of restrictionism.

The imposition of stringent mandatory
controls on foreign investments with crim-
inal penalties for violators was effected in
January of 1968 by executive order based on
grounds of dublous legality. While the nega-
tive effects of the mandatory program are
the immediate consideration of these hear-
ings, there is the larger fundamental ques-
tion whether it is not time to reorient our
forelgn economic policy outward to the re-
alities and opportunities of an expanding
world economy.

The hearings before this Committee will
serve to llluminate the vital importance of
U.S. private investments abroad and the need
for compatible, forward-looking foreign
trade and investment policies which will re-
lease the creative forces of American enter-
prise to achieve the maximum benefits for
our country.

International investment has been one of
the most powerful forces for progress in the
free world in the resurgent years following
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World War II. The dynamic growth generated
by capital ventures has lifted living stand-
ards across the continents and demonstrated
vast potentials for attacking hunger, poverty,
ignorance, and human despair.

International investment has opened up
new fields of production, employment, and
income. It has broadened the flow of tech-
nology and trade. It has strengthened the
economic structures which support our ef-
forts to achieve a rational, stable, and pro-
gressive world order.

The United States has been the leader in
committing capital, technology, management
skills, and other private resources to world
development. While benefitting our own
country economically, our foreign invest-
ments are also contributing to the growth
and prosperity of our free world trading part-
ners.

U.S. private investments, along with for-
eign assistance programs, have been indis-
pensable in establishing the conditions for
stability and progress in the less developed
areas of the world, most particularly in those
nations which are our hemispheric neigh-
bors.

American investment in other countries
has provided a major stimulus to production
at home and abroad; and we are mindful
that production is the wellspring of wealth.

Continued restraint on these investments
will inevitably affect the level and structure
of world trade and retard the growth rate.
Should the world’s growth rate fail to stay
apace of the world's growing needs, we would
face problems of a magnitude that would
dwarf our balance of payments difficulties,
We would face not monetary crises but world-
wide convulsions.

U.S. businessmen have invested some $60
billlon or more outside our borders. These
investments have created and expanded for-
eign markets, strengthened the competitive
position of American companies, and in-
creased the flow of exports.

Our offshore producers are quick to seize
opportunities to create markets for the man-
ufactures of their home-based parent com-
panies and are constantly increasing exports
by adding to product lines.

About 25 percent of all U.S. exports are
shipped to foreign subsidiaries and affiliates
of American corporations. In fact, shipments
to affiliates account for an even more sub-
stantial percentage of the exports, up to 35
percent or more, of some of our larger inter-
national companies,

The interrelationship between trade and
investment has been well established, al-
though not in precisely quantifiable terms.
It 1s an indisputed fact, however, that our
exports expand as our forelgn investments
climb.,

On this interaction a National Industrial
Conference Board study observes, “Total
foreign investment, now approaching $100
billion, with its related output which is still
larger, constitutes a fundamental link be=-
tween the U.S. economy and foreign econo-
mies which is not only of greater magnitude
than the $40 billion of receipts and pay-
ments recorded annually in the balance of
payments, but it is a phenomenon with di-
rect implications for the world pattern of
production and trade.”

“The growth of production abroad,” the
Conference Board report notes, “has been in
fact accompanied by an increasing stream of
exports from the United States, reflecting
not only the orientation of foreign subsid-
faries to supply sources within the United
States, and the importance of their location
as a stimulus to and channel for other U.S.
exports, but also a substantial factor in the
level of output in foreign countries, and
hence in the rising level of forelgn demand
for imports.”

The United States benefits from Increased
forelgn demand for imports to the extent
that American products are competitive or
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that we are the exclusive source of supply.
Due to our technological superiority, capital
resources, and the scale of our economy, we
enjoy many advantages in satisfying demand
for sophisticated products. Computers and
jet aircraft are case examples.

American production abroad spurs the
growth of forelign economies and incomes
with the result the countries become better
customers in the world market. The United
States share of the market growth 1s trans-
lated into more jobs and rising incomes at
home.

President Eennedy expressed the benefits
of broadly shared growth in his memorable
comment, “A rising tide lifts all the boats.”
That is the phenomenon of production gen-
erating wealth and buoying trade levels in
both the producing country and the invest-
ing country.

The implications of production and its
trade effects are dificult to quantify, but
there are indications the interaction may go
much farther than we realize. The benefits
are at least sufficiently discernible as to re-
move all doubt our policles should facilitate
international growth, not retard it.

It is clear, then, that restraint of capital
movements committed to production de-
presses the level of trade. It is thus contra-
dictory to restrict forelgn investments while
attempting to expand exports. That is pre-
clsely what we are doing under existing pol-
icies and serious harm can be done our
exports as well as our competitive position
abroad by hampering our foreign production.

The Irrationality of our policies becomes
more evident when one examines the busi-
ness realities of the international market-
place. It is a business fact of life that after
an export market reaches a certain scale the
economics and other competitive factors
very often dictate it be served from local
production.

If we fall to establish production within
a foreign market when business circum-
stances require it, our industrial competitors
will quickly take advantage of the oppor-
tunities. More often than not, direct invest-
ment is the next logical and necessary step
in developing foreign markets if the product
can be manufactured economically by local
production.

In exhorting American manufacturers to
widen export markets we must accordingly
be mindful of the realities which may at a
given point require foreign direct investment,
and we must fashion compatible trade and
investment policies to facilitate the retention
of overseas markets.

The facts of trade disprove the contention
that foreign production displaces exports.
There will perhaps be a shift in the kind
of exports, the substitution of capital goods,
raw materials, intermediates and other sup-
plies for finished products. But we maintain
export growth and potentials while deriving
the added benefit of foreign income from
production.

This combination of earnings constitutes
the backbone of the U.S. balance of pay-
ments and we should exXert every effort to
build upon it rather than sap its strength.

For many reasons. American companies
would normally prefer to export than pro-
duce abroad. In Western Europe, for example,
land costs are frequently exorbitant, skilled
labor is in short supply, the margin of
profitability has diminished, and numerous
other business circumstances make it more
desirable In many instances to produce at
home.

Trade barriers and other unfair practices
denying U.S. manufacturers equal access to
markets, as well as the pure economics, have
strongly influenced decislons to produce
abroad. The prospect of common walls
around the Common Market doubtlessly
played an important part in the large capital
outflows for investment In Western Europe.
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Government policy makers are well aware
that trade barriers exert this influence and
they should be working energetically either
to remove the obstacles to U.S. exports or to
equalize the advantages for our producers.

