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The choruses performed separately during
the week and then on Sunday evening,
March 30, all 16 choruses joined in a spe-
cial program of great choral music with
orchestra, under the leadership of the Fes-
tival's distinguished Music Director, Robert
Shaw.

On the opening night, Sunday, March 23,
at 8:30 p.m., the Licnica Choir from Bratis-
lava University performed., It was followed
by choirs from Japan, Chile and the United
States.

On Tuesday, March 25, the choruses from
the Republic of Korea, Switzerland and Fin-
land performed. On Wednesday, March 26,
the students from Australia, Federal Repub-
lic of Germany, Ghana and Brazil exhibited
their talents. On Friday, March 28, the choirs
from Austria, Argentina, Philippines and
Morehouse College of Atlanta performed.

On Sunday evening, March 30, a gala clos-
ing concert performed with choruses of 600
voices, which was thrilling, The Slovaks had
their special concert by the Lucnica Choir
on Saturday, March 29, at St. John Nepo-
mucene Auditorium, 66th St. and Pirst Ave.,
in New York City at 4 p.m,

This was the first time that such great
ovations were given to the Slovak singers
from the Republic of Slovakia, which was
declared as such 30 years ago and again on
January 1, 1869 officially proclaimed by the
Czecho-Slovakian Parliament in Prague.

The name “Licnica” derives from ks,
which means meadow. The Cholir achieved
great success In Prague, Moscow, England,
Italy and other countries before its U.S.A.
tour. Many American Slovaks, especially
students in varlous American Colleges and
Universities, were thrilled to hear “Licniea”,
which is a genulne Slovak University stu-
dents cholr. God bless them.

THE DEFENSE OF MATERIALISM
HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 13, 1969
Mr. DERWINSEI. Mr. Speaker, it is
necessary and logical to emphasize the

positive on occasion, and I believe the
editorial, “In Defense of Materialism,”
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in the Thursday, May 8, Wall Street
Journal, makes a very proper and prac-
tical point in evaluating the basic vir-
tues of our society.

The editorial follows:

In DEFENSE OF MATERIALISM

What's basically wrong with American
society today is that it is too materialistie;
such is the charge leveled by many young
people, both the militant and the quiet ones,
as well as many of their elders, It is an
ancient complaint, of course, but in the cur-
rent context of violent dissent it is worth an-
other look.

While a lot of youngsters are imbued with
genuine idealism, it may be noted in passing
that not a few others are themselves fairly
hedonistic, with their emphasis on pot and
sex, True, that doesn't make the SDS types
tolerant; they are utterly intolerant of the
behavior and rights of others. Nothing, at
any rate, in the militants' own activities and
thinking—which is muddled if not nonexist-
ent—equates with idealism in contradistinec-
tion to materialism.

As for the charge of excessive materialism
in this country, we would say, if we had not
grown to hate the word, that it is irrelevant.
What society is not materialistic?

Some may argue that India and other
parts of the supposedly contemplative East
are far less acquisitive-minded, but it is a
myth, The unhappy fact that individuals
and nations are poor does not make them
more spiritual; if anything it makes them
more materialistic, for their very poverty
forces them to spend most of their time and
energy grubbing for a subsistence existence.
To those in the underdeveloped world who
are aware of America, its abundance still
represents the great dream.

In a similar way, the advanced nations of
Europe and Japan, recovering from World
War II, lost no time in importing U.S. goods,
techniques and manners. And in the Soviet
Union, one of the big problems has been
communism’s failure to provide the people
with many of the good things of life. The
world, in short, scolds America, including its
materialism, but the criticism does not seem
to deter emulation.

Nor does the past offer much support for
the belief that the U.S. today is unusually
materialistic. For most men most of history
has been a grinding existence, bound to the
earth, and the elites of ages past were not
commonly noted for their freedom from
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mundane concerns and fleshly pleasures.
Even the spirituality manifesting itself in
the spires of the Middle Ages could not have
meant much to the exhausted serf.

Our materialism in this age is highly visi-
ble because for the first time the average
man is not condemned to back-breaking
labor but Instead has the means to indulge
his tastes. Certainly it is a good, not an evil,
development that people have been able to
pull themselves out of abject poverty and
serfdom or actual enslavement and reach a
stage where they can lead a more decent and
civilized life.

Just as poverty perforce induces to ma-
terialism, so a general affluence can permit
the luxury of higher values, Perhaps the in-
terest of many Americans in the arts and
culture and philosophy is not particularly
profound; nonetheless, it is there and it has
been growing. Paradoxical as it may seem,
our materialism is reflected not only in ma-
terial abundance but in matters of the mind
and soul.

It seems to us that what accounts for the
famous malaise of the age is not the material-
ism as such but a number of other factors—
a realization that affluence alone is not
enough, the unending violence of this cen-
tury at home and abroad, a vague or not-so-
vague sense that the future may be swamped
by forces that could get beyond man's con-
trol. Obviously even in a time of economic
well-being there is plenty to be annoyed by,
to worry and be unhappy about.

But the real point, in an age that is every-
where materialistlc and a world that has al-
ways been so, is not materialism but free-
dom. It is easy to sneer at the average Ameri-
can's purported addiction to his car or to
suburbia or whatever; it must not be for-
gotten that it is his right to do what he wants
with his money and his life, whether his
tastes be mean or elevated, so long as he does
not intrude on the rights of others.

That is just what the youthful militants
{and a failr amount of professors and other
adult critics of American society) are for-
getting or somehow never learned. They em-
phatically do want to take away that man’s
right to his property and way of life. They
loudly proclaim that their intent is to de-
stroy first the university and then the society.

And they fail to realize the grim irony:
That their determination to destroy a mate-
rialistie soclety could only lead to the worst
kind of materialism, the chains of material
poverty and of political authoritarianism.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday, May 14, 1969

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rev. Willilam G. Burrill, St. Martin’s
Episcopal Church, Davis, Calif., offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, ruler of all the peoples
of the earth: forgive, we beseech Thee,
our shortcomings as a nation; purify our
hearts to see and love the truth; give
wisdom to our leaders and our counselors
and a steadfastness to our people; guide,
we pray Thee, all those to whom Thou
hast committed the Government of this
Nation, and grant to them at this time
special gifts of wisdom and understand-
ing, of counsel and strength; that up-
holding what is right and following what
is true, they may obey Thy holy will and
fulfill Thy divine purpose; and bring us
at last to that fair city of peace whose
foundations are mercy, justice, and good
will, whose builder and maker Thou art;
through Thy Son, Jesus Christ, our Lord.
Amen,
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The Journal of the proceedings of
vesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

5. 1242, An act to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 by extending the provisions
thereof relating to grants for construction of
educational television or radio broadcasting
facilities and the provisions relating to sup-
port of the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIV-
ILEGED REPORT

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
Imous consent that the Committee on

Appropriations may have until midnight
tomorrow night to file a privileged report
on the second supplemental appropria-
tion bill for the fiscal year 1969.

Mr. SHRIVER reserved all points of
order on the bill.

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

There was no objection.

NEW TAX LOOPHOLES

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, today while
we are considering tax reform proposals
before Congress, it is shocking to see
new loopholes come to light every day.

The May 5, 1969, issue of the Ameri-
can Medical Association News lists sev-
eral advertisements which promote the
use of tax loopholes. -
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One advertisement on page 15 is
headed “Need Tax Advantages?—Want
Good Income?—Citrus.” The ad further
reads:

Why do Doctors comprise the majority of
absentee ownership of young citrus groves?
Answer is because (1) it provides immediate
tax rellef, and (2) income for Retirement,
Estate building, capital gains, efc.

The ad lists other tax advantages in-
cluding depreciation, and investment
credit. The ad follows:

NeED TAX ADVANTAGES?!—WanT Goon
IncomE?—CITRUS

Why do doctors comprise the majority of
absentee ownership of young cltrus groves?

Answer—Because it best fits their require-
ments of (1) immediate tax relief, and (2)
income for Retirement, Estate building, cap-
ital gains, ete.

Owner offers young groves in finest cltrus
area of Southwest. Assured supply of good
quality irrigation project water. Our excel-
lent soll and climate produces unusually high
quality, and at low growing costs.

High annual income—Mature groves net
about $800 to $1,000 per acre per year and
sell for about $4,000 per acre.

Tax advantages—Depreclation and invest-
ment credit, as well as grove care costs and
supervision fees, are tax deductible. 20 acre
grove—$2,050 per acre, 209% down, balance
10 years. (10 acre grove also avail.)

For additional information, including tax,
crop yield averages, market prices, etc., write:

L. & L. FARMS.

YUMA, ARIZ.

The same issue of the American Medi-
cal Association News also lists a very
exciting advertisement entitled “Scotch
Whiskey for Capital Gain at Maturity.”

The ad further says:

Attractive Investment of unusual merit.
Learn the exciting story of Scotch, from
barrel to bottle.

The complete ad follows:

ScorcH WHISKEY FOR CAPITAL GAIN AT
MATURITY
Attractive Investment of unusual merit,
Learn the exciting story of Scotch, from bar-
rel to bottle.
I would like further Information:

Name _-_-.. e s e o
Address R L
City and zip - -
Residence phone.
Business phone

BRIGADOON ScoTcH DISTRIBUTORS, LTD,
New Yoek, N.Y.

The ordinary taxpayer who painfully
pays income taxes on his ordinary in-
come without this kind of tax trickery is
certainly being taken for a ride to the
poorhouse by the loophole manipulators.

TEXTILE IMPORTS AND UNFAVOR-
ABLE U.S. TRADE BALANCE

(Mr. DORN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I was
shocked to learn of demonstrations in
Japan against Secretary Stans' hercu-
lean efforts to work out mutually ad-
vantageous trade policies. I was further
shocked to hear of a resolution adopted
by the Japanese Diet before Mr. Stans
even arrived in Japan opposing any
agreement for orderly trade in textiles.
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Mr. Stans is advocating a mutually ad-
vantageous and long-overdue agreement
on textile imports—an agreement which
would cover manmade fiber, woolen
goods and blends as well as cotton.

It is my understanding that the agree-
ment with Japan proposed by Mr. Stans
would provide for the Japanese to con-
tinue the 1968 level of textile imports
into the United States plus a fair per-
centage each year of our market growth.
This is the maximum that our country
and Congress could possibly accept. Fail-
ure of our Japanese friends abroad to
agree to such a reasonable approach
could only lead to mandatory quota leg-
islation and a general rise in protectionist
and even isolationist sentiment in the
United States.

Congress will bear in mind the facts.
The facts are the United States has an
overall $1.1 billion unfavorable U.S. bal-
ance in trade with Japan. Japanese ex-
ports of cotton, wool, and synthetic fibers
and apparel to the United States last
yvear totaled $400 million, or half the
$800 million unfavorable U.S. trade bal-
ance in these items and major portion of
the overall $1.1 billion unfavorable
balance.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues have been
more than patient through the years.
Mr. Speaker, in my 21 years in Congress,
however, I have never seen the member-
ship more concerned about the future of
our industry and American jobs and bal-
ance of trade, than at this moment. Con-
gress will support Mr. Stans’ reasonable
and fair approach to trade problems.
Arbitrary and narrow attitudes on the
part of any of our friends abroad can

only lead to chaos and isolation in world
trade.

Those of us who supported the Re-
ciprocal Trade Act, unless reason pre-
vails, are going to demand more “cip”
in our trade policies for the American
job holder.

SAVE THE GOLDEN EAGLE PARK
PERMIT

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

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing a bill calling for the repeal
of the first section of the act of July 15,
1968, relating to the land and water con-
servation fund.

If enacted, this legislation would re-
store the provision for annual fee per-
mits to our national parks, and forests
which is scheduled to die as of April 1,
1970.

Mr. Speaker, many of our retired citi-
zens have written to me and other Mem-
bers asking that this annual permit be
retained. In this day of mobility these
retired persons are now able to tour this
great land of ours and to partake in its
great natural wonders. The annual fee
permit has allowed them to visit our
national parks and forests at a great
reduction in cost.

To remove the “golden eagle passport,”
the name given this permit, would be to
penalize those who most wish to visit
our parks and who have long contributed
to those parks.
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The growth of the golden eagle pass-
port since its 1965 inception has been
remarkable. From 90,000 in that year to
700,000 in fiscal year 1968 shows its pop-
ularity with the people.

I would hope, Mr. Speaker, that the
Members will share my belief that the
worthwhile golden eagle pass shall be
retained.

INCREASING AGRICULTURAL
EXPORTS

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

Mr, ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, I am intro-
ducing a bill today that results from a
study on the need and ways of increasing
agricultural exports. This particular
bill concerns itself primarily with the
exportation of beef. I am further ad-
vised that the study report on the prac-
ticality of beef trade expansion was re-
ported in the 90th Congress in Senate
Report 343, June 12, 1967.

The administration, starting with the
President and proceeding through the
Secretary of Agriculture, believes that
greater emphasis must be placed on find-
ing dollar and cash markets in an ef-
fort to improve farm income. In fact, a
new division within the Agency of In-
ternational Affairs and Commodity Pro-
grams, has been established to help ac-
complish this major objective. The
division is properly named the “Export
Marketing Service,” and is headed by
Mr. Clifford Pulvermacher.

This bill calls for an annual conference
to ascertain the outlook in foreign coun-
tries for beef consumption, and explore
the possibilities of fulfilling these needs
by U.S. exports. The Secretary of Agri-
culture is empowered to call these con-
ferences and to secure the assistance and
representation of these agencies, along
with producer representatives, to secure
all the information needed to make these
conferences meaningful in the form of
expanded positive trade.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

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

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
Speaker, on request of the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Forp), the House
of Representatives granted me an offi-
cial leave of absence as a member of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs to go to
Italy and Israel. These countries, their
institutions, civie and religious, have
always been a special interest to me dur-
ing my service in Congress. This is
especially true under fast changing con-
ditions and new developments as well
as threats to peace in the Mediterranean
area.

Had I been present on roll No. 53, on
Thursday, May 1, 1969, T would have
voted “yea” on passage of House Reso-
lution 17, to create a select committee
to conduct an investigation and study
of all aspects of crime in the United
States. I have cosponsored this legisla-
tion, by my bill, House Resolution 376,
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filed April 28, 1969, so my position is
plain on this legislation. This bill was
not controversial and passed by the wide
margin of 325 votes, 343 for, 18 against.

On roll No. 55 on Tuesday, May 6,
1969, I would have voted “yea"” on pas-
sage of H.R. 5554, to continue Federal
special milk programs for children. I
have always strongly supported and
voted for adequate Federal milk pro-
grams for all children.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
JUDICIARY TO HAVE UNTIL MID-
NIGHT FRIDAY TO FILE CERTAIN
REPORTS ON HOUSE JOINT RESO-
LUTION 681

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on the Judiciary may have until mid-
night, Friday, May 16, to file certain
reports on House Joint Resolution 681.

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

There was no objection.

TO PROVIDE FUNDS FOR THE
STUDY AND INVESTIGATION AU-
THORIZED BY HOUSE RESOLU-
TION 17

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on House Administra-
tion, I call up House Resolution 399 and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 399

Resolved, That, effective May 1, 1869, the
expenses of the study and Investigation to
be conducted by the select committee created
by H. Res. 17, not to exceed $400,000, in-
cluding expenditures for the employment of
investigators, attorneys, and clerical, steno-
graphic, and other assistants, shall be paid
out of the contingent fund of the House on
vouchers authorized by such committee,
signed by the chairman thereof, and ap-
proved by the Committee on House
Administration.

Bec. 2. No part of the funds authorized by
this resolution shall be avallable for expendi-
tures in connection with the study or in-
vestigation of any subject which is being
investigated for the same purpose by any
other committee of the House, and the
chairman of the Select Committee To In-
vestigate and Study Crime in the United
States shall furnish the Committee on House
Administration information with respect to
any study or investigation intended to be
financed from such funds.

Sec. 3. Funds authorized by this resolution
shall be expended pursuant to regulations
established by the Committee on House
Administration under existing law.

Mr. HAYS (during the reading). Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the resolution be dis-
pensed with and that it be printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 1, line 3,
delete “$400,000” and insert in liem thereof
“$375,000",
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I was not aware that this
resolution was coming up. Will the
gentleman briefly explain it?

Mr. HAYS. Yes. Some days ago the
House voted to set up a Select Committee
on Crime. Then a resolution was intro-
duced to fund that committee to pay for
staff work, and so on, which is this reso-
lution, House Resolution 399. The chair-
man asked for $400,000. The committee
amended it to $375,000. That is the
amount we are asking to provide at this
time.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, at that time
I said I feared that it would probably
cost a minimum of $300,000. My worst
fears have been realized in that it is
up to $375,000.

Mr. HAYS. That is only for 8 months.

Mr. GROSS. That is only for 1 year, as
I understand.

Mr. HAYS. That is just for 8 months,
for the balance of this year.

Mr. GROSS. Just for the balance of
this year?

Mr. HAYS. That is correct. It is going
to cost more than that next year, but the
gentleman is against crime, is he not?

Mr. GROSS. Certainly I am against
crime, but, as I said when that resolu-
tion was before the House to create this
committee, we have crime statistics com-
ing out of our ears. We are literally
swamped with crime statistics. I do not
know what this committee can con-
tribute to what we already know about
this situation.

Mr. HAYS. It came out of the sub-
committee and the full committee
unanimously, and they said they were
going to come up with some legislative
proposals.

May I say that the Member now ad-
dressing the gentleman is the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Accounts. I
questioned whether they were going to
come up hopefully with some proposals
about erime—and I call what is hap-
pening in the colleges crime, and their
connections with dope rings and dope
pushers in the colleges, and some other
things that are going on. I was assured
they would look into this.