In some countries natlonal policles have
prompted direct investments by American
companies as the only means of creating and
serving markets for certailn manufactures
such as, for example, in Australia and Mex-
ico, both important trading partners of the
United States.

When Luther H. Hodges was the Secretary
of Commerce the major thrust of the depart-
ment was the promotion of two-way trade,
two-way travel, and two-way investment.
That was a sound, realistic, and productive
policy and we should go back to it.

An expanding world economy, fed by in-
creasing flows of trade and investment, of-
fers the only realistic prospect for stability
and order and progress on which we can build
a durable peace.

It is 1llusory to think we can restrict Amer-
ican capital resources which the world needs
while hoping to eliminate the conditions
which foment insurrection and war.

To what avail has the United States poured
out $100 billlon in forelgn aid if we are to
restrict private Investment which has proved
far more effective in increasing foreign pro-
duction and income?

How does one rationalize the spending of
billlons to be the world's policeman while
restricting the economic processes which will
help eliminate the conditions requiring a
policeman?

We may well have miscalculated the
benefits of temporary measures in our haste
and anxiety to deal with the balance of pay-
ments crisis. A recent survey by Jack Behr-
man, University of North Carolina interna-
tional expert who served as assistant secre-
tary of commerce in the Eennedy Adminis-
tration, indicated that recoupments on capi-
tal outflows for production are more rapid
than the minimum of five to seven years
which has been assumed.

Dr. Behrman undertook a fresh calculation
of the balance of payments payout period on
U.8. foreign direct investment. The payout
is the length of time required for an invest-
ment to generate foreign exchange returns
equivalent to initial dollar outflows.

He concluded on the basis of typical in-
vestment experience, ascertained from data
available in the Commerce Department, the
payout period of just over two years could
be justified. The data included experience in
the European area.

Actual dollar outlays for new investments
were calculated at 40 percent of the total ex-
penditure, the balance being financed
through funds abroad. Of the actual dollar
outlay 8 percent was used for immediate
equipment exports from the United States,
more than 12 percent for components, raw
materials, and supplies from the United
States, and about 2.5 percent in remitted
earnings.

Dr. Behrman's computations thus indi-
cated the actual drain resulting from capital
ventures for offshore production may be re-
duced to an abbreviated period with rela-
tively unimportant effects on our external
accounts.

It is the collective judgment of the Ameri-
can business community that the continua-
tion of mandatory controls will damage the
nation’s economic interests while providing
only temporary and costly nostrums for our
balance of payments difficulties. That judg-
ment is based on a great weight of experi-
ence in the practical workings of interna-
tional business.

Every sign suggests we are well beyond
any short-term benefits of value and are now
headed down the road of diminishing returns.
As President Nixon has noted, “Every dollar
of investment which is blocked by adminis-
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trative edict costs us more than one and
one half dollars of future earnings.”

We are now in the fifth year of invest-
ment restraints and they are assuming the
look of permanency. Even now the massive
debts incurred by American companies
through costly forelgn borrowings as a re-
sult of this program are being argued as a
case for its continuation.

It is contended that future capital out-
flows to repay or refinance the huge backlog
of indebtedness, estimated at $5 billion for
1968, will require regulation; and thus the
program feeds on its own consequences,

Charles E. Flero, then director of the Of-
fice of Forelgn Direct Investment, testified
before the Joint Economic Committee in
January that the program is creating its own
set of balance of payments liabilities, He
said:

“Repayment of foreign borrowing used by
U.S. companies and their foreign affiliates
will, of course, result in reduced direct in-
vestment income or increased capital out-
flows in the future. In this sense, current
balance of payments gains may have been
made at the expense of future balance of
payments reductions.”

“There has been a mortgaging of future
balance of payments gains and a consider-
able imposition upon freedom of action of
the business sector,” Fiero acknowledged.

The adverse effects go far beyond balance
of payments considerations. American com-
panies are being forced to take financial ac-
tions undesirable from a business stand-
point—borrowings they do not need, the re-
stricting of trade credits to foreign subsldi-
arles, early repayment of loans to affiliates.

The high costs of foreign borrowing are
detrimental to earnings. Foreigners are gain-
ing increasing equity in American overseas
business ventures, further reducing the In-
come flows to the United States.

The restraints inhibit our companies from
building and expanding plants with the re-
sult both earnings and exports are retarded.
New projects are In some cases postponed
or abandoned and the opportunities they
represent may be lost to foreign competitors.

The curtallment of acquisitions also re-
duces our future earnings potentials while
fortifying the competitiveness of foreign
companies through mergers which could have
expanded our markets.

Situations are developing where lending
sources for local borrowing by U.S. forelgn
affiliates are substantially exhausted, reduc-
ing working capital and hence sales. Where
working capital may not be available or ob-
tained at prohibitive cost the continued ex-
istence of these operations is brought into
question.

Much of our overseas investment is in the
extractive Industries which supplement our
own supplies of oil and ore or which supply
raw materials we do not possess in this
country. Reports indicate the restrictions are
causing postponement or abandonment of
explorations in certain countries due to the
limited exemptions allowed under the law,

Prudent financial management will not
permit American industry to continue in-
definitely the financing and refinancing of
its foreign investments without being able
to meet the commitments undertaken. The
regulations on retention obstruct this.

The heavy debt load incurred by American
companies has severely restricted freedom of
finanecial planning and of financial assistance
to foreign affillates. Certain affillates are
under-capitalized in relation to debt in-
curred. Recapltalization is prohibited by low
authorizations under the mandatory pro-
gram. Those companies with affillates having
high debt to equity ratios in the Schedule B
and C countries are placed in an especially
difficult position.

The regulations are creating a situation in
which American companies are finding it
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difficult to formulate rational financial plans
for their foreign operations.

Perhaps the most serious consequence
from a balance of payments standpoint are
the trade effects. For example, a major Amer-
ican chemical manufacturer with world-wide
operations estimates $1 million loss in sales
this year, 56 million next year, and over $100
million total export losses over a protracted
period.

While export losses may principally result
from the curtailment of new capital Invest-
ments and plant expansions abroad, and
from diminished competitiveness, the
shortage of working capital aggravates the
sltuation.

Much can be sald of the extra-territorial
consequences of the mandatory program.
Suffice it to point out the regulations have
marked our foreign affiliates as aliens which
will make U.S. direct investments less wel=-
come in the future.

It is relevant to note Representative Tun-
ney's appraisal of foreign reaction. “It is well
known that though host countries recognize
the need for foreign investments they also
have shown some concern lest foreign in-
vestors dominate thelr economies or follow
policies laid down by local authorities,” he
sald. “The program for controls of direct
forelgn investment have given evidence the
concern is not unwarranted. The assurance
of local management that companies intend
to be good citizens ring hollow in the light
of the officlal U.S. view expressed in the
mandatory program that the operations of
these companies must be conducted subject
to the overriding needs of U.S. foreign eco-
nomic policy.”

While some of our government policy mak=-
ers have derived comfort from temporary
balance of payments gains achieved by the
program, it should be restrained gratification
for the United States is no longer accumu=-
lating net assets in the rest of the world.

Historically de-regulation has proved ex-
tremely difficult and cumbersome in our
bureaucracy. It is important that a firm date
be set now—not later—for eliminating man-
datory controls, recognizing that certain
transitional rules will be required to phase
out the program in an orderly manner which
will minimize balance of payments effects.

One hopes this Committee will urge the
President to fiz a firm date on which the
program will be terminated; slmply relaxa-
tlon of regulations would leave residual in
the bureaucracy, the framework for reim-
position of controls as expediency dictates.

If restraints on capltal outflows should in
the future be essential to the national in-
terest In time of a declared national emer-
gency, they should be imposed by Congres-
sional action, not by administrative fiat.

One hopes these hearings will serve to
reassert in emphatic terms the authority of
the Congress, under the Constitution, to
regulate foreign and domestic commerce. In
the exercise of that authority the Congress
ensures every citizen a voice in public policy
making.

The mandatory program with its basic fal-
lacies, burdensome restraints, high costs, and
transparent fallings was invoked under a
fifty-vear-old law relating to “Trading with
the Enemy"” and predicated on a national
emergency declared by President Truman In
response to communist aggression in Eorea.
It would strain credulity to maintain that
dubious legal action represented the intent
of Congress a half century later.

President Nixon has pledged he will end
this self-defeating program and has prom-
ised, “We will reestablish the spirit of co-
operation with other nations which our
investment curbs have damaged, and we will
encourage investments which stimulate U.B.
exports and a healthy return flow of capital.”

“For the greatest nation in the world to
withdraw within its own shell and to stifle
American commerce abroad,” he sald, “is
economic isolationism at its worst."”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The Presldent merits the fullest support
of the American people in this determination.
Adoption of the bipartisan House Concurrent
Resolutions 85 and 86 will express the sense
of Congress that curtallment of American
business abroad should cease and 1t will dis-
credit the policy of restrictionism as con-
trary to the foreign policy objectives and the
economiec well-being of the United States.

END UNFATIR TREATMENT OF
SINGLE TAXPAYERS

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission fto address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
rt;;a.r)ks. and to include extraneous mat-

.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I am today
introducing a bill to rectify one of the
inequities now contained in our tax code.
At this time when the Congress is ad-
dressing itself to closing up loopholes and
making our tax code more rational and
equitable, I would hope that the Mem-
bers of this Congress would consider the
inequitable tax burden now carried by
the single individual.

Under our prevailing tax code, married
individuals have one schedule of taxa-
tion, heads of households have another,
and lastly, there is the single individual
who pays the highest rate of tax, since
neither he nor she is entitled to head of
household status. To make my point
more vividly: a single individual with a
taxable income of $10,000 will pay $2,-
354. A married individual, using the joint
return, with the same taxable income
will pay $1,956. And the head of house-
hold individual will pay $2,150. In other
words, if a single individual were given
head-of-household status, he would, un-
der my bill, pay $204 less than he is cur-
rently paying. And, indeed, a single in-
dividual is, in fact, head of his own
household if he maintains his own home.

Some legislators take the position that
a single person should be at least 30 or
35 years old before being favored with
head-of-household tax status. I strongly
disagree. Every single individual who
pays over half the cost of maintaining
his or her own home should be given the
same tax consideration. That cost, which
in my district is rising steadily, has noth-
ing to do with age.

When this Congress, as I hope it does,
revises the tax code, its goal should be
that of having everyone pay his fair
share and no more. So let us close the
tax loopholes which the wealthy use to
avoid paying their fair share, and at the
same time let us end the unfair treat-
ment of the single taxpayer.

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE

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

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
honor a dear friend of Texas and the
Nation—Mr. H. N. Smith of the Soil
Conservation Service.

For 15 years until his death March
13, “Red” Smith served as SCS State
conservationist for Texas. His modest,
unassuming manner belied an unflag-
ging zeal for solving resource problems
in Americas largest conservation State.
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“Red” Smith capably administered a
complex conservation program that has
the largest appropriation and the larg-
est number of employees of any State
in the Nation. His personable leader-
ship literally changed the face of Tex-
as—gullies have healed, streams flow
clearer, dust storms and floods have
been lessened, grass grows green and lush
on tens of millions of acres of fine range-
land. Communities throughout Texas
have a wealth of technical information
to aid in their land-use planning.

“Red” had a remarkable ability to in-
spire cooperation, understanding, and
teamwork among the State’s nearly 200
soil and water conservation districts,
scores of special purpose districts, coun-
ty governing bodies, and other agencies.
It can be noted especially in the small
watershed programs in Texas that more
than 1,400 structures have been built to
retard flooding and create new water
supplies for irrigation, recreation, and
many other uses.

“Red” Smith quietly took on a personal
vendetta against moisture-robbing brush
that encroached on 88 million acres of
range and pasture and threatens the
cattle industry. He directed many studies
of the problem, and the preparation of
five publications. These publications have
been hailed throughout the United States
where brush is a problem as a significant
milestone in the study of brush invasion,
causes, effects, and remedies. But “Red”
did not stop with studies—he saw fo it
that over the past two decades an average
of a million acres a year was treated to
control brush.

Mr. Smith joined the Soil Conserva-
tion Service at Dublin, Tex., in 1935, the
year that agency was formed, after serv-
ing for 10 years as head of the animal
husbandry department at John Tarleton
Agricultural College. He advanced
through several positions to acting re-
gional director with wide-ranging tech-
niecal and administrative responsibilities
in Texas, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Lou-
isiana, and in 1954 began directing the
most rapid advance in resource improve-
ment in Texas history. He received
USDA'’s Superior Service Award in 1960.

In all this activity and responsibility
“Red” Smith remained a warm, person-
able individual known and respected
throughout the State. He was a good
friend as well as leader to the 2,000 SCS
employees in Texas.