I also questioned whether they agreed
with me or with Secretary Finch, who
was quoted on the radio this morning as
saying rioting in the universities was not
any of the business of the Federal Gov-
ernment. I am paraphrasing the Secre-
tary. He said it was not the proper job of
the Federal Government to do anything
about law enforcement on the college
campuses. I further questioned them be-
cause of the fact that the Federal Gov-
ernment is heavily subsidizing colleges
and institutions of higher learning, and
I asked them if they thought it was with-
in their purview to look into this, and
they said they did.

If they can look into this and can do
something about it, it is worth 40 times
the amount involved, in my opinion, at
least.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, I certainly
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hope we get something more out of this
select committee than the hiring of a
costly staff.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I hope we
will, and I believe we will.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS
FOR THE SALINE WATER CON-
VERSION PROGRAM, 1970

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, by diree-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 406 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the
follows:

resolution, as

H. Res. 406

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 Union
for the consideration of the bill (S. 1011) to
authorize appropriations for the saline water
conversion program for fiscal year 1970, and
for other purposes. After debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and shall continue not
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, the bill shall be
read for amendment under the five-minute
rule. It shall be in order to consider the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
recommended by the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs now printed In the bill
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule, and all
points of order against section 2 of such
substitute are hereby walved. At the con-
clusion of such consideration, the Commit-"
tee shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without Iintervening motion except one
motion to recommit with or without instruec-
tions.

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

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the usual 30 minutes to the minority,
to the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
MarTIN), pending which I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, S. 1011 is the 1969 au-
thorization bill which provides for fur-
ther research in the matter of converting
salt water to fresh water.

This is a most important matter. It
affects this whole country—not just one
section of it—because of the growing
scarcity of water.

This program was started in 1952,
Mr. Speaker, and has been conducted
with some exceptions since that time.

The bill authorizes $25 million for a
continuation of this study and investi-
gation. The Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs in its wisdom has seen
fit to. cut the budget recommendation




12452

down from $26 million to $25 million. As
one who is interested in holding down
these authorizations and appropriations
as much as possible, I want to commend
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs for making even this small re-
duction of $1 million.

Mr. Speaker, I should also like in this
connection to compliment the very able,
the very distinguished, and the very
sound chairman of this committee, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. AspPI-
NALL). Members will find, when he pre-
sents this matter in the Committee of
the Whole, that he, as usual knows what
he is talking about. I think he has
brought to the House a sound bill.

I of course extend my congratulations
also to his counterpart, the gentleman
from Pennsylvaniz (Mr. Savror), for
the minority, and to the committee as
a whole.

Mr, Speaker, House Resolution 406 pro-
vides an open rule with 1 hour of general
debate for consideration of S, 1011 to
authorize appropriations for the saline
water conversion program for fiscal year
1970, and for other purposes. The resolu-
tion also makes it in order to consider
the committee substitute as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment, and
points of order are waived against sec-
tion 2 of the substifute. The waiver of
points of order was provided because sec-
tion 2 of the substitute constitutes a di-
rect appropriation of funds heretofore
appropriated but not utilized in fiscal
year 1969.

The purpose of S, 1011 is to authorize
appropriations for the fiscal year 1970
saline water conversion program, which
is administered by the Office of Saline
‘Water in the Department of the Interior.
As amended, the bill authorizes the ap-
propriation of $25 million for fiscal year
1970. This amount is $1 million less than
the amount requested by the adminis-
tration in its amended budget request,
and is $2 million less than the authoriza-
tion in the Senate version.

The conversion program authorized in
section 1 of the bill is divided into four
categories, as follows:

For research and development.. $16, 233, 000
For design, construction, opera-

tion and maintenance of sa-

line water conversion test fa-

cilities
For design, construction, opera-

tion and maintenance of sa-

line water conversion mod-

ules S 1, 450, 000
For administration 1,972,000

Section 2 permits the Secretary of the
Interior to utilize, in addition to the
funds authorized by section 1, any funds
previously appropriated but not obli-
gated during fiscal year 1969. However,
these funds are subject to the dollar
limitations by categories applicable to
the fiseal year 1969 program. In other
words, carryover can only be used for the
purpose for which it was appropriated.

Federal research activities in the field
of saline water conversion date from 1952
when Congress authorized a modest re-
search program calling for the expendi-
ture of $2 million over a 5-year period.
Through a series of amendments, the
program has been expanded iIn scope and
extended in term. Consistent with the
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practice followed by Congress on other
major research undertakings of the Fed-
eral Government, annual authorizations
have been required since 1967, which
procedure enables Congress to stay
abreast of the progress being achieved
and the emphasis being given to the
several alternative categories of saline
water conversion research and develop-
ment.

This is a very important program
which was established to develop prac-
ticable, economic means of producing
fresh water from saline and brackish
waters suitable for municipal, industrial,
agricultural and other beneficial con-
sumptive uses. It is a part of our national
effort to find the means of meeting the
future water needs of our Nation. The
most remarkable achievement of the
program is the incentive it has inspired
causing the growth and development of
a desalting industry in the private sector
of our economy. However, the need for
a Federal program will certainly con-
tinue until private industry is capable
of producing low-cost water without
passing on to the consumer the full bur-
den of the additional costs of basic and
applied research.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 406 in order that this
important legislation may be considered.

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

Mr. COLMER. I yield to my friend
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL, I appreciate the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Rules yielding.

I rise to query, for the information of
the Members of the House, why this Rule
House Resolution 406 makes it in order to
waive all points of order against section
2 of the committee substitute printed in
the bill S. 1011?

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
the gentleman asked that, because it
gives me an opportunity again to explain
that the Committee on Rules has aban-
doned the practice of just granting broad
waivers of points of order to all the pro-
visions of bills generally. The committee
chairmen, ineluding the able gentleman
from Colorado, have acceded to the re-
quest that they justify all requests to
waive points of order.

So the Commitiee on Rules waives
points of order only on the particular
provisions that are necessary. In this case
it provides for the use of unobligated
funds heretofore made available in this
connection and to be used only for the
matters specified in this continuing pro-
gram.

I hope that answers the gentleman’s
question,

Mr. HALL. In other words, Mr. Speak-
er, this applies only to section 2 of the
committee amendment, which in turn
applies to what we commonly call “carry-
over funds” from fiscal year 1969 to be
used subject to the dollar limitations ap-
plied in that fiscal year. Is that correct?

Mr. COLMER. That are unobligated.
Yes, sir.

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. COLMER, Mr. Speaker, at this
time I should like to yield such time as
he may desire to the gentleman from
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New York (Mr. CELLER), chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

I would add, also, if it is in order, that
I think what he has to say will be im-~
portant to all of us.

(Mr. CELLER asked and was given
permission to speak out of order.)

ASSOCIATE JUSTICE FORTAS

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, obviously
I have been much concerned with mat-
ters involving Associate Justice Fortas.
I am aware also of the statement made
this morning by our distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. MacGrecor) . The ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
McCuirocH), and I are conferring and
shall propese such steps as are appropri-
ate at the proper time. I ask the Members
of the House to have patience. Patience
is bitter, but sometimes it bears rich
fruit. I am going to ask Mr. McCuLLOCH
to say a few words on this same subject.

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, the
chairman of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary has made a correct report, as all of
his reports always are correct. We are
in complete agreement on the course of
action stated by the chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary of the House.

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

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr, GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I am as
much in the dark as anyone could be
about the procedure that is being talked
about here and the patience that is be-
ing asked for. What does the distin-
guished chairman of the Commitfee on
the Judiciary have in mind that we ought
to know and upon which we should use
patience?

Mr, CELLER. I hope that the gentle-
man will not insist in his interrogation
in that regard. We are very concerned, as
I said before, and at the proper time a
statement will be made and proper ac-
tion will be taken.

Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman give
us no better time frame than that with
respect to dealing with the case of As-
sociate Justice Fortas.

Mr. CELLER. I do not wish to promul-
gate any judgment on that score at this
moment.

Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman give
us any time when further information
on this subject will be forthcoming? In
other words, does the gentleman expect
to address the House again today or to-
morrow, or to give us some indication of
what he has in mind?

Mr. CELLER. I am sure that the
gentleman will be satisfied with the ac-
tion that may be taken in the not-far-
distant future.

Mr, GROSS, Well, I am not at all sure
that I will be satisfied, I will say to the
gentleman, but I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi, the chairman of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I must
confess that, perhaps, I had anticipated
too much when I yielded to the gentle-
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man—and, of course, I would have
yielded to him anyway. I am just not
quite clear myself about what the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. CELLER) and
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Mc-
CurrocH) have in mind. But may I just
say to my friend from New York, the able
and distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, that while Mem-
bers of Congress generally have been
patient and, perhaps, reluctant to even
sound off about this matter, that maybe
the country is becoming impatient about
this situation that reflects upon not only
the Justice in question but upon the
Court and upon our entire Establishment
of Government which seems to be under
constant attack today. However, I do
want to commend the gentlemen for the
statements which they have made which
are indicative of the fact that possibly
we may have a solution of this matter in
a very short time.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr, Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 406
provides for 1 hour of general debate on
S. 1011, a bill authorizing appropriations
for the saline water conversion program
for fiscal year 1970.

The original proposal requested $27
million for 1970. However, after its
budget review was completed, the Nixon
administration adjusted the request to
$26 million. The committee has further
reduced the authorization to $25 million
and it believes this cut will not damage
the program. In addition, there may be
somewhere in the neighborhood of $1
million of carryover funds available.

Mr. Speaker, this is a tremendously
important program and I want to com-
mend the chairman and the members of
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs for this fine piece of legislation
which they have brought to the floor
today. I am very happy to note that the
total authorization is under the budget
request for this year.

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule and
the legislation.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for this time.

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.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Tnion for
the consideration of the bill (S. 1011)
to authorize appropriations for the sa-
line water conversion program for fiscal
year 1970, and for other purposes.

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

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 consid-
eration of the bill S. 1011, with Mr.
TIERNAN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

By unanimous consent, the first
reading of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from California (Mr. JouNn-
sonN) will be recognized for 30 minutes,
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Sayror) will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. JoHENSON).

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the chairman of the full
committee, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. ASPINALL).

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, this is
the only bill that the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs has to pass
during this session of Congress.

This is an annual matter, as we now
handle it, and it must be taken care of
before the appropriation for fiscal 1970
can be taken care of.

Naturally, Mr. Chairman, I am most
appreciative of the remarks that the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr, CoLMER),
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, and the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. MarTIN), had to say about
the chairman, the ranking minority
member of the committee, and the mem-
bers of the committee.

We try to bring before the body legis-
lation that is in good order. The order
of presentation at this time will be the
statement which I shall make, then the
statement which the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SavLor), shall make,
then the gentleman from California (Mr.
Jounson), then the statement which the
gentleman from California (Mr. Hos-
MEeR), shall make, and then the gentle-
man from New York (Mr, Rvan), has a
statement.

‘We hope that our presentation will be
such that there will be but few questions
left in the minds of the Members as far
as this program is concerned.

Now, Mr, Chairman, if I might refer
to my manuseript, I would like to say
that the management of our public water
supply becomes no simpler and easier as
our population grows and our citizens
require more and better supplies of water
consistent with their increasing affluence
and sophistication. While public water
supply has been and remains largely a
local responsibility, there are clearly
some things which the Federal Govern-
ment must undertake for the public good.
This is particularly true with respect to
reseach in untried concepts and proce-
dures which, by the nature of the risk
factors involved, cannot safely be left to
local levels of government or to the pri-
vate sector if reasonable progress is to
be expected on a timely basis, The saline
water conversion program first initiated
by the Congress in 1952, is the way in
which the Federal Government has un-
dertaken to assume the financial risks
associated with developing the processes
and technology required for the success-
ful augmentation of our usable water
supply from saline and brackish sources.

S. 1011 would provide authorization of
the appropriations required for fiscal
year 1970 to continue the work of the
Office of Saline Water in the Depart-
ment of the Interior. The practice of
authorizing annual appropriations for
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this program is consistent with the man-
ner in which most other major federally
supported research matters are handled,
although it has not alway been the prac-
tice followed for this program. In the
earlier years of the program, when the
amounts involved were small, appropria-
tions authority was granted by lump-sum
amounts covering several years of op-
erations. As the program grew in size
and cost, this system did not afford Con-
gress an opportunity to stay well in-
formed, on a continuing basis, with the
emphasis and trends in program admin-
istration. Since fiscal year 1968, the an-
nual authorization process has enabled
the committees and the Congress to stay
up to date on progress, observe trends,
and to participate more actively in the
formulation of policy guiding the pro-
gram.

Since the outset of the program in
1952, the saline water conversion pro-
gram has been the vehicle for research
efforts into promising processes for the
conversion of unpotable water to a use-
ful product. The agency charter extends
to sea water as well as to brackish water
supplies found both on the ground and
underground in many interior locations.
Prineipal emphasis has been given to
sea water conversion and some progress
has been noted in developing methods
for reducing the cost of water by the
distillation processes. My colleagues
would be advised, however, that the
progress has not been as dramatic as the
publicity would have us believe, and that
the utopian breakthrough is nowhere on
the immediate horizon. It is also impor-
tant to note that the state of the art
for processes other than distillation are
still embryonic in terms of their avail-
ability for commercial application in
anything except the most unusual situ-
ations.

Despite disappointment with the rate
of progress toward the goal of low-cost
water, the program is important and in
the public interest. This is particularly
true in the field of basic research and
in the environmental testing of the re-
sults of this research, and these are the
purposes for which S. 1011 is recom-
mended.

Somewhere along the line, since the
program started in 1952, Mr. Chairman,
the Department, as sometimes happens,
began to operate in a manner not in-
tended by Congress. There developed a
tendency for the Department to use its
latitude to exchange scientific data and
information with foreign countries and
institutions as a pretext to conduct busi-
ness relations with sovereign nations.
Congress has very wisely, in my opinion.
put a stop to this aspect of the Depart-
ment’s activities, while at the same time
preserving its latitude to converse with
the scientific community throughout the
world.

Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, the most im-
portant contribution which we may ex-
pect from the saline water conversion
program is the development of a self-
sustaining desalting industry. There has
been some notable progress in this area.
Along with this growth has been a growth
in the capability of the industry to carry
applied research to an inereasing degree
without Federal support. It is likely that
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we shall see the day in a few years when
the Federal Government can phase itself
out of this field of activity. That time has
clearly not arrived, as yet, and for that
reason we should support S. 1011 as a
proper and necessary measure to fulfill
the publie interest in the search for con-
tinuing sources of water for the decades
and generations ahead.
MULTISTAGE FLASH DISTILLATION

This is the most advanced of the proc-
esses under development by the Office of
Saline Water and is the process involved
in the well-known Point Loma plant
which was transferred to Guantanamo
Bay during the water crisis at that mili-
tary installation. It makes use of the
tendency for water to boil at progres-
sively lower temperatures as pressure is
lowered. This is similar to the phenome-
non observed when boiling water at high
altitudes.

Sea water is heated and introduced into
a vessel where vapor ‘“flashes”—this is
the same as boiling—and is condensed on
coils which have been cooled by the in-
coming feed water from the sea. The act
of vaporization lowers the temperature
of the feed water. It is then passed to
another vessel where the pressure is
slightly reduced allowing another boiling
effect or flash to take place. This process
is repeated through many stages until
the feed water temperature is reduced
to approximately ambient levels. In this
process the condensation of distilled
water takes place on the outside of metal-
lic tubes through which the sea water
coolant flows. Apart from representing a
substantial part of the cost of a multi-
stage flash plant, the tubes and their
performance present the prineipal area
of research needed for this proecess. Tube
configuration and metallurgy influences
the heat transfer capability of the tube
and controls efficiency of the overall
process. Also the inside of the tube is sub-
ject to scaling from certain components
of sea water and tends to limit heat
transfer. Additionally, a leaky tube would
cause brine to escape into the product
water and detract from the overall effec-
tiveness of the conversion process.

Principal cost factors in this process
apart from tube installation and replace-
ment are associated with the large
amounts of pumping energy required to
move water from one stage to another
and to produce the reduced pressures
that are needed to make the process
function.

FREEZING

The freezing process is the best known
of the erystal formation processes. Of
course, when water freezes, crystals of
pure ice are formed. These crystals can
be separated from the residual brine,
melted and utilized as pure water.

Two major freezing processes have
been studied. The first—vacuum freez-
ing—occurs under pressures so low that
the feed water flashes very near the
freezing point. The act of flashing to
steam utilizes enough heat that the re-
maining brine forms ice crystals. Vari-
ous forms of crystal separating and
washing devices can then be used to
separate out crystals of pure ice.

The secondary refrigerant process
something on the order of evaporating
butane is used to cool the water fo a

freezing level. Freezing proeesses are
advantageous in that separation of wa-
ter from the impurities takes place at
low temperatures and this inhibits side
reactions such as scale formation. Re-
search in vacuum freezing process is be-
ing conducted at the demonstration plant
at Wrightsville Beach, N.C. Research in
the secondary refrigerant process has
been terminated due to the unfavorable
prospects for developing an economical
process.
ELECTRODIALYSIS

This is a process best suited to the con-
version of brackish water supplies. It
makes use of a semipermeable membrane
which permits the passage of ions, and
the tendency of ions to be attracted or
repelled by an electrical charge. Two
membranes are situated in a manner to
provide three compartments in a vessel.
In one compartment there is a positive
electrode and in another compartment
there is a negative electrode. The saline
water is introduced into the third com-
partment. Saline matter in solution is
comprised of negative and positive ions.
For example, sodium chloride—ecommon
salt—is composed of one sodium ion
which has a positive charge and one
chloride ion which has a negative charge.
When current is applied to the elec-
trodes, the sodium ion is attracted to the
negative pole and the chloride ion is at-
tracted to the positive ion. The ions
pass through the separating membranes
leaving purified water in the intervening
space.

Direct current energy is required for
this process. The substantial amounts of
energy are one of the cost factors in this
process; however, membrane fabrica-
tion and replacement is also an impor-
tant dimension of the cost of this process.