I am happy that Clyde Graham, who
served under “Red” Smith for several
years as assistant and deputy State con-
servationist, has been chosen to succeed
him at the helm of conservation in Texas.
Clyde for the past 25 years has been
serving as Director of the SCS Water-
shed Planning Division Lere in Washing-
ton, and brings to his new job broad
experience and wide knowledge of SCS
programs and activities.

“Red” Smith was a great conserva-
tionist. We will miss him and his work
for Texas and the Nation.

A POLICEMAN'S RESPONSIBILITIES

(Mr. WALDIE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, recently
Robert B. Murphy, the police chief of
the city of Richmond, Calif., in my con-
gressional distriet posted a memorandum
to all of the members of the police force
of the city of Richmond in which he
responded to some accusations that had
been directed at the conduct of policemen
in that city.

I believe several paragraphs within
that memo that describe the reponsibili-
ties of police officials are so well put
that it would be wise to have it shared
with more than the members of the
Richmond Police Department.

Although all of the statement is of
value, I particularly found a great sensi-
tivity expressed in the paragraph that
states:

Most of the work of policemen is human
management. We come to our job with good
schooling, some experience and our personal-
ities. Our success in our job is directly related
to our ability to wisely manage ourselves,
and where management of others becomes
involved, to warmly manage them.

I am including a copy of Chief Mur-
phy’s memo along with my remarks.
MEMO
FEBRUARY 26, 1969.
To: All officers.
From: Robert B. Murphy, Chief of Police.

Recently our department has received
some adverse publicity, expressed in general-
ities. I'm aware that this kind of publicity
creates an atmosphere of distrust and doubt
of the police. I'm also aware that most mem-
bers of the department are embarrassed
and/or disgusted by it.

The purpose of my writing is to encour-
age all of you to remain as objective as pos-
sible; to be businessliike, and continue to
fulfill our responsibility in a legal manner.
It takes great courage and patience to do
the work expected of police officers in to-
day’s soclety, but in my opinion there is no
more essential assignment than that of po-
lice officer.

Our purpose is worth much sacrifice. I
appreciate your displayed abilities to date.
You may feel you aren't understood or ap-
preciated, but let me assure you that most
of our citizens are well aware of what we
are going through, and will support us
heartily when we're right. We cannot expect
anyone to support us when we're wrong.

I assure you that any administrative ac-
tion from my office will always be based on
facts, not on general or unsupported state-
ments. To my personal knowledge, since 1960
our department has not falled to hear, in-
vestigate and properly dispose of complaints
agalnst us, We must remember that there
will be complaints and that we're not per-
fect. We must also remember that the nature
of our work creates some friction. We should
help always to reduce tensions while per-
forming our tasks.

We cannot fall or refuse to do our law
enforcement tasks, but we must remember
that much of our work is non-enforcement
services to the community. We must be re-
ceptive to suggestions about the latter kind
of services. We must be willing to account
for ourselves in all our work.

Most of the work of policemen is human
management. We come to our job with good
schooling, some experience and our person-
alitles. Our success In our job is directly
related to our ability to wisely manage our-
selves, and where management of others
becomes involved, to warmly manage them,

It's my hope that we can restore and main-
tain a climate which will help you feel proud
to be a police officer in Richmond. We have
a very fine department, doing an excellent
job under some very adverse conditions. It's
our individual responsibility to help keep
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it that way and let the people know that we
don't need sympathy. We need their volun-
tary compliance with soclety's acceptable
rules and their support when we enforce
their rules against non-conformists to law.
RoBerT B. MURPHY,
Chief of Police.

LEGISLATION WOULD INCREASE
SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

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

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have fo-
day infroduced a social security legisla-
tive package which would provide in-
creases in benefits based on the cost of
living as well as increase the survivors’
benefits and the amount a person may
earn and still receive all the benefits to
which he is entitled.

This legislation would result in a ma-
jor overhaul of the present Social Secu-
rity Act which now requires congres-
sional approval for each change in ben-
efits and qualifications. It includes the
following major changes in present law:

First. An automatic cost-of-living in-
crease whenever the Consumer Price
Index jumps by at least 2.5 percent dur-
ing the preceding quarter. The index in-
creased nearly 5 percent in 1968 and has
climbed nearly 20 percent since 1960.
This would eliminate the necessity of
congressional action.

Second. Increase the amount a person
may earn from $1,680 to $3,000 a year
without forfeiting part or all of his so-
cial security benefits. The present law
penalizes those who want to help them-
selves. A person should be able to receive
the benefits regardless of whether he
chooses to work after 65.

Third. Increase the survivors’ benefits
on retirement to 150 percent of the pri-
mary cash benefits for which the de-
ceased would have qualified under social
security. Under present law, the sur-
vivors' income is cut at a time when the
cost of operating the household may ac-
tually increase.

These reforms are urgently needed to
spare older Americans the hardship that
results from infiation.

Most older Americans are defenseless
against higher living costs produced by
the inflationary trend. It seems only ap-
propriate that we provide these retirees
with help as soon as they are hit by a
loss in the purchasing power of their
pension dollar.

These people should not have to wait
1, 2, and 5 years for such relief through
general amendments to the Social Secu-
rity Act. This is especially so when the
increases do not compensate fully for
changes in living costs anyway.

I believe that compassion, equity, and
commonsense demand that we stop mak-
ing older people wait until some future
Congress chooses to make good on cam-
paign promises, This legislation would,
in effect, remove social security from the
political arena.

I have given considerable thought to
this proposal, and I am convinced it is
one which offers protection for our sen-
ior citizens, who through no fault of their
own are in real and dire need of positive
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assistance against circumstances that
could destroy independence, dignity, and
sense of purpose.

Almost all citizens are hurt by rising
living costs. Only the very wealthy es-
cape. No single group suffers more, how-
ever, than older Americans.

I supported this type of approach in
the 90th Congress but it failed. Hope-
fully, with the support of the Nixon ad-
ministration, we will be able to remove
social security from politics once and for
all and provide our senior citizens with
the security and peace of mind they so
richly deserve.

ALL-AMERICA CITY

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

Mr, McMILLAN, Mr. Speaker, I am in-
serting in the Recorp a statement by
Mayor David McLeod of Florence, S.C.,
which is my hometown, concerning an
article appearing in the Sunday Star of
March 23, 1969. It seems that a reporter
from the Star visited Florence, S.C., for
a few days recently and talked with a
number of the citizens of that commu-
nity. The reporter did not talk with me
since I was here in Washington at the
time. Also, he did not talk with Mayor
MecLeod.