The demonstration plant—test bed—
at Webster, S. Dak., utilizes this process.

VAPOR COMPRESSION DISTIELLATION

In the vapor compression process, heat
for vaporization of water is supplied
through pressurization. A basic law of
physics is that the temperature of a gas
increases as its pressure increases. This
can be noted by touch in the case of a
pressure tank on an air compressor.

In this process, brine is forced upward
through heat exchange tubes which are
surrounded by steam. Being heated in
the process, the brine flashes when it
escapes at the top of the tubes into a
large vessel. Steam from this vessel is
drawn off to heat the tubes in another
stage. Steam from this stage is me-
chanically compressed—superheated—
and used to heat the tubes in yet an-
other stage. Product water is obtained
by drawing off that part of the vapor
that is surplus to the heating needs of
the subsequent stage. The principal
problem with this process is in the de-
velopment of satisfactory compressor
equipment of the scale and performance
characteristics required for trouble-free
operation.

The demonstration plant at Roswell,
N. Mex., is devoted to this process.

REVERSE OSMOSIS

This process involves the use of semi-
permeable membranes, as does the elec-
trodialysis process. In this case the flow
through the membranes is caused by
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ordinary hydrostatic pressure as distinct
from an electrostatic charge.

The process of osmosis as it exists in
nature involves the flow of water through
a membrane to equalize the salinity on
both sides of the membrane. Thus, if a
highly concentrated salt solution is on
one side and pure water on the other,
pure water will diffuse through the
membrane until the salinity is equalized.
The driving foree is, of course, called
osmotie pressure.

In the reverse osmosis process, it is
necessary to apply enough pressure to
the saline solution to overcome the os-
motic pressure and actually reverse it
so that water from the brine is forced
through the membrane. This process is
showing great promise on brackish water
and the principal research emphasis is
on membrane technology. Basic research
is emphasized by the Office of Saline
Water and many private concerns are
working at their own expense to estab-
lish competitive proprietary pesitions in
the reverse osmosis membrane field.

The largest new undertaking in the
fiscal year 1970 program of OSW is the
acquisition of a reverse osmosis test bed.
This is a piece of apparatus that can be
used to test various membrane concepts
utilizing various brackish wafer supplies
in actual field conditions.

The high promise that is held for this
process is shared by the Office of Saline
Water and private industrialists alike.

VERTICAL TUBE EVAPORATOR PROCESS

In this distillation process the heat
transfer tubes are arrayed in a vertical
position inside a pressure vessel. The sea
water is introduced at the top of the tube
and falls through it. It is heated through
the tube wall by steam in the pressure
vessel, and steam forms within the tube
system. Some of the steam surrounding
the tubes is condensed in this process
and is withdrawn as fresh water. The
steam from the inside of the tubes in the
first evaporator stage passes to the sec-
ond evaporator and furnishes the heat
source for this stage. The brine that
does not vaporize in the first stage is
pumped to the top of the second chamber
and flows down through the tubes in the
second stage. This process is repeated
until the temperature of the steam sup-
ply drops to approximately atmospheric
or ambient temperatures. Of course, to
secure vaporization at progressively low-
er temperatures, it is necessary to lower
chamber pressure in successive stages.
Brine accumulations at the end of the
last effect is wasted. Product water is
derived entirely from condensed steam
on the outside of the tubes.

This process has been tested at Free-
port, Tex. In the industrial community
there is conflicting evidence as fo the
viability of the concept. Those firms
which specialize in vertical tube hard-
ware hold vast promise for the method
while those firms specializing in multi-
stage flash profess to see little promise,
The department feels that this concept
may be merged with vapor compression
successfully although this combination
has not yet been tested at field condi-
tions.

Mr. Chairman, at this point in my
remarks, I include a related table:
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PROGRAM STATISTICS—OFFICE OF SALINE WATER, DE-
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Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ASPINALL, I am glad to yield to
my friend, the gentleman from Missourl.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Chairman, I appreci-
ate the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs yielding. I certainly appreciate the
statement he has made. It has cleared
up many of the areas of this definite
need on the part of the American pub-
lic, and based on our God-given re-
sources such as water, so that we may
repurify them, conserve them, and add
to them constantly.

I agree with the gentleman that there
is nothing more important to the future
economy of our Nation than the proper
conservation, use, and reuse of our water
cycle.

This program, however, has been
funded as the distinguished chairman
has said, for a long time, and if I recall
properly, last year in the discussion and
the debate there was some indication
that perhaps by means of some scientific
technological breakthrough, would cer-
tainly make it worthwhile to increase
and continue the program over and
above the basic needs of the Nation.

Can the distinguished chairman tell
us whether there has been any particular
techniecal breakthroughs that might give
us increased courage to vote the tax-
payers’ funds for this additional year’s
program?

Mr. ASPINALL. May I say to the gen-
tleman from Missouri that that break-
through has not yet occurred.

There have been several companies,
industrial companies who, at the present
time, are offering to the world their man-
ufactured articles.

Here I would like to say that the pres-
ent general authorization remains until
1972 and at that time there must be a
complete review of the overall program
and then the decision as to whether or
not the program is to be renewed must
be made. That time clearly has not ar-
rived as yet. For that reason we of the
committee feel that we should support
the bill, S. 1011, as a proper and neces-
sary measure to fulfill the public interest
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in the search for a continuing source or
sources of water for the decades and
generations ahead.

When we started out we had four proc-
esses that at that time were acknowl-
edged to be in existence. These were
major processes. We thought perhaps
another process might be brought into
existence,

There is the multiple-stage distillation
process that we have worked on. I ex-
plained this in my prepared remarks,

There is the freezing process, which
we have worked on.

There is the electrodialysis process,
which we have worked on.

There is the vapor compression distil-
lation process, which we have worked
on. These are the major processes to
date.

The process to which my friend refers,
and which we brought into the discussion
last year, is known as the reverse osmosis
process. This is a very technical, scien-
tific process. They have made progress
in the basic science aspect. They still
contend there is a great deal of hope in
this particular process.

We had before us one witness from
the industry field who stated that in
this respect industry felt that there
should be much more research on this
particular process than there has been
had to date. On the other hand, he felt
that perhaps the process of distillation,
had pretty nearly reached the point at
which the private sector could take over.
Since then we have had a communica-
tion from another industry organization
which states that we should continue in
both of these fields for the time being,
especially in the reverse osmosis process,
which is a new way of separating the
salts and impurities from brackish and
sea water. Just how far we can go I do
not know. But if there is to be a sizable
reduction in the cost of making potable
water out of these different kinds of im-
pure water, it more than likely will have
to come either from this process or from
an enlarged plant using the distillation
process and the improvements that have
been made to it, combined perhaps with
nuclear heating and the production of
nuclear power.

‘We are no further along this year than
we were last year in this respect. We have
one more process which is new to the
evaporation process, and that is the ver-
tical tube evaporator process. We are
working on that at the present time.
However, there are no funds here at this
time in any sizable amount for that par-
ticular process. Most of the funds go to
the reverse osmosis process, and the basic
scientific perfection of the other proc-
esses which are well known.

When we took over this responsibility
in 1952 the cost of producing potable
water out of sea water was $2 a thousand
gallons or more. Now at the present time
we have it down to the point at which it
is said the water that is produced at Key
West by a plant which was built by West-
inghouse is being produced at 80 cents
per thousand gallons—a large reduction
in the cost of water. In the opinion of the
committee, that reduction would not
have been possible if it had not been for
the research work that has been author-
ized by the Congress of the United States.
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Mr. HALL. Mr, Chairman, I appreci-
ate the gentleman’s excellent response
and statement. I think he has antici-
pated some of my additional or more
refined questions. Practically all of these
funds, $25 million, are to be used in these
different areas of hoped for scientific
and technical breakthrough, for further
research, development, test, and evalu-
ation. Is that a correct statement?

Mr. ASPINALL. That is correct. I also
have in my statement a breakdown of
the number of contracts, grants, and
agreement year by year throughout the
program, and also the amount of per-
manent personnel, and also the total ap-
propriations.

Mr., HALL. I thank the distinguished
gentleman for his statement on the sci-
entific breakthroughs, which are impor-
tant. As he knows, for a long time we
have used the reverse osmosis process in
the so-called artificial kidney. This is an
area where we can do it on a very ex-
tensive basis with dialysis and reverse
dialysis through a semipermeable mem-
brane, and so forth. But as in the case of
repurifying water in general, so is the
problem to make it economiecally fea-
sible, and on a massively produced basis.

Would the gentleman say that to have
water in abundance, whether it is to be
used for irrigation or for individual pur-
poses, we must produce it at somewhere
between 5 and 8 cents per thousand gal-
lons rather than the current 80 cents per
thousand gallons?

Mr. ASPINALL. This depends upon the
locality, but by and large as a common
operation or a normal operation I would
say my friend is correct.

Mr. HALL. If the gentleman will yield
for one further guestion, I have before
me his distinguished committees’ report
for 1968, dated April 1 actually, in which
in the paragraph on background, a great
deal is said about the Office of Saline
Water authorizing the Bolsa Island plant
of the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California in association with
these developments and/or break-
throughs for provision of water. I have
researched the current report and find
no mention of it there, or in the bill.
Would the gentleman think it in order
that a word of explanation should be
given about what has happened to the $3
million project in line with these
developments and technical break-
throughs?

Mr, ASPINALL. The project was au-
thorized. There was supposed to be a
combination of private companies, the
Federal Government, and certain power
groups and the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion. The interested private people with-
drew, so it is in a status guo at the
present time, We hope in the future to
get something like this, but apparently
the current economic possibilities are
not sufficient to bring private enterprise
into it.

Mr. HALL. May I ask specifically, is it
for that reason that we have the waving
of points of order in section 2 of the
Senate-passed bill? Has that been re-
quested so those funds may still be
obligated?

Mr. ASPINALL. Not necessarily so, but
if those funds are there because of the
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research work that was intended to be
followed in the current year, those funds
would be available.

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SAYLOR).

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of S. 1011, a bill to authorize ap-
propriations for the saline water con-
version program for the fiscal year 1970
and for other purposes.

The purpose of S. 1011 is to authorize
the appropriation of $25 million for fiscal
year 1970, to continue the research, de-
velopment, and testing of technology in
the saline water program and to pro-
vide for its administration.

The bill as amended and reported by
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs differs substantially from the bill
as passed by the other body. The first
area of difference is the reduction of $2
million in the amount authorized to be
appropriated. S. 1011, as introduced and
passed by the other body provided for an
authorization of $27 million. The bill as
amended by the committee and reported
to the House provides for an authorized
appropriation of $25 million. One-half
of this reduction was recommended by
the Department to conform with the
amended administration budget request.
The other $1 million reduction was a de-
cision of the committee to retain this
program at approximately the 1969 level
of funding.

The second difference concerns the
latitude of the Office of Saline Water to
adjust expenditures and obligations be-
tween the four categories of the program.
The bill as amended and reported by the
committee reduces from 15 to 10 percent
the authority to increase the expendi-
tures and obligations of any category,
except the category on administration,
by an equal decrease under one or more
of the program categories. This action
by the committee merely retains the
present transfer authority.

The third substantial difference is that
the bill as amended and reported by the
committee does not include language
which would broaden the authority of
the basic act to permit the Office of
Saline Water to pursue and engage in
activities in foreign countries.

S. 1011, as amended and reported by
the committee, adopts an approach which
I have long sought as the proper ap-
proach to the saline water conversion
program, In 1952, when this Federal pro-
gram was initiated, I supported its en-
actment because I saw the need for such
a program, not only for the so-called
arid Western States, but a program that
was of national interest and scope fo
assist in meeting the water problems
throughout this country.

Since 1952, the saline water conversion
program has been expanded and extend-
ed from a modest $2 million program
to involve a total Federal expenditure of
$157,190,000 through fiscal year 1969.
Despite this level of funding there has
been no significant breakthrough in any
desalting process or technology to pro-
duce low-cost potable water. While I am
the first to admit that this Federal pro-
gram is necessary and has shown some

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

beneficial results, the expenditures have
far exceeded the total benefits to the
American taxpayers in meeting this Na-
tion’s water problems. With the advent
of a viable desalting industry on the
horizon I think it is time for the Con-
gress to curtail the Federal expenditures
under the saline water conversion pro-
gram.

Another feature of the saline water
conversion program which has disturbed
the members of the committee, and oth-
er Members of Congress as well, has been
the extensive involvement of the Office
of Saline Water in activities in foreign
countries.

The Office of Saline Water was created
for the purpose of solving the water prob-
lems of this country. Unfortunately,
some years ago, the Office of Saline Wa-
ter started on a tangent which had ab-
solutely no relationship whatsoever to
the original purpose for which it was
created. The result has been that the Of-
fice of Saline Water has had more peo-
ple traveling to foreign countries worry-
ing about foreign water problems than
they have had worrying about solving
the problems for which they were creat-
ed. This situation was corrected in the
90th Congress when the authority of the
Office of Saline Water to participate in
most foreign activities was eliminated in
the 1969 appropriation authorization.

Despite the request to restore this au-
thority to engage in foreign activities, the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs has properly refused to grant such
authority in its consideration and report
on this legislation. The committee by
this action does not intend to limit the
ability of the Office of Saline Water to
obtain or exchange technical data with
foreign entities, but it does place limita-
tions on the ability of the Office of Saline
Water to enter into contractual and busi-
ness relationships with nondomestic en-
tities or engaging in activities which have
foreign policy or foreign aid connota-
tions. The research and development
capabilities of the growing desalting in-
dustry and the colleges and universities
of this Nation can, and are perfectly
capable of assisting the Office of Saline
‘Water in meeting their needs at this time.
Should the development of technology by
foreign countries in this field achieve the
significant breakthrough in the process
of desalting water we are all seeking, I
am confident the Congress of the United
States will provide the authority and
means for obtaining such information.

Mr. Chairman, S. 1011, as amended and
reported by the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, provides adequate
funding of the saline water conversion
program for fiscal 1970 with sufficient
latitude for effective administration of
the program.

I urge and support the passage of S.
1011, as amended and reported by the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

(Mr. BERRY asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorb.)

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to comment briefly in support of S.
1011, a bill authorizing appropriations
for the saline water program.

May 14, 1969

There are very few research programs
that have developed their potential value
as this program has. Its purpose is to
produce fresh, usable water from either
brackish or salt or sea water, and to be
able to accomplish this at a reasonable
cost,

Since the inception of this program,
authorized by Congress in 1952, the cost
of converting a thousand gallons of sea
water to fresh water has been reduced
from over $4 to about $1. The Office of
Saline Water operates five conversion
plants, three for sea water and two for
brackish water,

One of these, the electrodialysis proc-
ess plant, is located in my home State
of South Dakota at Webster. The long-
tube vertical multiple-effect distillation
process plant is located at Freeport, Tex.:
the multistage flash distillation process
is located at San Diego, Calif.; the forced
circulation vapor compression plant is
located at Roswell, N. Mex.: and the
freezing process plant is located at
Wrightsville Beach, N.C.

In addition, several other new plants
are planned or are under construction,

The science of desalination has ad-
vanced greatly during the past decade.
In 1960 the total estimated capacity for
land-based plants in operation or under
construction was 64 million gallons per
day. Today the total capacity is approxi-
mately 250 million gallons per day.

Desalting technology has reached the
point where not only coastal communi-
ties can use desalination processes to
meet - water requirements, but inland
communities now see the possibility of
niiaking use of large brackish water sup-
plies.

The city of Webster in South Dakota,
for instance, uses water from the process
plant located there and has found that
desalted water, using the electrodialysis
process, has decreased the need for home
water treatment chemicals, detergents,
water heater replacements, and plumb-
ing repairs, in addition to providing an
adequate water supply.

It is necessary, however, that the next
10 years bring even greater advancement
toward the goal of low-cost desalination.
National water demands, as reported by
the Water Resources Council, will be
1,098 billion gallons per day greater by
the year 2020 than was required in 1965.
Certain areas will require large amounts
of additional water, and desalting tech-
nology must be advanced to the point
where plants with the capaecity of pro-
ducing water in the quantities needed will
be available.

I think it is safe to say that we are now
on a threshold of economic effectiveness
in achieving the overall objectives of the
saline water program. This is not to say
that the research and development job
is done—but rather that the full-scale
application of the new-found laboratory
technology is now warranted.

The bill before us today calls for au-
thorizing a l-year appropriation of $25
million. Approximately $18 million of
that sum is earmarked for research and
development operating expenses. The re-
mainder is to be expended on construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of
saline water conversion test bed and test
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facilities and conversion modules, in ad-
dition to administration.

I urge that every Member of this body
support the continuation of this impor-
tant program. The Office of Saline Water
has worked efliciently to make a supple-
mental supply of fresh water at the low-
es¢ possible price, but most important of
all, to make it available as, and when,
needed. We can put a price on water, but
we cannot put a value on it.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished chair-
man of the full committee has givenus a
afford to forgo consideration of any pro-
cogent explanation of the purpose and
background of S. 1011, and an insight-
ful report on the accomplishments and
prospects for the saline water conver-
sion program. Based on definitive hear-
ings held by my Subcommittee on Irriga-
tion and Reclamation, I am convinced
that the program which we are dis-
cussing today is a vital and necessary
part of the Nation’s array of tools for
working on our water resource needs of
the near and long-term future.

My service on the two standing com-
mittees of this body concerned with ma-
jor water resource programs has given
me the feeling that the Nation cannot
afford to forgo consideration of any pro-
gram holding promise of a solution to
our perplexing water problems. While the
saline water program is not a panacea to
all our ills, S. 1011, which authorizes its
continuation for fiscal year 1970, will
permit orderly conduct of the program in
all of its facets.

As reported, S. 1011 authorizes appro-
priations in the amount of $25,000,000.
This sum of money is $1,000,000 below
the administration’s amended budget re-
quest, and is $2,000,000 below the amount
in the Senate-passed bill. Our committee
applied the specific reduction to category
1, research and development, by reduc-
ing the executive branch recommenda-
tion from $17,223,000 to $16,223,000.
Amounts requested in other categories
of program activity are allowed in the
bill as reported; these are: First, cate-
gory 2—design, construction, acquisition,
modification, operation, and mainte-
nance of test beds and facilities—$5,-
355,000; second, category 3—design, con-
struction, operation, and maintenance of
modules—$1,450,000; and third, cafe-
gory 4—administration and coordina-
tion—$1,972,000.

Mr. Chairman, we have been trying for
several years to achieve a situation in
which we can authorize the annual
appropriations for the saline water
conversion program in a simple measure
that would not amend the basic legis-
lation under which the program operates.
S. 1011 accomplishes this purpose, in
that it does not amend the Saline Water
Conversion Act in any respect. The bill,
as reported, preserves the proscriptions
placed on the Department in the 90th
Congress against the conduet of business
activity with foreign countries and insti-
tutions. The committee felt that it was
not necessary to broaden the language
in the basic act in this respect as was
done in the Senate-passed bill. The pres-
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ent language of the act does not restrict
in any way the latitude of the department
to engage in international conferences,
to inspect foreign projects, or to ex-
change research findings with friendly
countries. These activities are essential
to the conduct of a well-rounded re-
search undertaking, and there was no
sentiment in our committee to curtail
them.

S. 1011 will also enable appropriate
administrative latitude to utilize un-
obligated balances available from prior
year funds so long as the funds are spent
for the activities for which they were
appropriated. Discretion is also provided
to reprogram or transfer funds among
the catcgories to the extent of a 10-
percent increase for any category except
that for administration. Of course, in-
creases in any category must be accom-
panied by reductions of equal magnitude
elsewhere in the program. Our committee
considered the desirability of increasing
this latitude to 15 percent, as recom-
mended by the Department, but could
not find any convinecing evidence to sup-
port the change.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, I believe
we have a responsible bill here. It is one
which will allow the program to go for-
ward on a deliberate and timely basis
while at the same time retaining con-
gressional oversight of the major policy
aspects of the program. The reduction in
appropriations authority in the bill, as it
has been reported, is considerably less
than the $2,800,000 reduction voted by
the 90th Congress for fiscal year 1969.
I believe it is significant that, in all of its
reports and testimony, the Department
did not at any time allude to any diffi-
culty having been encountered during
fiscal year 1969 as a result of the cuts
which we made for that year. I am con-
fident that there will be no appreciable
delay caused to the program in fiseal
year 1970. Out of this conviction and the
companion desire to cooperate with the
administration’s active program to curb
inflationary spending, I strongly urge
passage of S. 1011.

Mr, Chairman, I might say at this fime
that during our hearings there was no
action taken in the way of expansion of
the number of employees authorized or
allowed in the appropriations that are
being requested. The number of em-
ployees will remain at the same level, ap-
proximately 137 employees, as they are
now in the Office of the Saline Water
Conversion program.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. I thank the gentleman
from California for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I might say that this
in my opinion is probably one of the
finest programs on which the Federal
Government spends money. In my opin-
jon it is very vital to have this program
in order to continue the growth one
might say of our Nation.

Inasmuch as I offered the amendment
to reduce the total amount required, I
believe the hearings will indicate that
they will have sufficient money in order
not to reduce or to harm this program in
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any manner. Is that statement substan-
tially correct?

Mr. JOHNSON of California.. The
gentleman is correct.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the
gentleman from Florida for his activities
in the committee. I believe that when the
gentleman offered the amendments that
they were well thought out, in order, and
necessary.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I yield
further to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, may I say
that the distinguished gentleman from
California is very thorough in his work,
and that he brings a bill to the floor of
the House that has had close scrutiny
so that every dollar authorized is neces-
sary to continue this vital program in
the manner in which the Congress has
requested.

The gentleman is doing a tremendous
service not only for his own great State
of California and all of the Western
States, but also for the people of the Na-
tion as a whole, because right now we are
in a situation where we must face up to
this vital problem of water shortage,

This is not only true in the Western
States, but this is going to be a problem
in all of the States of our Nation.

So, Mr. Chairman, I say that the
moneys we are expending here now will
in the future be money that is well spent.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I want to thank the gentle-
man from Florida for his very kind
words, and for his real keen interest in
this whole saline water program.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. pE LA GARZA, Mr, Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I rise in favor of and wholeheartedly
support the bill S. 1011. I would like to
commend the chairman of the commit-
tee, and I would like also to commend
very warmly the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for the leadership these gentlemen
have demonstrated in this very impor-
tant legislation for our Nation. In this
commendation I would also like to in-
clude the ranking minority member of
the committee, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. pE La GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly urge favorable consideration of
S. 1011 authorizing appropriations for
the saline water conversion program for
the fiscal year 1970.

It is of the utmost importance that this
program go forward on a confinuing
basis. The water needs of our Nation are
increasing at an even faster rate than
population, and to meet these needs in
the future it is going to be absolutely
necessary that we find practical ways of
tapping the oceans. Only by doing so can
we be assured of obtaining the enormous
supplies of water needed for human con-
sumption and for industrial and agricul-
tural use. The 15th Congressional District
of Texas, which I represent in the House,
is an area which has been transformed by
irrigation. Naturally, I have a very close
interest in any legislation having to do
with water supply, for I have seen at first
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hand the difference that an adequate
supply, effectively used, can make to a
land and to people. Saline water conver-
sion is no less vital to our Nation than
fresh water conservation.

S. 1011, authorizing as it does appro-
priations for research and development
operating expenses as well as for design,
construetion, acquisition, meodification,
and maintenance of saline water conver-
sion test beds and conversion facilities
and saline water conversion modules, is
necessary legislation. It will enable the
Government to proceed with this essen-
tial work in the areas where the need or
projected need for additional water sup-
ply exists. It is, in every sense of the word,
“must” legislation.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I also wish to say that I too
want to thank the chairman of our full
committee, and the ranking minority
member of the full committee, as well as
the ranking minority member of the sub-
committee.

In our State of California the saline
water program is a very important one,
as it is to the rest of our Nation and,
indeed, to the world. I believe the bill
that we have before us today will carry
on a very active program in fiscal year
1970. I hope that by the end of fiscal 1970
we will be able to have a further break-
through in lowering the cost of producing
water.

As the chairman of the full committee
stated, we are at about 80 cents under
one of the processes now in operation at
the present time in the State of Florida,
and I hope we will see a further break-
through in this program during the next
fiscal year.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. Hosmer) who is the counterpart
chairman of the subcommittee handling
this legislation.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of S. 1011, as amended, a bill
to authorize appropriations for the
saline water conversion program for
fiscal year 1970, and for other purposes.

The purpose of this legislation is to
provide the funds necessary to admin-
ister and continue a program of research
and development, and the testing of
technological data to produce low-cost
potable water from sea or brackish water.
To do this, it is necessary to provide ade-
quate funding and sufficient latitude
in the administration of the program.

S. 1011, as amended and reported by
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs is not, in my opinion, consistent
with the intent and purpose of this legis-
lation and the basic program enacted
by Congress.

The committee in its report takes the
position that, the saline water conversion
program “is a useful and important part
of the Nation’s public effort to assure an
adequate water supply to meet our in-
creasing national requirements,” and
that the Federal effort “should not be
abandoned, particularly in the basic re-
search area and in the environmental
testing of new processes, concepts, and
materials.”” Yet the committee in its
amendment reducing the amount au-
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thorized to be appropriated for fiscal
1970 from $27 to $25 million has made
these budgetary cuts in the very heart
of the program; namely, a reduction
from $18,095,000 to $16,223,000 in basic
research and development, a decrease of
$1,872,000, and a cut of $128,000 in funds
available for administration of the pro-
gram.

The testimony presented to the com-
mittee only called for the reduction of
$1 million in conformity with the admin-
istration’s amended budget requests and
not a $2 million cut. I should like to note
for the record that the additional cut of
$1 million imposed by the commitiee is
noteworthy because it is the first cutback
or reduction in this program after con-
siderable extension and expansion of the
same program during the past 8 years.

Another area of inconsistency in rela-
tion to the basic purposes of this legis-
lation is the committee’s action in limit-
ing the authority of the Office of Saline
Water to participate in foreign activities.
While I share some of the concern over
the expenditure of funds, and so forth,
by engaging in the designing, engineer-
ing, construction, and management of
foreign desalting plants, the limitations
imposed by the commitiee amendment
actually prohibits the search for tech-
nical data, plus research and develop-
ment on a contractual basis in foreign
countries and from their scientific com-
munities. It may be that the best man in
the world is working on research and de-
velopment in an important and particu-
lar area of desalting technology in a for-
eign wuniversity. Yet the commitiee
amendment prohibits the Office of Saline
Water from contracting with the uni-
versity or individual to obtain such valu-
able information.

My third objection to the leglslation
in its present form is its restriction on
shifts between expenditure items to 10
percent. In research and development ac-
tivitles more flexibility than this should
be allowed to pursue new ideas that may
develop during the year. This figure
should be at least 15 percent, not 10 per-
cent.

Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding these
inconsistencies, I shall support and urge
the passage of S. 1011, as amended, and
trust that in conference some of its de-
ficiencies may be ironed out.

Mr., JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the 3 minutes remain-
ing on this side to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Ryan).

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, the bill we
are considering today, S. 1011, author-
izes the appropriation of $25 million to
carry out the provisions of the Saline
Water Conversion Act during the fiscal
year 1970.

The research conducted by the Office of
Saline Water has made a significant
contribution to this country’s develop-
ment of a desalting technology and has
encouraged the growth of a valuable de-
salting industry which will help to meet
the future water requirements of this
Nation. Insofar as the authorization
sought today will be used to continue
that research, I support this legislation.

As a letter dated January 15, from
former Assistant Secretary Max Edwards
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to the Speaker of the House, which is
printed on page 4 of the committee re-
port, points out, the saline water conver-
sion program has achieved other bene-
ficial effects.

In addition to promoting an important
desalting technology in the United States,
the program—and I quote from the let-
ter—*“also has assisted a number of for-
eign countries in the development of this
technology.”

The research which has accrued from
this assistance has in many cases been
invaluable for the saline water conver-
sion efforts of both the participating for-
eign country and the United States.

As a matter of fact, in that letter
former Assistant Secretary Max Edwards
stated:

Much valuable information has been
gained through research and development
contracts entered into with foreign research
institutes, universities, and individuals prior
to July 1, 1968. This valuable source of

knowledge and technology should be con-
tinued.

Unfortunately, this research and de-
velopment cannot be continued because
in 1968 the Congress amended the basic
act to prohibit the Office of Saline Water
from entering into contracts with pub-
lic or private agencies in foreign
countries.

I am concerned about assisting coun-
tries like Israel in the development of
their saline water research. This restric-
tion confuses the question of whether or
not a saline water project involving a
foreign country—such as the proposal 1
have made for a number of years that
the United States participate in the con-
struction of a prototype desalting plant
in Israel—would be administered by the
Office of Saline Water.

The committee report states at page 4:

The Office of Saline Water, under this pro-
gram, should limit its participation in foreign
activities to the interchange of data with
rorelgn entities and should refrain from
entering into business relationships with
nondomestic entities, or otherwise engaging
in activities having foreign policy or foreign
ald connotations.

Any assistance by the United States in the
development of foreign desalting projects
should be accomplished under the foreign aid
program, rather than under this program,

But, as former Assistant Secretary
Max Edwards explained in his letter of
January 17, 1969, transmitting to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives
the Johnson administration’s proposal
for U.S. participation in the censtruc-
tion of a desalination plant in Israel,
U.S. participation in the Israel plant is
more than a matter of foreign aid. In
Mr. Edward’s words it provides, “the op-
portunity for the United States to par-
ticipate in a technologically advanced
water desalting program to further its—
the United States—objectives of develop-
ing large-scale desalting processes.”

Henece U.S. participation in a proto-
type project such as the one outlined in
my bill, HR. 587, must be seen as an
integral part of our own research efforts
in the conversion of salt water to fresh
water. In light of the relation of pro-
grams like the one with Israel to our own
research objectives, it seems clear that
this program should be located in the
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Office of Saline Water in the Department
of the Interior, and not under the forelgn
aid program.

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

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. Chairman, during the markup of
the pending bill I offered an amendment
to the basic act to eliminate the 1968
restriction, which would have made it
possible for the Department of the In-
terior to utilize funds authorized under
the Saline Water Conversion Act for co-
operative research and development ef-
forts with public or private agencies in
foreign countries.

I was supported in that effort, I am
happy to say, by the gentleman from
California (Mr. Hosmer), who pointed
out very cogently some reasons why it
is important to reinstate the previous
authority to expend funds for research
and development in cooperation with
public or private agencies in a foreign
country.

I might point out that the law previ-
ously specified such funds under the act
could only be expended if the U.S. Gov-
ernment had assurances that any infor-
mation gained from the project would be
a.va.:lable to the United States without
cost.

I certainly hope the committee does
not intend that this restriction or pro-
hibition be permanent, and I understand
from the remarks of the chairman when
my amendment was considered in com-
mittee that that was not the intent of
the committee in writing the law in 1968.

I am also concerned about the failure
of the administration thus far to sup-
port the recommendations of the John-
son administration to assist with con-
struction of a desalinization plant in
Israel. I originally introduced legislation
to accomplish this in 1967. In this Con-
gress my bill is HR. 587.

Presldent Johnson, before leaving of-
fice, made a commitment to Premier
Eshkol of Israel that the United States
would assist in the construction of such
a prototype plant. On January 17, 1969,
the recommendation was submitted to
the Congress by former Assistant Secre-
tary Max Edwards, along with a draft
bill. It is dismaying that the Nixon ad-
ministration has yet to take a position
on this proposal. In view of doubts raised
by the testimony of Secretary of Interior
Hickle, when he appeared before the
House Interior Committee, I have written
twice to the President of the United
States—on February 18 and April 2—
asking for the position of the administra-
tion. So far the administration had not
taken a position in support of the com-
mitment which was previously made by
President Johnson. I believe the United
States should proceed immediately to
carry out its commitment to the State of
Israel and assist with the construction
of his desalination plant. It is important
to the solution of Israel’s water problem
and will also provide valuable informa-
tion and data to the Office of Saline
Water.

Mr. Chairman, I include at this point
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in the REecorp the exchange of corre-
spondence between my office and the
White House.
HoUuse OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., February 18, 1969.

The PRESIDENT,

The White House,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PresmeNT: Today during the
course of his appearance before the House
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Secretary of the Interior Walter Hickle in-
dicated that the Interlor Department would
consider deleting the $40 million from the
Fiscal Year 1870 budget of the Office of Saline
Water Research which former Presldent
Johnson recommended be allocated for
United States participation in the construc-
tion of a large prototype desalination plant
in Israel,

As members of the House Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, we are very con-
cerned that your Administration may intend
to back away from the commitment which
President Johnson made to Israell Premier
Eshkol to participate in the construction of
this vitally needed facility.

This project offers many potential benefits
in terms of research on desalination processes
to the United States as well as to Israel. In
his January 17 letter to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives forwarding the
President’s proposal, Assistant Secretary of
the Interlor Max Edwards explained that
the “proposal provides the opportunity for
the United States to participate in a tech-
nologically advanced water desalting pro-
gram to further its objectives of developing
large-scale desalting processes.” In addition,
he noted that the Israell government has
concluded “that new incremental sources of
fresh water must be made avallable by the
mid-seventies in order to maintain (Israel’s)
industrial and economic growth.” For both
of these reasons, he concluded, the Depart-
ment of the Interlor believes “we should take
advantage of this opportunity and we urge
the early enactment of this proposal.”

In addition to the research to be gained
by the United States, the resulting economic
benefits would accrue to the entire area. It
would also reduce international tensions
which have long been aggravated by a lack
of water. A desalination project would make
possible the cultivation of large portions of
desert land which have hitherto been un-
usable. The land and jobs which such a plant
would create would make a sizeable contri-
bution to stability in the Middle East.

The submission of this proposal by Presi-
dent Johnson was the culmination of a
long period of study and research into the
feasibility and utility of constructing a de-
salination plant in Israel. On February 6,
1865, President Johnson, in a speech de-
livered to the Welzmann Institute of Science,
announced that the United States had “be-
gun discussions with the representatives of
Israel on cooperative research in using nu-
clear energy to turn salt water into fresh
water.” These discussions led to the forma-
tlon of a United States-Israel team which
conducted feasibility studies on a desalina-
tion plant which Assistant Secretary Edward
states in his January 17 letter “resulted in
the submission of this request.” The re-
search benefits of this project having been
well established by these studies, the United
States should proceed to participate in the
construction.

During the course of your campaign for
the Presidency you made reference on sev-
eral occasions to the need to maintain
America's commitment to Israel. President
Johnson's endorsement of the development
of a desalting plant in Israel, and his letter
to Premier Eshkol affirming that endorse-
ment, constitute an Important part of con-
tinuing American support for Israel. We
urge you to maintain that commitment by
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reaffirming Executive support for United
States participation in the construction of
this facility.
Sincerely,
Winriam F. RYAN,
HucH L. CAREY,
Members of Congress.
TaEE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1969.
Hon. WiLriam F. Ryaw,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. RYan: Thank you for your and
Congressman Carey's letter of February 18
to the President regarding United States
participation in the construction of a de-
salination plant in Israel.

We appreciate your observations. They are
being carefully considered and you will hear
further soon.

‘With warm regard,

Sincerely,

-

Woriam E, TIMMONS,
Deputy Assistant to the President.
APRIL 2, 1969.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR MR. PRESIDENT: On February 18, 1969,
I wrote to you concerning United States par-
ticlpation in the construction of a proto-
type desalination plant in Israel for which
$40 million was included in the Fiscal Year
1070 budget of the Office of Saline Water
Research submitted to the Congress by for-
mer President Johnson. In addition, Presi-
dent Johnson made a commitment to Israeli
Premier Eshkol to participate in this vitally
needed facllity.