We are all wondering what the motive
of the editor of the Star was in sending
reporter Donald Smith to Florence, S.C.,
as he prepared an unusual article that
has no meaning whatsoever other than
there seems to be no truth in connec-
tion with the article. I presume the re-
porter made a trip to Florence to see if
he could find someone that would say
something detrimental about me. I cer-
tainly could not make any sense out of
the article as reporter Smith seemed to
intentionally or unintentionally get all
of his facts incorrect. We have a good
prosperous city which has almost dou-
bled in size during the past 10 years and
we have 52,000 people who receive their
mail at the Florence Post Office, both
black and white, and they seem to get
along as harmoniously as any people
could anywhere in the United States. We
have several excellent colored policemen
and several excellent colored members
of the fire department, in addition to
three colored deputies in the county
sheriff’s office.

I didn't think any newspaper in Wash-
ington would have the gall to send a re-
porter to Florence or any other city
where good relations exist between all
people when we have so much confusion
and crime here in the Nation's Capital.
As chairman of the House District Com-
mittee, I have not been able to secure
very much assistance from any of the
news media in the Nation's Capital in
connection with my efforts to solve the
crime problem.

I have been successful in having the
Members of the House of Representa-
tives approve approximately 900 bills,
the majority of which vitally affect the
Nation’s Capital: for instance, a bill we
enacted last year granting $80 million
to the hospitals in Washington, D.C,,
without any strings attached.




March 27, 1969

We are very proud of our mayor in
Florence and the progress our city has
made during the past 12 years. We have
excellent community leaders, both
colored and white, and it is refreshing to
know that we do not have people of
different races calling names at each
other and making all types of accusa-
tions as exist here in the Nation’s Capi-
tal. We have very little crime in Florence
for the simple reason that law enforce-
ment is excellent, punishment is swift
and certain when a crime is committed.

Shaw Field that was mentioned in the
reporter’s article is not located in my
congressional district and I am not ac-
quainted with any street by the name of
“Square,” however, the reporter states
that my residence is located on “Square”
Street. The mayor, city council and other
officials in the Florence community have
reason to be angry over this article as it
portrays anything but true facts con-
cerning the fine city of Florence, S.C.,
which was recently designated as an all-
American city.

I, of course, am accustomed to this
type of treatment here in Washington as
I have been accused of everything in the
book by the news media in Washington
since I have been serving as chairman
of the House District Committee, simply
because I do not hold the same philoso-
phy concerning crime and the solvency
of the Nation’s Capital as the news media
in our Capital City.

I could write a book several inches
thick quoting the outright misrepresen-
tations and other accusations that have
been heaped on my shoulders for the
simple reason that I do not cater to these
people’s way of thinking in connection
with my position in making laws for the
Nation’s Capital. I, nor any other Con-
gressman, has any jurisdiction over the
administration of the affairs of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and we do not have an
opportunity to make any appointments.
They are all made by the Commissioner
and the President of the United States
and the laws are administered through
the Mayor, the Attorney General and the
District Corporation Counsel under the
supervision of the Department of Jus-
tice.

I am making these statements for the
simple reason that the people who read
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcCORD in my home-
town and in every town in the United
States will understand some of the rea-
sons why we have certain conditions in
the Nation’s Capital at the present time.

The article incorporating Mayor Mc-
Leod’s statement follows:

WASHINGTON STAR STORY CRITICIZED

An article in the Sunday magazine section
of The Washlngr,on Star was h.lghly critical
of Florence as an All-America city and was
in return criticized by Mayor David McLeod.

The article, by Donald Smith, was to “dis-
cover if the All-America city might have
some influence on MecMillan's (Cong. John
L. McMillan) manner in dealing with Wash-
ington. Cong. McMillan is chalrman of the
House of Representatives D.C. Committee.

The article discussed race relations in Flor-
ence and was critical of the clty's action
in this field.

Mayor McLeod said Tuesday "I have never
seen the gentleman that wrote the story
or talked with him on the telephone.
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“Many statements in the story are errone-
ous, misleading and are not at all factual.

“It seems to me that if a reporter wrote
a story on Florence and used the mayor as
part of a story he should at least discuss
it with him (the mayor) before writing any
such misleading information.”

ONE NATION, UNDER GOD

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

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
the National Association of Broadcast-
ers are in Washington this week. A
speaker at one function was reported to
be Tom Smothers, who is concerned
about network and affiliate censorship of
his program, broadcast by CBS.

One of the more interesting things
about the Smothers show is its slip from
among the top-rated programs in the
Nation. It is reportedly below 40 now,
indicating that perhaps there is some
relationship between listener approval
and ratings after all.

Last Sunday night the Smothers pro-
gram began with a reservation of their
own version of the pledge to the flag.
Their version omits “under God.” In
fact, the only apparent reason for what
might otherwise have been a welcome bit
of patriotism was actually an affront to
the traditions of this Nation.

As Senator PasTore noted in a speech
before the NAB this week, ABC and NBC
have agreed to submit their own pro-
grams to the code authority of the NAB,
but CBS has refused.

CBS may well be concerned about code
approval, if the Smothers show is an
example of what they feel is good Sun-
day night listening. It was a CBS affiliate
in Chicago which staged a pot party, in
an apparent effort to help sagging rat-
ings there. Maybe they are trying to use
a little shock value to help the Smothers’
sagging ratings.

CBS has placed itself in the position
of opposing regulation of networks, reg-
ulation of programing, and even self-
regulation within the industry. CBS has
written Senator PasTorReE that—

In our soclety the determination of taste
and propriety as to TV programing must
be pluralistic. A single last word would be
harmful, indeed dangerous.

What about CBS’s own ‘“last word?”
If CBS continues to refuse any advice
on programing from any source but its
own, where does “pluralistic” come in at
all? Far from accepting a pluralistic ap-
proach, CBS is saying to the National
Association of Broadcasters, and to the
Federal Communications Commission,
and to the Congress, and to the listening
publie, that CBS will not listen to any-
one, regardless of the violence, sex, or
poor taste involved in its programs.

Well, CBS, “under God” is an impor-
tant part of the pledge to the flag. One
segment of the pluralistic approach you
cannot long deny is the listening audi-
ence, and perhaps you had better go
back and read the ratings again.

ABC and NBC are not without fault,
but are to be commended for their in-
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terest in arriving at a voluntary industry
solution. CBS apparently wishes to con-
tinue down the road on its own, with the
likes of the Smothers show.