I wrote you on February 18 after the ap-
pearance before the House Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs of SBecretary of the
Interior Walter Hickel who was not willing
on that occasion to reaffirm the commitment
made by President Johnson,

Although I received an interim reply from
Willlam E. Timmons, Deputy Assistant to
the President, I still have not received from
you a statement of your position on this
matter. I urge you not to permit your Ad-
ministration to renege on this commitment
which constitutes an important part of con-
tinuing United States support for Israel.

I was disturbed again by the testimony of
Carl L. Klein, Assistant Secretary of the In-
terlor for Water Quality and Research, when
he appeared before the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs on March 25. This
was some flve weeks after Secretary Hickel’s
appearance, yet Assistant Becretary Klein
stated that he had not discussed this issue
with Secretary Hickel and that he was not
familiar with the January 17 letter from the
Department of the Interior to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives recommending
United States participation in this desalina-
tion project.

In closing, let me express my hope that
you will clarify your position on this crucial
matter as soon as possible.

Thank you very much for your consider-
ation,

Sincerely,
Wiriam F, RYAN,
Member of Congress.
Tae WHiTE HoUSsE,
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1969.
Hon. WmLiam F. Ryaw,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. RYan: Thank you for your letter
of February 18 regarding participation by the
United States in a large prototype desalting
plant in Israel.

President Nixon has recently directed that
a careful and thorough study be made of
the Israell desalting proposal. Until this
study is completed, the Administration will
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not be in a position to appralse the merits
of this proposal.

We appreciate knowing your views on this
matter and you may be assured that they
will be carefully considered in any future
action taken In connection with the project.
A similar reply is also being sent to Congress-
man Carey.

Bincerely yours,
BrYceE N. HARLOW,
Assistant to the President.

Mr. RHODES, Mr. Chairman, I support
the continuation of the saline water con-
version program. The development of
additional water resources by producing
fresh water from salt water may be the
only real solution to the water crisis
faced by many of this country’s urban
areas.

S. 1011 authorizes appropriations for
the saline water conversion program
in the amount of $25 million. I regret
that this amount is $2 million less than
that originally requested, but recognize
the serious budgetary restraints that
must be exercised in a time of unprece-
dented inflation. I am hopeful that the
prudence exercised now will enable us
to devote significantly increased funds
to this essential program in the future.

While progress in this relatively new
field of technology has been slow, definite
positive steps have been made toward
the realization of a truly low-cost water
supply from saline sources.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the
recommendation of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs and hope
that this body will act favorably upon it.

The CHATIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, pursuant to the
rule, the Clerk will now read the substi-

tute committee amendment printed in
the reported bill as an original bill and
subject to amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That there
is authorized to be appropriated to carry out
the provisions of the Saline Water Conver-
slon Act (66 Stat. 328), as amended (42
U.B.C. 1951 et seq.), during fiscal year 1970,
the sum of $25,000,000 as follows:

(1) research and development operating
expenses, not more than $16,223,000:

(2) design, construction, acquisition, mod-
ification, operation, and maintenance of
saline water conversion test beds and test
facilities, not more than $5,355,000;

(3) design, construction, acquisition, mod-
ification, operation, and maintenance of
saline water conversion modules, not more
than $1,450,000; and

(4) administration and coordination, not
more than $1,972,000.

(b) Expenditures and obligations under
any of the items in this section except item
(4) may be increased by not more than 10
per centum if such increase is accompanied
by an equal decrease in expenditures and
obligations under one or more of the other
items, including item (4).

Sec. 2. In addition to the sums authorized
to be appropriated by this Act, the Secretary
may utilize any funds previously appropri-
ated for this program which are not obli-
gated on June 30, 1969, subject to the dollar
lmitations applicable to the fiscal year 1960
program.

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no
amendments, the question is on the sub-
stitute committee amendment.

The substitute committee amendment
was agreed to.
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The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. TierNAN, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(S. 1011) to authorize appropriations for
the saline water conversion program for
fiscal year 1970, and for other purposes,
pursuant to House Resolution 406, he
reported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

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

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

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
bill (8. 1011) just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

DISPOSAL OF POISON GAS

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

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, on May
5, 1969, I first learned that the U.S. Army
planned to move large quantities of poi-
son gas across the country by railroad,
load it on ship, and dispose of it in the
ocean. Because of the hazards of mov-
ing chemical warfare agents such as
mustard gas and nerve gas by rail and
because of the possibility that dumping
large quantities of poisonous materials
in the ocean might prove dangerous both
to humans and the marine ecology, I
wrote to Secretary of Defense Laird and
Secretary of Transportation Volpe urging
that the planned shipment be delayed.
I urged that a more thorough study be
made of the safety of such a move and
that alternative methods of disposal be
considered.

Subsequently, the Subcommittee on In-
ternational Organizations and Move-
ments, chaired by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. GALLAGHER), held hear-
ings on the proposed move. These hear-
ings shed adidtional light on the pro-
posed move and have been most help-
ful. The Army now says it will have the
National Academy of Sciences review
the plan before going ahead. I am
including in the Recorp copies of my
letters to Secretary Laird and Secretary
Volpe, the reply received from the De-
partment of Transportation, my state-
ment on this matter to Mr. GALLAGHER'S
subcommittee, and two messages on the
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subject for the information of my col-
leagues:

TEXT OF THE LETTER TO SECRETARY
MerLvin R. Lamrp, May 6, 1968

Dear MR, SECRETARY: As you know, I have
been concerned about the safety precautions
exercised by the Department of Defense in
the testing, storage and transportation of
chemical warfare agents,

I was disturbed to learn this week that the
Department of Defense plans to move large
quantities of poison gas across the United
States by rail, load the gas aboard ships, and
dispose of the gas at sea.

According to the information I have re-
celved, a total of 1,100 gondola cars con-
taining 15 one-ton cylinders of World War
II poison gas will be moved from Rocky
Mountain Arsenal, Colorado; Pine Bluff
Arsenal, Arkansas; and Edgewood Arsenal,
Maryland by rall to the Earle, New Jersey
Naval Ammunition Depot. At that point, the
gas will be loaded on two Liberty ships for
disposal at sea.

A number of safety factors appear 10 have
been under-estimated in the planning of
this move. Although the Department of
Transportation normally requires that cylin-
ders containing highly toxic material for
shipment by rallroad be hydrostatically
tested, most of the cylinders in question
have not been tested in this manner and
generally date back to 1942-1945. The spillage
of gas is apparently a real possibility in view
of the accidents that have occurred in gas
shipment in St. Louis, Eansas Clty, and Iowa
within the recent past,

Another safety factor that has not been
given sufficlent weight, in my opinion, is
the possibility of an accident involving an-
other trailn. The Transportation Safety
Board has reported that there has been a
100% increase in the number of derailments
taking place each year with the total now
exceeding 5,000 annually. Even though these
trains moving the polson gas will travel no
faster than 356 miles an hour, other trains
travellng at higher speeds, both p nger
and freight, will pass the gas trains with the
possibility of derailment and collision always
there. The Dunreith, Indiana accident of last
year involving just such a case points up
this hazard.

And of course, even though the trains will
be routed around major population centers
as much as possible, they will still be going
through Indianapolis, Indiana; Elizabeth,
New Jersey and a number of other
communities.

A longer range question of safety should
be raised concerning the disposal of polson
gas at sea. Does the disposal of large quanti-
ties of gas at sea ralse ecological problems
that we are not aware of? Are the gases to
be disposed of rendered harmless immedi-
ately or are they absorbed by sea life In a
manner with which we are not familiar? I
do not know the answer to these questions,
but I belleve that they deserve the most
careful consideration,

In view of the many safety problems in-
volved with the very real possibility of acci-
dents, I urge that you halt the shipment of
this poison gas now due to begin on May 16,
1969, until alternative methods of disposal,
perhaps by decontamination at the Army's
arsenals, or more rigorous safety precautions
can be taken.

Sincerely,

RicHARD D, McCARTHY,

TEXT OF THE LETTER TO SECRETARY JOHN A.
VoLrE
DeAR Mg. SecreTARY: I was disturbed to
learn this week that the Department of
Transportation has granted a speclal permit
to the U.S. Army to ship large quantities of
poison gas by rail across the United States.
According to the information that I have
received, the Department of Transportation
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has issued a permit of exemption from the
normal safety requirements for the move-
ment of highly toxic materials for the ship-
ment of polson gas. A total of 1,100 gondola
cars, each containing 15 one-ton cylinders
of polson gas will be moved in 45 to 60 car
trains from Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Coclo-
rado; Pine Bluff Arsenal, Arkanas; and
Edgewood Arsenal, Maryland to the Earle,
New Jersey Naval Ammunition Depot. At that
point, the cylinders will be loaded on two
Liberty ships and taken out to sea for dis-
posal,

It is my understanding that the following
safety precautions will be taken. These ship-
ments, to begin on May 16, 1969, and con-
tinue through June, are to be handled as
special exclusive trains, An Army guard de-
tachment consisting of an officer and a num-
ber of enlisted men will be located on three
cars, one in the middle and the others at
the end of the train. The speed of the trains
will be limited to 36 miles an hour. The cyl-
inders, made of steel 11/16ths of an inch
thick, will be placed horizontally in the
gondola cars. And I understand that as far
as possible, the total of about twenty cars
will not pass through major population cen-
ters.

What is particularly disturbing to me is
the willingness of the Department of Trans-
portation to grant a permit of exemption
from the normal safety requirements with-
out the most exhaustive consideration of
the safety factors involved. Apparently the
Department normally requires that each
tank used to transport toxic materials on
the rallroad be tested hydrostatically. Yet
in this case I am informed that the De-
partment of Transportation has accepted as
sufficient the Army’s tests of a few cylin-
ders even though the cylinders generally date
back to 1942, The Army apparently consid-
ers leakage a problem because they state
that they will have a bag of absorbant ma-
terial under each cylinder valve. It would
appear that at a minimum, the Department
would have wanted to inspect the cylinders
to insure themselves of their soundness be-
fore issuing a shipping permit.

I am also disturbed that these trains will
be traveling along rail lines at the same time
that other trains pass by on adjacent tracks,
In one of the major rail accidents that oc-
curred recently at Dunreith, Indiana, the
derailment and subsequent explosions were
caused by two passing trains rather than one
train. As the Department's Transportation
Safety Board has just made known, there
has been a 1009% increase in derailments in
the last decade with over 5,000 such inci-
dents now each year. Rallroad roadbeds in
bad condition certainly increase the possi-
bility of accident with these twenty trains.
And yet there is no requirement that pas-
senger trains not operate on the same sec-
tion of railroad right-of-way as that used
by the gas trains. Again as a minimum, I
would think that the Department of Trans-
portation would want to require that only
the polson gas shipment be allowed on any
section of track at one time.

I am also concerned that, although an at-
tempt has been made to route these trains
around major population centers, they will
pass through cities such as Indianapolis, In-
diana, and Elizabeth, New Jersey. Although
safety measures are being taken, they are
apparently by no means totally effective. I
have not been able to learn the detalls but
I have been informed that there were poison
gas spillages in St. Louls, Kansas City, and
Iowa in the recent past, with the Iowa in-
cident posing serious problems of decon-
tamination.

In view of the questionable safety of mov-
ing such large quantities of poison gas, I
urge you to withdraw the special permit that
has been issued for the shipment of this
toxic material until a more thorough in-
vestigation of the safety problems has been
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made or alternative methods of deactivating
the gas at the arsenals has been explored.
Sincerely,
RicHARD D, McCARTHT,
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., May 13, 1969.
Hon. RICHARD D. MCCARTHY,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. McCarTHY: Secretary Volpe has
asked me to reply to your letter dated May 6,
1969, concerning rail shipments of poison gas
by the United States Army.

In accordance with the regulations of this
Department, shipments of explosives or other
dangerous articles offered by or consigned to
the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force of the United States Government, must
be packed, including limitations of weight,
in accordance with such regulations or In
containers of equal or greater strength and
efficiency as required by their regulations.

Special Permit No. 5199 authorizes the De-
partment of Defense to ship Class A polsons
in military Type A and Type D one-ton con-
tainers, without a 5-year hydrostatic retest.
The cylinder valve openings must be capped
or plugged and protected by valve protection
caps which need not be gas tight. The permit
was lssued May 1, 1967; paragraph 1 was
amended April 8, 1968; paragraphs 1 and 10
were amended January 13, 1969. The permit
and amendments are attached.

The military specification containers are
built to the Department of Transportation
specifications for 106A500 Multi-Unit Tank
Car Tanks, having a water capacity between
1500 and 2600 pounds. The 106A500 contain-
ers are authorized for commercial shipments
of certain Class A poisons, such as phosgene,

The containers were hydrostatically tested
when they were first manufactured. The reg-
ulations require that they be hydrostatically
retested at 5-year intervals. These containers
have been filled with Class A poisons since
they were manufactured, so they have not
been retested.

The purpose of retest is to determine
whether the containers have been weakened
by corrosion or by abuse during transporta-
tion. From a continuing quality control and
test program, DOD has found no corrosion
in containers filled with phosgene, mustard
gas, or nerve gas. They have not been in
transportation since they were first filled, so
they have not been subject to transportation
abuse. Therefore, it was appropriate to waive
the retest requirement, particularly in view
of the hazard involved in emptying the con-
tainers for retest and then refilling them.

Our regulatory authority over hazardous
materials relates only to safety in transporta-
tion. We do not tell DOD (nor any other
shipper) where materials may be shipped. nor
do we have anything to say about the dispo-
sition of materials after they reach their des-
tination.

We are satisfied that we have taken every
practical precaution to ensure safety in the
transportation of these gases. The proposed
shipments meet our standards for transporta-
tion safety, so there is no reason for with-
drawing Special Permit No. 5199,

Determinations as to scheduling, routing,
and disposition of the materials have been
made by the Department of Defense. There-
fore, inquiries and objections raised in these
areas should be directed to that agency.

Sincerely,
R. N. WHITMAN.
Special PerMmrTr No. 5189

This special permit is issued pursuant to
the authority of S173.22(a) (1), Department
of Transportation Regulations for the Trans-
portation of Explosives and Other Dangerous
Articles, 49 CFR Parts 171-190, as amended.

1. The Department of the Army is hereby
authorized to ship mustard agent (H) in
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Type D, one-ton containers from Pine Bluff
Arsenal Arkansas, Edgewood Arsenal, Mary-
land and Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Colorado
to the Naval Ammunition Depot, Earle, New
Jersey, and the Naval Ammunition Depot,
Bangor, Washington. Tanks will not be
hydrostatically tested. A single trip only is
authorized for each tank,

2. Cylinder valve openings must be capped
or plugged and protected by valve protection
caps which need not be gas tight.

3. Prior to offering for transportation, each
container shall be inspected for any evidence
of leakage or deterioration which would ma-
terially and adversely affect its efficiency.
Containers determined to be in a satisfactory
condition for transportation shall be securely
mounted on cars especially provided for this
type of service, or on gondola cars especlally
prepared with substantial wooden frames and
blocks to hold the containers in position,
Drop bottom care are not authorized. Polson
gas placards must be applied.

4, Each shipment made under the terms
of this permit shall be accompanied by a
qualified military escort detailed by the De-
partment of Defense, equipped with materi-
als and devices for making repairs and per-
forming decontamination if necessary in the
event of leakage of containers.

5. Each bill of lading, shipping order or
other shipping paper issued in connection
with shipments made under this permit must
bear the notation “DOT Special Permit No.
5199” in connection with the commodity
description and the placard notation thereon.

6. A copy of the permit shall be carried by
the escort party accompanying shipments.

7. Shipments are authorized by rall only.

8. Any accident involving the loss of prod-
uct must be immediately reported by tele-
gram or telephone to the Office of Hazardous
Materials and the Bureau of Explosives
(AAR).

9. This permit does not relieve the shipper
or carrier from compliance with any require-
ment of the DOT regulations, except as
specifically provided for herein.

10. This permit shall expire December 31,
1967.

Issued at Washington, D.C., this 1st day of
May, 1967.

W.H. BYrp,
Aeting Director, Office of Hazardous
Materials.

REVISED SpPECIAL Peamrr No. 5199

Pursuant to the authority of 49 CFR
173.22(a) (1), Department of Transportation
(DOT) Hazardous Materials Regulations, as
amended:

Special Permit No. 5199, authorizing ship-
ment of a8 mustard agent in Type D, one-ton
containers, is hereby amended by extending
the expiration date to January 31, 1969.

All other terms of the permit remain un-
changed.

Issued at Washington, D.C., this 18th day
of December 1968,

H. R. LONGHURST,

(For the Administrator, Federal Rallroad
Administration.)

Seconp REvVISED SpecIiAL Permrr No. 5189

Pursuant to the authority of 49 CFR
173.22(a) (1), Department of Transportation
(DOT) Hazardous Materials Regulations, as
amended:

Special Permit No, 5199, authorizing ship-
ment of a mustard agent in Type D one-ton
containers, is hereby amended by changing
paragraph (1) to read as follows:

“1. The Department of Defense, Iis
hereby authorized to ship Class A polsons in

pe A and D one-ton containers
which will not have been hydrostatically
tested as required by the DOT regulations. A
single trip only is authorized for each tank.
If other than multi-unit tank car equip-
ment is used, prior approval for shipments
must be obtained from the Bureau of Ex-
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plosives of the Association of American Rail-
roads.”

All other terms of the permit as revised
remain un d.,

Issued at Washington, D.C., this 8th day
of April 1968.

H. R. LONGHURST.

(For the Administrator, Federal Raillroad

Administration.)