An increasing number of people
throughout the country now demand
Government intervention. I sincerely be-
lieve most Members of Congress would
like to avoid that if at all possible.

Self-regulation within the broadcast
industry seems to be the best answer for
the present. ABC and NBC are willing.
CBS is not. I suggest that the American
people let CBS know what they think.
This can be done by switching the chan-
nel receiver away from offending pro-
grams. And it ean be done by writing
product manufacturers and letting them
know what the public thinks about such
programs. And writing or calling the lo-
cal network affiliate and letting them
know. It has been my experience that
local stations, which are licensed and
are deeply committed to good community
relations, act in a responsible and rea-
sonable manner to public opinion. In the
end, CBS will get the message. And per-
haps at last there will be some industry
solution to a serious problem of public
concern.

DECENTRALIZATION AND RESTRUC-
TURING OF FEDERAL FIELD
OFFICES

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the announcement today by President
Nixon of his first steps toward the de-
centralization and restructuring of Fed-
eral field offices convincingly demon-
strates that he intends to keep his cam-
paign pledge “not to dismantle Govern-
ment but to modernize it.” The field
offices of the five related departments and
agencies which have been operating un-
der the handicap of a crazy-quilt of dif-
ferent boundaries and regional head-
quarters will be able to serve the public
more efficiently. The public will be spared
a great deal of confusion and wasted
time in doing business with the Govern-
ment.

The President’s expansion of the re-
gional council concept to all eight of the
new regional centers, and his directive to
other executive agencies to study further
means of decentralizing decisionmaking
and bringing the administration of Fed-
eral programs closer to the people should
also be welcomed by the Congress. We
have long urged greater coordination and
more businesslike methods upon the ex-
ecutive agencies that come before us for
funding and support of their programs.
We should now unhesitatingly back up
the President’s move to bring this about.

There will be temporary dislocations
and discomforts for some Federal em-
ployees but the President’s plan has min-
imized these and its implementation will
be spread over the next 18 months to
permit the necessary readjustments. In
the end the benefits to all our citizens
will far outweigh the inconvenience of
making these urgent and sensible changes
in a system which has, unfortunately,
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grown up without a clear p_attgm and
desperately requires reorganization.

COLUMBIA BROADCASTING
SYSTEM

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

Mr, GONZALEZ, Mr. Speaker, I won-
der if the gentleman from Florida (Mr,
Rocers) would be willing to answer a
question in connection with what he has
said. I would like to ask the gentleman
this question, in view of his statements,
which accurately reflect correspondence
that I have had with officials of CBS, be-
cause of a highly distorted, unfair, in-
accurate, and untruthful report last year
with respect to the hunger question. The
Nation and the world were absolutely
horrified when CBS put on a show that
opened up by purporting to show a child
starving because of malnutrition. It was
completely untrue. The child was a pre-
mature, 2-months-old child. The parents
were healthy, and well nourished. That
fact was established beyond any question
of doubt.

CBS admitted that they did not know
there was any other way, but they felt
that even if a hoax containing untruth
were perpetrated on the listening and
viewing audience of the world, it was
justified as long as they thought their
cause was a good and holy one. Later
the president of CBS substantiated his
view that it would be perfectly all right
to lie to the viewing public if, in their
opinion, it was justified. So I am glad
to hear the gentleman say what he has
said. I think the time has come when
Congress should look into this whole
question. I agree with him that none of
us wishes to inject regulatory authority,
but if it comes to that, I think we can-
not escape the clear responsibility that
reposes in the Congress to do something
about this vast network system that con-
trols 93 percent or more of the prime
viewing time of the American public
with no restraint whatsoever.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GONZALEZ, I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I thank the
gentleman. Judging from my conversa-
tions with Members of Congress, there is
great concern with this problem. Chair-
man Staccers of the Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee, of which I
am a member, has said, “We are going to
look into some of these problems.” And I
think it is very needed.

Mr. GONZALEZ. I thank the gentle-

man.

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I have not seen the
program in question. Certainly the gen-
tleman from Florida and the gentleman
from Texas are correct in calling to the
attention of Congress the shortcomings
of this network. It is particularly unfor-
tunate that this would occur, because
this particular network, CBS, did do an
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excellent job the last two Sundays when
they brought to the attention of the
American people a two-part series on the
growing problem of pollution in this
country.

In their 21st century series, I thought
they had done one of the greatest jobs I
have seen in reporting in calling to the
attention of the American people the
great problems that are being created
for our American public in this problem
of air pollution. So on the one hand they
do a great job, and then on the other
hand they undo the good they do with
the kind of program the gentleman from
Texas mentioned.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, if CBS
will take care of its own pollution, I think
everything will be OK.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM—WEEK
OF MARCH 31, 1969

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

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time in order to ask the distinguished
majority leader about the legislative
program for next week.

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

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the majority
leader.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in response
to the distinguished minority whip's in-
quiry, we have finished the legislative
program for this week, and will ask to
go over until next week.

There is no legislative business for
Monday.

Tuesday is Private Calendar day.

For Tuesday and the balance of the
week, we have House Resolution 270, au-
thorizing the expenditure of certain
funds for the expenses of the Committee
on Internal Security, and H.R. 9328, to
provide special pay to naval officers who
agree to remain in active submarine
service.

This announcement is made subject
to the usual reservation that conference
reports may be brought up at any time,
and that any further program may be
announced later.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 31, 1969

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the right to object.

Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the gentle-
man from Oklahoma could tell us, in view
of the staggering workload for next week,
whether he thinks it will be possible to
get out of here by midnight of Wednes-
day? When does the gentleman think it
will be possible for the House to adjourn
next week, so we may have some idea as
to when the Easter recess will be started?

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
the gentleman asked that question, be-
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cause we are going to try to finish the
business by not later than early Wednes-
day afternoon.

Mr. GROSS. By Wednesday afternoon?

Mr. ALBERT. By not later than that,
and hopefully Tuesday evening.

Mr. GROSS. Then it will not be
Wednesday midnight or some such time
as that?

Mr. ALBERT. That is true unless some
unforeseen event happens. The gentle-
man understands the program is always
announced with that reservation.

Mr. Speaker, I renew my unanimous-
consent request that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rulet be dispensed with on Wednesday
nexwy.

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

There was no objection.

RESIGNATION FROM NINTH MEX-
ICO-UNITED STATES INTERPAR-
LIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication:

MarcH 26, 1960,
Hon. Joun W. McCORMACK,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR Mr. Speaxer: I sincerely regret that
an unexpected demand from my constitu-
ency will prevent my taking part in the
Ninth Mexico-United States Interparlia-
mentary Conference, which will be held in
Mexico, beginning April 2nd through the
8th. For this reason, I am constrained to re-
sign from the House Delegation.

With high regard, I am,

Sincerely,
F. BrADFORD MORSE,
Member of Congress.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF U.S.
DELEGATION OF THE MEXICO-
UNITED STATES INTERPARLIA-
MENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1, Public Law 86-420,
the Chair appoints as a member of the
U.S. delegation of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. LrLoyp), to
fill the existing vacancy thereon.

ELECTION OF REPUBLICAN STATE
SENATOR IN CALIFORNIA

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

Mr. McCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I
noted in the Recorp yesterday that there
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was some enjoyment on the other side of
the aisle over an election in Tennessee
which was considered to set some sort of
guidelines for the election results in 1970.

I want to advise the House and my
colleagues that there was also an election
on that same day in California, in a State
senatorial district including Contra Costa
County, and coterminous with the dis-
trict of our esteemed colleague (Mr.
WaLpie). Our Republican senatorial
candidate, John Nejedly, won in a demo-
cratic district by a 4-to-3 margin. I
hope the Members on the other side of
the aisle will, therefore, view with in-
creased respect the words of our distin-
guished minority leader to the effect that
Tuesday's elections may be an indication
of things to come.

THE CASE AGAINST THE ABM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr. PELLY) is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, our highly
respected former colleague, the able and
articulate Secretary of Defense, Melvin
Laird, as those of us who served many
years with him know, can be a powerful
and persuasive advocate of any cause he
chooses to espouse. In the well of this
House, he demonstrated that year after
year, and as I say, his reasoning and in-
sight are highly respected. Many times
I have listened to his argument on legis-
lation and followed his recommendations
when the time came to vote.

But, Mr. Speaker, I strongly differ when
Mr. Laird says, as he has recently, that
the modified anti-ballistic-missile pro-
gram, newly named by the Pentagon as
the “Safeguard” system, is a building
block for peace. On the contrary, I feel
that proceeding at this time with an
ABM deployment could actually result
in the building of more Soviet nuclear
blockbusters and accelerate the entire
atomic arms race with the Russians in-
creasing their offensive capacity and
causing another tragic stepup in the
spiral of the arms race.

Perhaps, Mr. Speaker, the time will
come when the United States will be
forced into deploying a so-called Safe-
guard system or perhaps indeed a thick-
shield anti-Soviet missile defense. Pray
God, as a deterrent to nuclear war, this
country will not be forced to construct
any such defense system against a Soviet
capability to render our retaliatory strik-
ing power ineffective. But, as to now, as
testified by Director Gerard Smith of
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, such second-strike capability,
which we presently have as a deterrent
to enemy attack, would not be jeopard-
ized by a halt in the antimissile program
until after nuclear disarmament talks
with the Soviet Union.

If I thought for a moment a halt in
the ABM program would risk our los-
ing our retaliatory deterrent striking
strength, I would support Mr. Laird. For
who will deny that until disarmament,
the real deterrent is the knowledge by
Moscow, and perhaps in a few years by
Peking when Red China acquires nuclear
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missiles, that either of them if they at-
tacked us would in truth be obliterated.

My conviction is that momentarily
there is no need and no sense in initiat-
ing this program until the United States
and the Soviet Union have discussed a
limitation by both nations in offensive
and strategic weapons. The fact is that
if such talks fail, either country could
overcome any ABM system by the use of
multiwarheads and decoys and other
penetration aids.

Mr. Speaker, I do not trust the Com-
munist leaders in the Kremlin any more
than does my distinguished friend, Mel
Laird. I do not doubt his so-called firm
and solid information that the Soviets are
deploying the SS-9, a 20 to 25 megaton
weapon which in turn might destroy a
portion of our Minuteman launch sites.
But, surely an attack by such a weapon
would be deterred by the U.S. retaliatory
capability of our Poseidon and Polaris
missiles from submarines underwater.

Right now, it seems to me, there is still
time for a return to commonsense and
reason. From the layman’s point of view,
it is not easy to oppose any new means
of defense, but in all sincerity, I say, let
us delay and not set off another expan-
sion in the suicidal arms race.

Mr. Speaker, last year when I voted
for funds to deploy the Sentinel missile
system, I felt that such action on the
part of the United States would give us
greater strength over the disarmament
bargaining table. However, now certainly
the Russians are on notice of our inten-
tions just as much as if those Sentinel
missiles were located throughout the
country. They know that we will never
be second in any arms competition. They
know we will insist on maintaining such
strategic defense and offensive weapons
as are needed for our national security.

So, Mr. Speaker, I say, let us talk—
talk softly as President Nixon has sug-
gested—and not feel impelled to spend
billions of dollars on a new defensive
system that will be, I am sure, out of
date, obsolete, and ineffective by the
time it would be completed. The Safe-
guard missile would, in reality, be no
bargaining tool for dealing with the
other nuclear superpower, nor is it a
building block for peace as Secretary
Laird would have it.

Let us negotiate and not lay waste our
strength in this $10 billion unneeded
gesture in muscle flexing.

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

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

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am interested in the
gentleman’s deep interest in this subject.
He has a problem in his immediate area
on this, which I am sure the gentle-
man is concerned about.

Mr. PELLY. If the gentleman would
not mind, I will say that that problem has
been removed by President Nixon's deci-
sion to remove the antiballistic missiles
from the populated areas.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am mindful of that,
but here is the question I want to ask
the gentleman. He said that he voted
last year for this. Actually this House
and the other body voted on eight dif-
ferent occasions for this country to move
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ahead with a deployment of the ABM. I
would like to know if the gentleman
would be good enough to tell me what
has changed.

Has the Soviet Union changed in any
way? Has the brutal invasion of Czecho-
slovakia in any way given us reason to
believe that the Soviet Union is ready to
start changing and behaving like a civil-
ized nation? Has the Soviet Union in any
way deterred its own research in ABM
development? Has the Soviet Union
stopped building the 656 ABM’s around
Moscow? Is there an iota of proof that
the Soviet Union has in any way deterred
its own development? On the contrary,
the best evidence that we have is that
the Soviet Union has substantially ac-
celerated its research in an attempt to
knock out the offensive deterrents that
we have in this country. I am at a loss
to understand why, in the face of the
overwhelming evidence presented before
the American people by Secretary Laird
and by the President of the United
States, we continue to hear those who
would have us stop. Finally, is it not cor-
rect that the chairman of the Disarma-
ment Commission stated that in his judg-
ment our continued deployment of the
ABM would in no way alter or interfere
with any future discussions we may have
with the Soviet Union on some form of
a mutual inspection treaty?