Tump Revisep Special. Permar No. 5109

Pursuant to 49 CFR 170.13 of the Depart-
ment of Transportation (DOT) Hazardous
Materials Regulations, as amended, and on
the basis of the December 13, 1968, petition
by the Department of Defense, Washington,
D0

Special Permit No. 5199, authorizing the
shipment of Class A polsons in Type A and
Type D one-ton containers, 1s hereby
amended by changing paragraphs (1) and
(10) to read as follows:

“1, The Department of Defense is here-
by authorized to ship Class A poisons in
Type A and Type D one-ton containers which
have not been hydrostatically retested as re-
quired by the DOT regulations. A single trip
only is authorized for each tank, except that
tanks may be initially shipped to a tempo-
rary intermediate storage site, provided con-
ditions as herein required for single trip
shipment are observed before reshipment
from such & site. If other than multi-unit
tank car tank equipment is used, prior ap-
proval for shipments must be obtained from
the Bureau of Explosives (AAR).

*10. This permit expires January 31, 1970.”

All other terms of the permit as revised re-
main unchanged. The permit currently in
effect consists of the original issue, and the
First and Third Revisions.

Issued at Washington, D.C., this 13th day
of January 1969.

Mac E. ROGERS.

(For the Administrator, Federal Rallroad
Administration.)

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN RicHARD D,
McCarTEY TO HOUSE COMMITTEE ON FOR-
EIGN AFFAIRS, May 13, 1969

On May 5, 1969, I first learned that the
U.S. Army planned to move polson gas by
rallroad from a number of arsenals to Earle,
New Jersey, where it was to be loaded on
ship for disposal in the ocean. Although I
had heard rumors before that date, they were
not confirmed until May 5th,

On May 6, 1969 I wrote to Becretary of
Defense Melvin Laird and Secretary of
Transportation John Volpe urging that the
shipment of poison gas by railroad and dis-
posal in the ocean be held up pending a more
thorough review of the proposed safety meas-
ures, a review of the consequencies of dump-
ing large quantities of toxic materials in the
ocean, and a consideration of alternative
methods of disposing of these highly dan-
gerous materials. I have received an ac-
knowledgment of my Iletter to Secretary
Laird stating that a reply is being pre-
pared. (Transportation reply recelved 5/
13/69)

In my letters of May 6, 19690 I expressed
my concern about the possibility of accidents
during the shipment of tanks of gas by train
across the United States. I pointed out that
leaks from the poison gas tanks were a real
possibility in as much as spillages had oc-
curred in the past. I have since learned that
three accidents have occurred during the
past year; two in Eansas City, and one in
St. Louis. All involved leaking tanks of
phosgene gas, & deadly chemical agent of
World War II vintage, that was being moved
by rail in two cases and by truck in the
other,

I also expresed my concern about the
possibllity of a derallment or other railway
accident which might spread these gases
through populated areas or endanger pas-
sengers on other trains. The rapidly rising
rallway accident rate makes large-scale ship-
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ment of poisonous materials a major hazard
today.

I also raised the gquestion of whether dis-
posal of large quantities of toxic materials
in the ocean posed safety problems,

Department of Defense spokesmen have
since confirmed that they are planning the
move. About 4,000 tons of mustard gas in
tanks, 2,500 tons of GB nerve gas in bombs,
and a smaller amount of tear gas is to be
disposed of. The gas is now located at Rocky
Mountain Arsenal, Colorado; Anniston Army
Depot, Alabama; Blue Grass Ordnance De-
pot, Eentucky; and Edgewood Arsenal,
Maryland. It is to be moved by train to
Earle Naval Ammunition Depot, Earle, New
Jersey, and there loaded on four Liberty
ships. These ships will be towed to sea and
then sunk in the ocean. Defense also stated
that polson gas had been dumped In the
ocean twelve times before.

When the Chairman of this Committee
called witnesses from the Department of De-
fense, the Department of the Interior, and
the Department of State on May 8, 1969, to
obtain additional information about the
move, the Army representative asked that the
hearing be put off until today so that they
could complete preparation of material for
the hearing. Representatives of State and
Interior said that thelr Departments had not
been consulted on the dumping of the poison
gas in the ocean.

The information provided by the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Departments of
State and Interior to date has not satisfied
my concern about the safety of moving this
gas across the country and dumping it in the
ocean. If anything, even more questions have
been raised.

First, when I Iinitially learned of the

planned movement of poison gas, to start on
May 16, 1960, I was Informed that it was in
one-ton steel tanks or cylinders. I also be-
lieved that there was little or no nerve gas
involved because we did not begin to make

nerve gas until after World War II. I now
learn that 2,500 tons of the shipment is to
be GB, a deadly nerve gas, in the form of
bombs. Each bomb contains an explosive
charge designed to spread the gas out for
maximum effect. Although the bombs will
not be fused during shipment—that is—will
not have the initial detonating device, each
one can explode if subjected to great heat or
pressure of the type that might occur in a
major railroad collision.

I have learned that the U.S. Army does
not need a permit from the Federal Railway
Administration to move these nerve gas
bombs. Although Defense does need to con-
sult the Department of Transportation about
the movement of polson gas in tanks made
of 11/16 inch thick steel, it does not need a
permit to move gas bombs—bombs that if
exploded would shower a cloud of nerve gas
on anything or anybody in the vieinity,

Second, I have also learned that the reason
that the U.S. Army wishes to get rid of these
tanks of mustard gas and these nmerve gas
bombs Is that they are leakers—that is, the
containers are either corroded or have be-
come ineffective so that they leak gas. Yetf
the Department of Transportation states
that:

“The purpose of retest is to dotermine
whether the containers have been weakened
by corrosion or by abuse during transporta-
tion. From a continuing quality control and
test program, DOD has found no corrosion in
containers filled with phosgene, mustard
gas, or nerve gas. They have not been in
transportation since they were first filled,
s0 they have not been subject to transporta-
tion abuse. Therefore, it was appropriate to
waive the retest requirement, emptying the
containers for retest and then refilling
them.”

My question is, what about the hazard to
the public in moving these containers?

Third, I have learned that Army instrue-
tions set special precautions for the storage
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of GB nerve gas bombs. They state that “be-
cause of the toxicity of GB, speclal provisions
must be made for storing GB-filled bombs.
Storage areas for GB-filled bombs must be at
least 115 miles from inhabited buildings,
public highways, or public railways.” Yet this
is the type of weapon that the Army proposes
to ship across the countryside and through
towns and villages.

Let me describe a typical GB nerve gas
bomb. One is the nonpersistent GB, a 10-
pound bomb, code named M125A1. It consists
of a sheet-steel body with a small explosive
burster and fuse at the front and a parachute
at the rear. A nerve gas, GB, filling surrounds
the burster assembly inside the bomb shell.
When the bomb strikes, TM3-4000 notes, the
fuse initiates the burster which ruptures the
body and releases the bomb filling. Bombs
also come in 60 pound, 115 pound and other
sizes.

Fourth, I have learned that on Friday,
May 9, 1869, a number of members of the
oceanographic community were gathered to-
gether by Dr. Robert A. Frosch, Assistant
Becretary of the Navy for R&D, to discuss
the oceanographic and ecological implica-
tions of disposing of large quantities of poison
gas In the ocean. My question is: was this
the first time that oceanographers had been
consulted on this matter, Was gas dumped
in the ocean 12 times before without con-
sulting the experts?

In light of the information now avallable
to me, I urge that the Army consider the
following suggestions.

Ask a panel of oceanographers such as
Wililam Scheville and Roger Revelle of
Harvard, John Ryther of Woods Hole, Bost-
wick Eetchem; Gordon Riley, Dalhousie Uni-
versity; Gordon Gunter, Gulf Coast Labora-
tory; Joel Hedgepeth, University of Oregon;
to thoroughly consider the oceanographic
aspects of this disposal program and any
further disposals.

Seriously consider decontaminating the
nerve gas from the bombs at the arsenals
rather than move it by rall. Chemical con-
sultants have assured me that the gas can
be outloaded from the bombs and destroyed
at the arsenals without undue expense.

If mustard gas is to be moved by train,
to require that it be moved on sections of
track exclusively reserved for the gas trains.
And that public health authorities along the
route be notified so that they will be prepared
in case of any accident.

It appears to me that once again, in the
case of this planned shipment of gas, we find
that the U.S. Government has not given
adequate thought to the requirements for
public safey. An exemption has been granted
to the nmormal safety requirement for ship-
ment of poisonous materials. This exemp-
tion has been granted by one Department
without actually physically checking the
containers that are to be shipped. This is
very similar to the Santa Barbara exemption.

And in the dumping of gas into the ocean,
what assurance do we have that fishermen
and seamen will not suffer the fate of the
Japanese aboard the Japanese fishing boat,
Lucky Dragon, that was contaminated by
radioactive fallout from our atom bomb tests
in the Marshall Islands, Will a suddenly ris-
ing ocean current carry mustard gas or
nerve gas to the surface and endanger a pass-
ing ship? Will fish be contaminated with
mustard gas? These guestions should be
asked before, not after a move of this type
is planned.

REITZEL ASSOCIATES,
Boylston, Mass. May 5, 1969.
Hon. RicaAarpD McCARTHY,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr REPRESENTATIVE McCARTHY: I listened
with interest to your statement regarding
the plans of the Army to dispose of 27 tons
of poison gas by shipment to the East Coast
and sinking In the Atlantic Ocean,
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As an engineer and sclentist, deeply in-
volved in problems of air and water pollu-
tion, I am strongly opposed to such action
without careful study of possible conse-
quences and better alternatives. Unless such
precautions as are employed with nuclear
wastes are taken, the containers and the
ships in which they are sunk will eventually
corrode and release the material. Depending
on the specific gases, they may be unaltered
in toxicity and produce a substantial danger
ranging from actual polsoning of our citi-
zens to an ecological upset of economically
important effect.

The research that created a nerve gas
should be able to create a process to render
the gas harmless. For example, the great ma-
Jority of organic chemicals, including nerve
gases, can be oxidized to non-toxic inorganie
compounds by combustion at high tempera-
tures. A stream of nerve gas, injected into a
propane flame at 2000° F. would be oxidized
principally to water and carbon dioxide,
which are harmless, and to smaller quantities
of sulphur and phosphorous oxides which
could be disposed of by simple spray scrub-
bing with a water solution of an appropriate
neutralizing agent.

There are many companies that supply
this equipment commercially and should be
pleased to undertake the necessary study of
this problem. I suspect this would be a
cheaper approach, as well as avoiding the
danger of introducing an additional water
pollution problem to our country.

If this thought seems of value, you might
pass it on for consideration by the Army
authorities involved.

Sincerely yours,
Nicoras M. REITZEL.
COMMITTEE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
INFORMATION,
St. Louis, Mo., May 9, 1969.

Both mustard and nerve gas could easily
be detoxified, according to a statement by
the Committee for Environmental Informa-
tion, released today, The Committee’s state-
ment, prepared by six sclentists, also out-
lined the safety steps that should be taken
if tons of these chemical warfare gases are
shipped through heavily populated areas.

The statement Is being forwarded to Con-
gressman Richard D. McCarthy, for the Con-
gressional Hearlngs on the subject which will
be resumed on Tuesday. A copy is attached.

STATEMENT BY THE COMMITTEE FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION
(Statement on the transportation of chem-
ical war agents through populated areas
and disposal dumping in the ocean, pre-
pared by Barry Commoner, Ph.D. professor
of plant physiology and director of the

Center for the Blology of Natural Systems;

Gustave L. Davls, M.D., assistant patholo-

gist, Jewish Hospital of St. Louis, instrue-

tor in pathology, School of Medicine; Peter

P. Gaspar, Ph.D., assoclate professor of

chemistry;: Malcolm L. Peterson, M.D.,

Ph.D,, chief of Washington University Med-

ical Service, St Louis Clty Hospital; Steven

L. Teitelbaum, M.D., assistant pathologist,

Jewlsh Hospital of 8t. Louis, instructor in

pathology, School of Medicine (all of the

above are affiliated with Washington Uni-

versity): and Kevin P, Shea, scientific di-

rector, Committee for Environmental In-

formation)

A series of shipments of mustard gas and
nerve gas may be shipped through St, Louls
beginning later this month.

It is perfectly possible that all 27,000 tons
of chemical war gas could pass through St.
Louls without harming anyone. Other haz-
ardous materlals are frequently shipped by
rail with safety. However, accidents do hap-
pen, For example, on February 19, 20 cars
of a 120 car Chicago, Burlington and Quincy
frelght train from Denver went off the track
at Crete, Nebraska and toppled onto two
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cars of ammonia on a siding. The fumes
drifted through the town, and eight people
were killed.

What would be the hazard to the people
in the vicinity if such an accident happened
to one of the one-ton containers of war gas?
We have inadeguate information about the
safety of the containers to answer this ques-
tlon. It has been said that 1t would be as
dangerous to empty them, in order to subject
them to the tests usually required for con-
tainers in which hazardous materials are
shipped, as to ship them without this test.
What this means is that we do not know
what would happen if a container were
tipped off its railroad car, or how much pres-
sure it would actually withstand if some-
thing heavy—like another railroad car—fell
on it. If there is no safe method of removing
the material from them, these are not safe
storage containers.

There are two types of gas to be Included
in these shipments, and the effects would
be very different, depending on which one
might escape.

Mustard Gas. Low concentrations of sul-
fur mustard will cause eye and skin blisters,
which can be deep and may require weeks
or months of healing. High concentrations
may produce shock. A victim who survives
the initial effects may later show damage
to the bone marrow and ulceration of the
gastrointestinal tract. Mustard gas may cause
cancer or may have genetic effects—that is,
may result in a birth defect In the progeny
of parents injured by mustard gas. In its
liquid form—presumably the form in which
it is stored in the tanks to be transported—
it can penetrate leather, clothing, plastics
and other materials. It evaporates very slow-
ly. It would be prudent for railroad workers
in the vicinity of the trains to wear pro-
tective clothing or ointment and to have
chemical purification sprays avallable for de-
contamination of the air and any contami-
nated surfaces, In case a tank were ruptured
in an accident, the area should be evacuated
immediately and decontamination handled
by workers wearing gas masks and protective
clothing,

Nerve Gas. The nerve gas to be disposed
of is one of the “G” agents, now outmoded
by the “V" agents, such as the VX which
killed more than 6000 sheep in Utah last
spring. The G agents, however, may be more
dangerous in a situation like this, as they are
more volatile than VX, That is, if the liquid
leaks from the tank, it can more easily be
transformed into a vapor, and inhaled. Some
of the G agents are also more persistent than
the V agents, Nerve gas Is many times
more toxic than mustard gas, and inhaled
into the lungs, it acts within a few minutes;
even the least lethal of the G agents can
kill In relatively small amounts, Gas masks
and protective clothing are even more im-
portant in the case of the nerve gas than in
the case of the mustard gas. A small amount
of liquid G agent on the skin can kill with-
in a half hour to an hour. The danger of
accidental release of nerve gas in a city is a
most serlous problem. The only known anti-
dote to nerve gas poisoning Is atropine, This
may be used in conjunction with oxines. In
some cases, artificial respiration is necessary
also, and sometimes additional treatment for
convulsions. The antidote usually has to be
administered within a few minutes after ex-
posure if the victim is to be saved, and
atropinization maintained for 24 hours. It is
routine in laboratorles and plants which
work with nerve gas to have atropine-filled
syringes readily available on wall brackets
for instant use. In a crowded area such as
a city, this would mean that a large number
of atropine-loaded syringes would need to be
available for instant use in order to save the
lives of the people who are exposed to the
gas., However, heavy exposure to the nerve
gas requires a spectrum of medical care, not
simply a shot of atropine. Obviously, this
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would require an elaborate organization in
any heavily-populated area through which
the gas was to be shipped prior to the time
the shipment was expected to pass through
the city. It should be noted that some medi-
cal authorities are doubtful of the useful-
ness of the atropine antidote under such
conditions because of the need for carefully
balancing the amount of atropine against the
amount of nerve gas received. Finally, in a
very densely populated area, it is doubtful
that a sufficient number of doses of atropine
could be made available at short notice.

There are two other questions that should
be consldered: whether the war gases should
be transported across the country at all, and
whether they should be dumped in the ocean,

Part of the research that has gone into
chemical warfare has been concerned with
chemical defense, and agents for chemiecally
decomposing the war gases have been found.
An alternative method of disposal, therefore,
would be to render the gases harmless at
the arsenals where they are now stored or
at the places where they were manufac-
tured. Undoubtedly, there would be some
hagard to the workers doing the job, but it
would be a known hazard to a few Indi-
viduals under controlled conditlons (as in
the case of the manufacture of the war gas
in the first place) instead of an unknown
hazard under uncontrolled conditions, per-
haps to a large number of people.

To convert mustard gas to a non-toxic
compound, all that is necessary is to treat
it with chlorine, or with nitric acid or with
hydrogen peroxide. Treatment with a strong
alkall would detoxify the G agent. The chem-
istry of destroying these agents is very much
simpler than the chemistry of making them.
The cost could easlly be calculated. For
what reason has the Department of Defense
chosen land shipment and sea disposal rather
than these methods of chemical destruction
of the noxious gases?

The Department of Defense should be
asked if it has estimated the cost of de-acti-
vating the war gas, and how this compared
with the cost of transportation and dump-
ing. If such a cost comparison was made,
were all the mnecessary safety precautions,
such as decontamination teams, personnel
to supervise evacuation, and preparation for
medical care in case of an accident included
in the cost of the proposed transportation
scheme?

In regard to dumping the gases in the
ocean: Reassuring statements have been
quoted to the effect that at the depth of
7200 feet there are only crustaceans, that
it would take 400 years for the water at that
depth to reach the surface, and that the gas
would last only 185 hours (8 days) after
escaping. We have limited information about
the effect on marine life. However, some
forms of ocean life, such as whales and
squid may move vertically as much as 7200
feet; a slow leak In a tank might provide
continuous contamination over a long period
of time, even if the gas remained toxic for
only 8 days. We don’t know where the dump-
ing is to be done, and, therefore, in what
direction and how rapidly the currents would
carry the material. If the tanks ruptured on
impact, tons of mustard gas might be re-
leased which might have a massive genetic
effect on a variety of marine organisms,
Much more should be known about the pos-
sible effects on marine life before such
dumping is done.

LOS ANGELES TIMES OFFERS OUT-
STANDING ANALYSIS OF ABM
DEBATE

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)
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Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I have taken the opportunity on
several previous occasions to comment
favorably on the editorial stands of the
Los Angeles Times, one of the great
newspapers of this country. To make
such favorable comment has not always
been possible for me. When I first en-
tered politics in California the Times,
although a great newspaper, was noted
for its rather narrowly partisan view on
almost any issue. In fact, I could almost
always determine my own course by ob-
serving the stand of the Times, and then
taking the opposite position.

Such is no longer the case. I will not
venture an opinion as to whether I or the
Times have grown wiser with age, but I
take pleasure in commending the paper
again for a remarkably well-reasoned,
mature, and statesmanlike exposition of
views on the extremely heated subject of
“The ABM and the National Security.”
In a two-part series printed on the edi-
torial pages on May 4, and May 6, 1969,
under the heading “Viewpoint of the
Times,” it has made a contribution of
lasting value to this great debate.

This editorial seeks to present both
strengths and the weaknesses on each
side of this debate, and does so remark-
ably well. Since I have chosen for myself
the role of opposing deployment of the
Nixon Safeguard system, I cannot take
comfort in everything that the Times
has to say. I am convinced, however, that
the welfare and security of this country
hinges on increased public understand-
ing of all important factors underlying
this debate, and to this understanding
the Times makes a great contribution.

I am personally convinced that the
greatest threat to this country’s security
is a continuation of a headlong arms race
fueled by a cold-war ideology of eventual
confrontation and inevitable destruction
of one side or the other. I am committed
to reversing this insane course.

The Times, summing up its positions,
says:

Congress can approve a go-ahead on phase
one of Safeguard—with language putting the
Administration on notice that construction
should be stopped if arms control talks show
promise.

Congress can withhold approval—but with
language putting the Soviets on clear notice
that we are prepared to escalate our side of
the arms race if the Soviets do not halt their
own missile buildup.

The latter alternative is preferable.

I commend the full text of this edito-
rial to my colleagues, and offer it at this
point in the Recorp. In addition, I would
like to insert in the REcorp some of the
outstanding ongoing coverage of the
ABM controversy which the Times has
done over the past month. There are
three articles I wish to include, two by
the superb science writer of the Times,
Dr. Irving S. Bengelsdorf, and one by
John H. Averill,

The material follows:

|From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times,

May 4, 1969]

THE ABM AND THE NATIONAL SECURITY

President Nixon vows to fight as hard as
he can for the proposed “Safeguard” mis-
sile defense system because he believes “it is
absolutely essential to the security of this
country.”

ABM critics, in turn, deride the proposed
system as a military boondoggle, and charge
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that its deployment will set off a new arms
race, divert resources from badly needed
domestic programs and “turn the United
States into a garrison state.”

The controversy, which turns on whether
Congress will or will not vote $900 million
for the first phase of the $7 billion project,
is developing an emotional intensity of the
same sort which caused the country to tear
itself apart over Vietnam.

In a statement calling for rational debate
instead of name-calling, Freedom House cor-
rectly observed that opposition to the ABM
does not necessarily signify indifference to-
ward the security of the United States.

But the moderate, nonpartisan society also
warned that ABM supporters should not be
dismissed as “bloodthirsty warmongers, tools
of the ‘military-industrial complex' or the
like.”

ARGUMENT HAS GROWN

If there is more heat than light in the de-
bate, it is because the confrontation has es-
calated into much more than an argument
over the merits of a specific weapons sys-
tem.

Aviation Week, which is anything but hos-
tile to defense spending, made precisely this
point in a recent editorial.

The uproar over the ABM, the journal
warned its readers, represents an “emotional
explosion” against the growth of the military
establishment into what many people see as
a “vast octopus consuming enormous
amounts of blood and money without pro-
ducing very much security for the nation.”

As a result, a jaundiced congressional eye
is being cast not just on the ABM, but on
military spending as a whole,

Some members of the Senate, in particular,
are demanding slashes of a magnitude which
would condemn the United States to a sec-
ond-best military posture relative to the
Soviet Union—a situation which most Amer-
lcans, if faced with a consclous choice, are
not prepared to accept.

MUST BE PUT IN FOCUS

If the new skepticism toward defense
spending is to serve constructive ends, some
perspective is needed, both in regard to the
ABM itself and to the larger issue of allocat-
ing more resources to civil needs and less to
the military.

What is Safeguard? It is important to un-
derstand first what the ABM system, as an-
nounced by the Nixon Administration on
March 14, would not do.

It would not protect the cities of the
United States against the kind of massive
missile attack which the Russians are capa-
ble of launching, nor is it intended to.

As the White House put it, “There is no
way of doing that. Even if we built a ‘thick’
defense around our cities at enormous cost,
some attacking missiles would get through—
enough to inflict extremely high casualties
and damage."

To deter the Russians from launching such
an attack, Mr. Nixon would continue to
rely—as did his predecessors—on keeping the
Kremlin convinced that we could absorb a
surprise blow and still destroy the Soviet
Union with what is left of our missiles and
bombers.

As of now, there is absolutely no doubt but
that the United States has this capability.
The question is whether we will have it in the
period from 1973 on.

Russian bulldup: In 1965, the year of the
massive U.S. escalation in Vietnam, the So-
viet Union had some 200 land-based inter-
continental ballistic missiles in place com-
pared to our 854.

As of last summer, the Russians had 800
ICBEMs compared with our 1,064. Today, they
have something over 1,000—and are still de-
ploying more every month—while we have
leveled off at 1,054.

The Administration readily agrees that, as
of now, our superior bomber forces and mis-
sile-firing Polaris submarines give us a clear
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edge, despite the parity in
ICBMs.

The Russians, however, are not standing
still.

If they continue to deploy ICBMs at the
rate of 200 to 250 a year, while the United
States indulges in & unilateral missile freeze,
they could have twice as many ICBMs as us
by 1973.

Furthermore, the ICBMs now being de-
ployed are the big S8-9 or missiles
which can carry single warheads up to 25
megatons or three smaller multiple-reentry
warheads—each of which is several times
larger than the warheads atop our Minute-
men.

The Russians, meanwhile, also are building
missile-~firing submarines of their own, as
well as killer subs which presumably are
intended, in event of hostilities, to knock our
Polaris subs out of action before they can
fire their missiles.

Finally, they have already built a relatively
unsophisticated ABM system around Moscow,
and are known to be conducting research and
development toward a more advanced system.

The Pentagon's best judgment is, as Presi~
dent Nixon told a recent news conference,
that the Soviet Union may be “substantially
ahead of us in overall nuclear capability” in
1972 or 1973, unless something is done now.

Defense Secretary Melvin Laird is con-
vinced that the Russians are trying to build
a “first strike"” capability—that is, the ability
to knock us out with a surprise blow.

There is no proof of that. But, as Mr. Nixon
put it, “We have to base our policies on their
capability”—and this capability is rising in
an ominous way.

Enter Safeguard: The main purpose of the
ABM proposed by the President is to insure
the survival of a significant proportion of
our land-based Minuteman ICBMs (and of
our bomber forces) in the event of a first
strike by the Soviets.

Safeguard is designed secondarlly to pro-
tect virtually the whole country against the
kind of smaller-scale ICBM threat which
Communist China will be able to pose in the
1970s.

Finally, if a missile were to be fired acci-
dentally, in our direction from any quarter,
Safeguard supposedly would enable us to
shoot it down,

Negotiations: In announcing a proposed
go-ahead on the ABM, President Nixon made
it plain that he hopes it will not be neces-
sary to build the whole $7 blllion system.
Construction can be stopped whenever arms
control talks with the Russlans produce
results.

In the first phase, what amounts to pro-
totype ABM installations would be built in
the vicinities of two Minuteman complexes
(in Montana and North Dakota) which are
said to contain about 350 ICBMs.

Mr. Nixon is convinced that these two
ABM complexes alone should, upon their
completion in 1973, go a long way toward
deterring a would-be enemy from the temp-
tation of a surprise attack on the United
States.

Whether the remaining ten Safeguard com-
plexes would ever be built depends upon the
progress of arms control talks with Moscow.

The opposition: One thing which makes
the ABM debate so confusing to the ordi-
nary American is the sharp disagreement
among the so-called experts.

The BSafeguard system, which has been
likened to “shooting a bullet with a bullet,”
involves an extremely complex marriage of
radars, computers and missiles.

Some of our most eminent scientists sin-
cerely doubt that, if bullt, it will work—
and they have mounted a vigorous and
highly effective lobbying effort to impress
their skepticism wupon Congress and the
public.

Other scientists, equally qualified and sin-
cere, are confident that Safeguard will do
the job it is designed to do, and belleve it
should be built.

land-based
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Officials recall that both the hydrogen
bomb and the Polaris submarine were de-
veloped—fortunately for the security of the
United States—in the face of similar dis-
agreement among the “experts.”

Dean Acheson, who chaired a presidential
advisory group on the hydrogen bomb gues-
tion 20 years ago, says that “everything
which is being sald at the present time was
sald to me then.,"” And he added: “Then, as
now, scientists were acting as professors of
morality.”

Calling Dr. Strangelove: Assuming BSafe-
guard will work, there are still a lot of
knowledgeable people who argue that it will
not really provide the protection advertised

If the Communist Chinese were to decide
to commit national suicide by launching a
nuclear attack on the United States in the
1970's, it is argued, the existence of Safe-
guard would not stop them.

AN EASY JOB

They would need only to lob in a few short-
range missiles from offshore submarines, or
smuggle some A-bombs aboard freighters
bound for Los Angeles, New York or other
port citles.

In the event of a massive Soviet missile at-
tack on the United States, ABM opponents
argue that we could fire off our Minutemen
before the incoming missiles arrived.

Even if we failed to do so, they insist, the
Russians would still have to score near-
perfect bull's-eye on virtually all of our
Minuteman silos, bomber bases and Polaris
subs—else they would face certain destruc-
tion from our retaliatory blow.

The survival of a susbtantial retaliatory
force is best guaranteed, in the opinion of
many experts, not by installing ABMs, but
by building more offensive missiles, putting
multiple warheads on them—and perhaps
mounting some on hard-to-hit mobile plat-
forms such as barges or rallroad cars.

Surely, argue the ABM critics, a start on
Safeguard can at least be postponed for a few
months more. By that time, arms control
talks should be under way, and we will have
better Intelligence on whether the Soviet
ICBM buildup is aimed at achieving parity
with the United States or an Intimidating
superiority.

SOME ROOM FOR DOUBT

The Nixon Administration has not, as a
matter of fact, been entirely convincing in
its insistence that the country faces a now-
or-never decision on the ABM, Even if one
assumes the worst about Soviet intentions, &
few months’ delay does not have to condemn
the United States to a position of inferior
power.

The U.S. Senate, however, will gravely and
irresponsibly imperil the security of the
United States if it votes down the ABM with-
out serving clear notice that the action is
provisional—that the Soviet Unilon is ex-
pected to match our own show of good faith
by stopping its bulldup of offensive missiles,

If Moscow disappoints these expectations,
the antl-ABM senators should make plain,
they will support Presldent Nixon in doing
whatever Is necessary to maintain the
American nuclear lead.

Unfortunately, there is no evidence that
the more emotional foes of the ABM are pre-
pared to exercise that kind of statesmanship.

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times,
May 6, 1960]

Suovrp THE UniTep States Go AHEAD?

Sen. Henry Jackson (D-Wash.) noted the
other day that we were spending five times
as much on defense against manned bomb-
ers at the end of the 1950s as we would
spend on the “Safeguard” missile defense
system proposed by President Nixon.

Why was there so little outery then and
so much now?

The answer, of course, lies in the rising
resistance to military spending—the feeling
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among Americans that we have allowed our
national priorities to get out of whack.

To keep the record stralght, the polls show
that the American people as a whole still
favor a strong defense establishment. And,
of those who have made up their minds on
the ABM, over 60% are for it.

There is no question, however, but that
sentiment for a tight rein on Pentagon
spending is on the increase.

Paper eagle: As far as the average citizen
is concerned, the new resistance to military
spending has many roots. These include frus-
tration over high taxes, inflation—plus the
seeming inability of the world’s most power-
ful military establishment to defeat a rag-
tag army of Vietnamese Communists, or pre-
vent the kind of humiliation we suffered in
the Pueblo incident.

Credibility gap: Leaving disenchantment
of that sort aslde, the heart of the trouble
is the growing cost and complexity of modern
weapons systems.

During World War II, destroyers and sub-
marines cost in the neighborhood of $5 to
$9 million apiece; today, the going price is
closer to $200 million. Today’s fighter planes
can carry price tags a hundred times higher
than the models which outfought the Ger-
mans and Japanese 25 years ago.

What particularly angers congressional
critics are the cases where costs run 200% to
300% higher than estimated. The over-run
on the big C-5A transport plane alone is now
calculated at $2.1 billion.

Even after soaking up enormous resources,
the new weapons systems are sometimes a
flop, the prime example being the Navy
version of the F-111 swing-wing jet fighter.

Pork barrel, 1969 style: While all these
factors are relevant, they are not the whole
story.

“WALK AROUND" VIETNAM

In hard-rock political terms, what we are
seeing Is the opening round in a fight over
the so-called Vietnam dividend—the billions
of dollars which will be up for grabs when
the war ends or is drastically reduced.

In this context, the so-called military in-
dustrial complex is locked in a struggle with
competitive power centers—made up of sci-
entists, educators, anti-poverty warriors,
etc.—which want federal money for their
own projects.

Since the end of the Vietnam tunnel is not
in sight, these interests tend to favor a big
slash in the non-Vietnam portion of the de-
fense budget now.

The ABM, because of its controversial na-
ture, makes an attractive target. If the first
domino falls, reason the more zealous anti-
Pentagon crusaders, the political atmosphere
will be conducive to congressional veto of
other portions of the defense budget.

Fair is fair: There can be no question but
that the attack on America’s urban ills—
poverty, slum housing, snarled transporta-
tion, environmental pollution and the like—
deserves a far greater claim on the country’s
resources than it has enjoyed in the past.

If the new skepticism is to serve a con-
structive purpose, however, it is important
to separate fact from distortion. And the
facts are as follows:

In 1960, long before the Kennedy-Johnson
escalation In Vietnam, defense spending ac-
counted for 8.7% of the gross national prod-
uct and 47% of the total federal budget.

In 1969, defense spending is $35 billion
higher than it was nine years ago. But it
still accounts for only 8.8% of GNP and 437
of the total federal budget.

During the Vietnam war years, spending
for major soclal programs has more than
doubled, while defense outlays are up only
52%.

To cite specifics, the federal contribution
to welfare programs is almost twice what it
was six years ago. Outlays for education and
manpower training have more than quad-
rupled, as has spending for community and
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regional development. Medical expenditures,
thanks to Medicare, are up more than 700%.

Where to cut? These statistics hardly bear
out the plicture, assiduously cultivated by
Pentagon critics, of a country which has
turned its back on human needs in the name
of national security.

Obviously, however, the pertinent standard
for “sufficiency” In the war on poverty and
environmental blight is not the past but the
future.

We can do better—if ways can be found to
cut the military budget, which is the largest
single category of federal spending. And
given sufficient determination, ways can be
found.

It 1s hard to believe, for example, that the
United States really needs all the 429 major
and 2,972 minor military bases which it
maintains around the world. Surely a sub-
stantial number can be closed if U.S. over-
seas commitments are reviewed hardheadedly.

Another obvious target is the Pentagon's
contracting and weapons evaluation proce-
dures, so that the problems of cost over-runs
and “white elephant” weapons systems can
be reduced to manageable proportions.

The Soviet enigma: Inevitably, such a
tightening up means that more weapons
projects must be vetoed before too much
money is invested in them—and Safeguard,
all things considered, is a borderline case.

What must be avoided, however, is the
know-nothing approach which manages si-
multaneously to be against the ABM, ad-
vanced new bombers and fighters, moderni-
zatlon of the Navy and upgrading of our
Minuteman and Polaris missiles—all without
regard to what the Russians are up to.

And, the Russians have been up to plenty
while the United States has been otherwise
engaged In Vietnam,

In fiscal 1965, the last year before the mas-
sive escalation of the U.S. role in the war,
our defense spending totaled $50 billion,

As a result of war outlays, the total figure
soared to $80 billlon—but the non-Vietnam
portion of the military budget is still not
much over §50 billion.

The downhold in non-Vietnam spending
was accomplished, to a considerable degree,
by postponing or stretching cut new strategic
weapons projects.

As Sen. Jackson observed the other day,
the budget for strategic forces is actually
almost 50% less than it was in fiscal 1962, if
infiatlon is taken into account.

While we were cranking down our side
of the arms race -the Russians have been
cranking their side up.

The Institute for Strateglc Studies esti-
mates that total Soviet military spending is
now on a parity with the non-Vietnam por-
tion of ours—and as a percentage of GNP,
is almost twice as large.

Beyond Parity? Four years ago, we had
a four to one lead in ICBMs. Today, the Rus-
sians have caught up with us and may be
golng beyond parity to superiority.

We still have a big lead in bombers, bal-
listic missile-firing submarines and total
number of warheads. But the Soviets are
now building Polaris-type subs of their own,
as well as subkillers which could be used
against our Polaris fieet.

As for the big U.S. lead in warheads,
UCLA Prof, William G. McMillan, a long-
time defense consultant warns that the Rus-
slans may be using a different kind of arith-
metle.