Is not that what the chairman said?

I noted with interest the gentleman’s
statement that he said it would not in
any way affect our deterrent power. But
he also said very unequivocally that if we
proceed with the deployment which we
are now planning to do, it will not in any
way alter the basic approach in this
country to ask the Soviet Union to sit
down and start talking about some
meaningful inspections. However, I
would like to remind my colleague that
President Eisenhower proposed an open
skies treaty and the Soviet Union
wrecked that proposal with the phony
shooting down of the U-2. Every Presi-
dent Nixon, has indicated that we in-
Kennedy, President Johnson, and Presi-
dent Nixon, have indicated that we in-
deed want an open skies treaty. We want
to come to some agreement with ref-
erence to this proliferation of the nuclear
arms race, but the Soviet Union has not
given one iota of evidence or hope that
it is ready to start acting like a civilized
nation.

Mr. PELLY. The gentleman from Illi-
Bois has presented me with a long ques-

on.

Mr. PUCINSKI I have a 30-minute
special order and I shall give the gentle-
man some of my time.

Mr. PELLY. I will say to the gentle-
man from Illinois that insofar as I am
concerned there have been changes since
the gentleman and I both testified before
the Real Estate Subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations on Jan-
uvary 15, and I have changed my mind.

I will say for one thing, of course, the
Soviet Union has indicated that they
were interested in talks which I under-
stand are designed to curtail the arms
race. I think President Nixon has indi-
cated that he intends to talk with repre-
sentatives of the Soviet Union.
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I would say further, because the gen-
tleman from Illinois referred to the Di-
rector of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, Mr. Smith, he has stated
and testified before a Senate Committee
that a delay in deploying this program
would not jeopardize our defense; other-
wise, I would not be standing here in
the well today.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, did not the
Director of the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, Mr. Smith, also say
that in proceeding with the deployment
it would in no way interfere with our
talks with the Soviet Union, because they
have not stopped their deployment of
such ABM systems?

Mr. PELLY. I would say the gentleman
was correct. However, I am in favor of
continuing the research aspects of this
system but not actually deploying these
missiles which I am sure will be out of
date and obsolete at the time of their
deployment.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

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

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, it is my
opinion that two points have to be made.
The first point that has to be made is
that the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
Pucinskr) has very cleverly sought to
place those in favor of the position of
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
PeLLy) and the position which I es-
pouse in opposition to the ABM in
opposition also to maintaining and fos-
tering and enhancing our national secu-
rity. This is totally untrue. The fact that
we oppose the ABM system does not mean
that we are not seeking to pro-
mote and foster the national security
of the United States.

Mr. PUCINSEKI. Will the gentleman
yield on that point?

Mr. PELLY. Let me say this to the
gentleman, that I believe the Secretary
of Defense has indicated that he has
hard and firm information that the So-
viet Union is proceeding to develop the
S58-9.

Mr. HALL. If the gentleman will yield,
that is correct.

Mr, YATES. Yes.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PELLY. With 20 to 25 megaton
capacity. :

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield? I want to com-
ment on the remarks of my colleague.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Marsunaca) . The gentleman from Wash-
ington has the floor.

Mr. PELLY. I just want to finish this
statement by saying that the way I feel
is that if we proceed with the anti-bal-
listic-missile system that we are going
to get hard and firm information that
the Russians are proceeding with the
S8-9, with multple warheads, which
would overcome the “safeguard” mis-
sile defense. It would take 500 of the
present SS-9's, we are told, to put out
of commission half of our Minuteman in-
stallations. I believe we have time now
to discuss disarmament. That is the way
I see it. Otherwise I am certain that if
we continue on with an antimissile
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defense program we may not be able
to talk.

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

Mr. PELLY. The gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. YaTes) had been making a
statement, and I will yield further to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The second point that I wanted to
make was this: that with respect to what
the Russians are doing in developing
their offensive strength. We are not lag-
gard in this respect. We, too, are moving
to increase the already awesome power of
our ICBM’s and Poseidons with MERV
warheads. We are going forward with
that. So that we are expanding our power
and that is certainly offsetting what the
Russians are doing. We are doing this
without reference to deployment of the
ABM.

It is true that they are going forward
with the SS-9, according to Secretary
Laird, and that it is a very powerful
weapon, but the United States is mov-
ing forward also.

I want to associate myself with the
remarks made by the gentleman from
Washington. It is unfortunate that both
the Soviet Union and we are going for-
ward with such weapons when we should
be trying to stop this ever-increasing
buildup of nuclear arms.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make one fur-
ther point.

The gentleman from Washington
rightfully said that in his judgment the
building of these weapons will not be
building blocks for peace.

I fail to understand the rationale be-
hind Secretary Laird’s statement that
if we build these ABM’s that it will not
be stimulating to the arms race. I am
under the impression that a credible
deterrent on both sides requires a bal-
ance, that there must be the ability of
both sides to destroy the other. I believe
that we must maintain the credibility of
our deterrent force.

If we were to build an ABM system
which would be successful—and there is
great doubt whether that is possible at
the present time—but if it were success-
ful, and if thereby the ABM system could
thwart the Russian missiles from their
destructive mission, I feel quite sure the
men in the Kremlin could very well be
impelled to increase their offensive
strength further by additional missiles
to overwhelm this new defense. They
would want to build additional destruc-
tive missiles in order to overcome our
anti-ballistic-missile system. Therefore,
I cannot see where this would be a build-
ing block for peace. I believe that instead
of a building block for peace, the Soviet
Union would conclude they must in-
crease the number of their offensive mis-
siles to balance the new advantage pos-
sessed by the United States.

Mr, PUCINSKI. If the gentleman will
again yield, my colleague talks about the
fact that there are those who say there
is no possible ABM system that is capa-
ble of defeating the Russian missiles.
That is a matter of opinion.

I believe that these are the same peo-
ple who for 20 years have been taking
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such positions. We have tried in the
Congress, and it has been a hard job
to do, to maintain an effective defensive
posture, because this has been the great-
est containment of the Soviet Union. For
20 years the Soviet U