They may figure that one nuclear torpedo
can destroy a Polaris submarine and all 18
of its missiles. One suborbital missile could
take out a bomber field with a score of B-
52s and a much larger number of H-bombs,

At this point, no one says for sure that
the Soviets are shooting for an intimidating
strateglc superiority. But the evidence is too
strong to be ignored.

Missile Freeze? Both the Administration
and ABM opponents agree that the best so-
lution is a Big Two arms control arrange-
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ment which would effectively prevent either
side from gaining a first strike capabllity
over the other,

Mr. Nixon argues that an immediate start
on Safeguard is essential to the U.S. bargain-
ing position in such talks. Sen. William Ful-
bright (D-Ark.) charges that a start on the
ABM would imperil the arms control talks
and provoke the Russians to countermoves.

Neither argument stands up to critical
analysis.

The Kremlin, it turns out, has accepted
President Nixon’s announcement on the
ABM with more equanimity than the chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. Arms control talks are still expected
within a few weeks or months.

This is not surprising. After all, the Rus-
sians have 67 ABMs of their own in place
around Moscow, and are thus in no position
to argue that defensive missiles are provoc-
ative.

U.S. DETERMINATION VITAL

Beyond that, the Eremlin leaders under-
stand, if Fulbright and like-minded sena-
tors do mnot, that deployment of ABMSs
around ICBM silos—as distinet from cities—
is not the act of a nation which is thinking
in terms of a surprise attack on the other
side,

There would be little point, after all, in
spending billions to protect empty silos
against a retaliatory blow.

Compromise: It does not necessarily fol-
low, however, that congressional approval
uf Safeguard s essential to success of arms
control negotiations.

What is essential is that the Russians know
that the United States is not prepared to
indulge in a unilateral missile freeze while
the Kremlin indulges in a unilateral drive
for strategic supremacy.

Unfortunately, the ABM opponents are
coming perilously close to creating the op-
posite impression.

What, then, is the solution? Two alterna-
tives suggest themselves:

Congress can approve a go-ahead on phase
one of Safeguard—with language putting the
Administration on notice that construction
should be stopped if arms control talks show
promise.

Congress can withhold approval—but
with language putting the Soviets on clear
notice that we are prepared to escalate our
gide of the arms race if the Soviets do not
halt their own missile buildup.

The latter alternative is preferable.

If the lawmakers choose neither of these
alternatlives, but instead turn the ABM down
in a euphoric atmosphere of unilateral dis-
armament, they will be not only wrong but
irresponsible.

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times, May
Aw EvLEcTRONIC MAGINOT Line: DesPITE CosT,
ABM Won'r ProTECT Us
(By Irving S. Bengelsdorf)

Whether it is light or thin and costs 85
billion or 5 billion rubles, or is heavy or thick
and costs more than 850 billion or 50 billion
rubles, we and the Russians are deceiving
ourselves if we think that the installation
of an antiballistic missile defense system will
provide adequate defense against thermonu-
clear attack. It will not.

Just as it was dangerous for the French
to deceive themselves prior to World War II
with their defensive Maginot Line, an ABM
system in an era of massive thermonuclear
attack is an electronic Maginot Line that is
dangerous in that it provides the Illusion
of a defense against ballistic missiles that,
in fact, is not there.

And, in spite of agreement among many
experts that a massive, thick, anti-Soviet
ABM system would not work, the thin 85
billlon Sentinel ABM system, proposed by
President Johnson and modified to the Safe-
guard ABM system by Presldent Nixon, ap-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

pears to be the “foot in the door" that even-
tually will expand to a thick $50 billion
super-ABM system.

In a recent discussion entitled “"ABM: Yes
or No?" just published by the Center for the
Study of Democratic Institutions, Santa
Barbara, Dr. Jerome B. Wiesner, special as-
sistant for science and technology to Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy and now provost of
Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
warned :

It I1s the general technical consensus that
Sentinel is not going to buy us any protec-
tion against a Soviet missile attack. One
might then ask, ‘Well, why do you care
whether or not Sentinel is built?’

“I care because I think it is regarded by
most advocates of ABM systems as the down
payment on a much more substantial sys-
tem. I have heard high-ranking officers say
that if they thought the Sentinel system was
all that the United States ever intended to
buy, they would be against 1t. But they be-
lieve that it will lead naturally to the large-
scale ABM system.”

It has been estimated that in a thermonu-
clear exchange with the Soviet Union, about
120 million Americans would be killed if there
were no ABM defense system. Proponents of
an ABM defense system point out that if we
had & massive ABM system we might be able
to cut the number of American deaths to 30
million or 40 million:

1—If the Russians did not increase greatly
their arsenal of offensive missiles in response
to our intallation of the heavy ABM defense
system. It is likely, however, that they would
react by strengthening their offensive forces.

2—If a heavy American ABM system would
perform well. This also is not very likely for
a huge, complex, untested system that must
work well the first time it is used. It may not
work at all. And even if it did work well it
might not accomplish its defense goal.

For not only is there the possibility of it
becoming obsolete before it is completed—the
defense technology of the 1960s pitted against
the offense technology of the 1970s—but the
proposed ABM system suffers from severe
technical difficulties and shortcomings.

For as Wiesner pointed out in the CSDI
discussion, “If we built a $20 billlon ABM
system and if it functioned just as the de-
signers predict it will—mamely, that every-
thing works, the thousands of GIs who man
the launching sites are ready, the computer
programing is right, there are no surprises in
the incoming missiles, and the tremendous
battle that takes place in the skies does not
produce such chaos and blackout that every-
thing quits working (all reasons why I think
it will not work)—then the casualties would
be reduced to 15% of our population, or 30
million people.

*“It comes down, then, to a matter of some-
body’s judgment, because there is no way of
knowing what the Soviets are going to do,
and there is no way of knowing how the
ABM system is going to funection.”

We may find some solace in the argument
that offensive missiles carrying thermonu-
clear warheads also are complex systems that
also have to function well the first time they
are used. But, unfortunately, the arithmetic
of thermonuclear warfare favors the offense
rather than the defense.

As Weisner points out, “If you have a 10%
faillure in a defensive system in a thermonu-
clear war, you have a catastrophe.”

And there are many ways that a sophisti-
cated, clever enemy offense can use to slip
through even a massive ABM defense sys-
tem. Thus, aside from the problem of
whether the complex equipment of a pro-
posed ABM system will work or not, many
sclentists feel that even with it working well,
the enemy's offensive warheads still can get
through.

The various techniques employed by an
offense to insure the delivery of its thermo-
nuclear warheads are called “penetration
aids.”

To understand how penetration aids could
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work, one has to consider the detalled make-
up of an ABM defense system such as the
Bentinel system proposed by President John-
son in 1967 or the essentially similar Safe-
guard system proposed by President Nixon.

A typical ABM defense designed to protect
large areas consists of four parts: two kinds
of radars, mammoth computers and two
kinds of intercepting missiles.

There is a powerful, large, long-distance
radar that can detect incoming objects while
they are about 2,400 miles away. About six
such radars spotted along the northern rim
of the United States are proposed for the
Sentinel ABM system to detect missiles com-
ing in from over the North Pole. Since war-
heads travel at a speed of about 4 miles per
second, this rim-radar gives the ABM de-
fense about 10 minutes overall warning time
to do something.

Once the incoming objects are detected,
the information is passed on to a huge com-
puter that must analyze and process the raw
information to decide which of the objects
picked up on the radar screen is the real
missile or missiles and which of the ob-
jects are deceptive and confusing decoys. It
is a crucial guestion of “Will the real mis-
sile(s) please stand up?”

Once a genuine warhead is identified, the
computer calculates its trajectory or path
of travel so that it knows where the warhead
will be at any given moment or second.

In conjunction with a second smaller radar
located near the antimissile sites, the com-
puter dispatches a long-range antiballistic
missile. The second radar is used to guide the
missile to interception and destruction of the
incoming warhead while it is still a few hun-
dreds of miles from the target.

The particular long-range antiballistic mis-
sile proposed in the Sentinel and Safeguard
ABM systems is called Spartan. Each one
costs well over $1 million, stands 55 feet high
and carries a one- to two-megaton thermo-
nuclear warhead. About 14 Spartan sites,
each with many Spartan missiles, were pro-
posed for the country with the Sentinel ABM
system.

Since it will intercept an incoming missile
in alrless near-space—before the missile en-
ters the layer of air, or atmosphere, that sur-
rounds the earth—the Spartan cannot rely
on the shock wave of its thermonuclear ex-
plosion to destroy the incoming warhead. Air
is necessary to cause destruction by the blast
of an explosion.

So, the Spartan’s thermonuclear warhead
will release a flood of X-rays to destroy the
heat shield that surrounds the enemy war-
head, placed there to keep the warhead from
burning up when it reenters and travels
through the atmosphere.

But, suppose the radar shows that even
after interception by the Spartan, the war-
head keeps coming, There is no way of know-
ing if the warhead is dead or still “live.”” The
defense cannot take a chance—all incoming
objects must be destroyed—so a short-range
antiballistic missile must be dispatched to
take care of all incoming objects that get
by the Spartan interception.

The particular short-range antiballistic
missile proposed in the Sentinel and Safe-
guard ABM systems is called Sprint, Each one
costs close to $1 million, stands 27 feet high,
is shaped like a cone, and carries a fractional
megaton warhead.

Since by this time the incoming warhead
has entered the atmosphere, Sprint is able
to kill enemy warheads by the shock wave of
its thermonuclear blast.

Even for the interception of a single in-
coming warhead, the radars and computers
would have their hands full. This, however,
is the “idyllic” situation usually depicted in
a drawing to indicate how an ABM system
works: one defensive missile rising to inter-
cept one offensive warhead.

But, in the real thing—during a thermo-
nuclear exchange—all hell would break loose.
There would be swarms of enemy warheads
arriving and on top of all this dense warhead
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“traffic” the enemy would use penetration
aids balloons, chaff, radar jamming, blackout,
ete.

Consider balloons. Along with a genuine
warhead, an enemy could send over numerous
lightweight balloons. Each balloon made of a
thin sheet of lightweight polyethylene plastic
coated with a thin film of aluminum—some-
what llke the Echo communication satellites
of a few years back—acts as a reflector of
radar rays. To the defensive radar, such a
balloon would look just like a warhead.

Suppose the defense radar could discrim-
inate between shapes—detect the difference
between a round balloon and a differently
shaped warhead. All the enemy has to do is
encase the warhead within one of the round
balloons.

Balloons are particularly useful to con-
fuse an ABM system llke the Sentinel which
has to protect large areas. For if large areas
are to be protected then every incoming ene-
my object must be intercepted by a long-
range Spartan antiballistic missile as soon
as possible—right after radar contact has
been made while the object is still above the
atmosphere.

But it is precisely at these altitudes at
which a radar has the most difficulty in dis-
criminating between deceptive balloons and
genuine warheads. Once the balloons and
warheads plunge into atmosphere the radar
can detect that the heavy warhead moves
faster than the lightweight decoy balloons.

If an attacker is clever he also may send
over decoys that are sturdier and heavier
than balloons. These specially designed
frames equipped to reflect a radar beam as
does a genuine warhead would confuse the
defensive radars even further in their dif-
ficult task of trying to differentiate between
decoys and warheads. Decoys shaped like
“jacks" that children play with in “ball and
jacks" are excellent radar reflectors.

If you try to make a decoy look more and
more like a warhead, and make it heavier
so that it behaves more and more like a
warhead, you suddenly reallze—why make a
decoy at all? Why not use a single missile to
carry many warheads—all genuine? This, of
course, is the MRV and MIRV concept.

MRV, the abbreviation for multiple re-
entry vehicles, refers to a missile that car-
rles more than one warhead with all war-
heads aimed at the same target. MIRV, the
abbreviation for multiple individually tar-
getable reentry wehicles, refers to a missile
that carrlies more than one warhead with
each warhead capable of being aimed at &
different target.

By having three to 20 warheads in a single
MRV or MIRV-misslle instead of a single
warhead with several decoys in a non-MRV
missile, then each of the multiple warheads
can act as a decoy for the others. This is
further confusing to the defensive radar.
‘When a serles of objects is observed to be
coming in, are they one genuine warhead
and many decoys or all genuine warheads?

Or, consider chaff as a penetration ald.
The radar used in ABM-defense systems sends
out a beam of radar rays that travels as
waves with the distance from crest to crest
of the waves called the wavelength, A typi-
cal ABM-defensive radar wavelength is about
three feet.

A piece of copper wire of a length about
one-half of the wavelength of the radar
waves acts as a powerful reflector of the radar
beam. Now suppose an incoming warhead is
accompanied by a trail of 100 million fine
copper wires each wire one-thousandth of an
inch thick.

Such a load weighs only 400 pounds and
can be carried easily by an intercontinental
ballistle missile. Thus, an Incoming warhead
can disperse a cloud of copper chafl wires
hundreds of miles long,

To the defensive radar, the entire cloud
looks “black.” Thus, within the chaff cloud
the enemy can conceal his warheads and
decoys. So, If you want to intercept a war-
head above the atmosphere, a number of
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Spartan missiles must be directed against
the entire cloud—and even then the defense
is not sure of a kill.

Or, an enemy also can design decoys that
carry small radar transmitters that broad-
cast with the same wavelengths as do the
defensive radars—thus, jamming the de-
fense's radars.

Nor 1s this all. An ABM defense also has
to put up with a serious difficulty called
blackout.

When a thermonuclear explosion takes
place in the atmosphere above earth it pro-
duces both an intensely hot fireball and
radioactive debris. The effect of the fireball
and the behavior of the radioactive debris is
to rip off and tear away electrons from the
atoms that make up the air.

Atoms from which electrons have been
ripped away are called lons. So, fireballs and
radioactive debris from thermonuclear explo-
sions contribute to the ionization of the air.

Ionized air is a powerful reflector of radar
waves—particularly those radar waves with
the longer wavelengths that are used to de-
tect objects at great distances. So, when a
defensive radar looks at the sky in which a
thermonuclear explosion has taken place, the
sky looks “black”—the radar is not able to
see beyond this.

A thermonuclear explosion's fireball can
blackout the sky to radar waves 100 miles
or more above earth, while the radioactive
debris can do the same thing 30 to 40 miles
above earth.

Although these radar blackouts last from
only a few seconds to a few minutes, the en-
tire ABM system only has a few minutes or
seconds in which to operate in the first place.

What is even worse is that the thermo-
nuclear explosions of the defensive anti-
ballistic missiles, Spartan and Sprint, would
blackout thelr own “friendly” radar.

And thermonuclear warheads of antibal-
listic missiles exploded in the defense of the
United States or the Soviet Union could
add to the damage and radioactivity spread
over innocent bystander nations such as
Canada or Finland.

The information-gathering and informa-
tion-processing problems of ABM defense are
put well by Dr. Richard Bellman, professor
of electrical engineering, mathematics and
medicine at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia. Bellman has had a long-time interest
in the difficult analytical and mathematical
problems of how computers can use raw radar
information to discriminate between genuine
warheads and decoys.

Bellman said, “If you think of the radars
as the eyes of the ABM system and the com-
puter as the brains of the ABM system, then
it's not a very difficult problem to blind the
eyes and to deceive the brain. A blind and
dumb ABM system is not of much value.”

Thus, the radars of an ABM system are
extremely vulnerable. Obviously, any com-
plex system subject to so much chaos and
confusion the first time it actually has to be
used cannot be built and tested in any
meaningful way. There 1s no test devised that
is valid for its required performance under
the actual stress of thermonuclear exchange.

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times,
Mar. 4, 1969]
O Atoms AND MeN: MUTUAL VULNERABILITY
CaLrEp War DETERRENT
(By Irving S. Bengelsdorf, Ph. D.)

Hidden beneath the surface of Soviet soil,
and beneath the surface of the ocean in So-
viet submarines, are Soviet missiles tipped
with thermonuclear warheads, aimed and
ready to fly against American targets. The
Soviet Union has enough thermonuclear war-
heads to destroy both the Amerlcan popula-
tion and its industries,

Hidden beneath the surface of American
soll, and beneath the surface of the ocean in
American submarines, are American missiles
tipped with thermonuclear warheads, aimed
and ready to fly against Soviet targets. The
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United States has emough thermonuclear
warheads to destroy both the Soviet popula-
tion and its industries,

Then why does the Soviet Union not launch
a thermonuclear attack to destroy the United
States? Or, why does the United States not
launch a thermonuclear attack to destroy
the Soviet Union?

EITHER COULD RETALIATE

The reason is simple: Although the Soviet
Union could destroy the United States, or the
United States could destroy the Soviet Union,
neither country could inflict total military
damage to the other. The attacked nation
would have enough power remaining to re-
taliate and destroy the attacker.

The ability to launch an attack upon a na-
tion and totally destroy the attacked nation’s
ability to retallate is called “first-strike
capability.”” Neither the Soviet Union nor the
United States has a first-strike capability—
and neither nation will permit the other to
attain such capability in the future.

The abllity of an attacked nation to absorb
a surprise thermonuclear attack and survive
with sufficient power to launch a retaliatory
attack to inflict unacceptable damage on the
originally attacking natlon is called “‘second-
strike capability.” Both the Soviet Union and
the United States have a second-sirike
capability—and both nations will maintain
such capabllity in the future.

OF VITAL INTEREST

In San Francisco on Sept. 18, 1967, Robert
8. McNamara, then secretary of defense,
spoke before the United Press International
Editors and publishers. His address is a re-
markable document that should be read
widely throughout the world, in general, and
in the United States, Soviet Union, and main-
land China, in particular. A copy of this
address is printed as Appendix XII in Dr.
Ralph E. Lapp’s recent book “The Weapons
Culture” (W. W. Norton & Co.).

McNamara emphasizes, *“The blunt fact Is
that neither the Soviet Union nor the United
States can attack the other without being
destroyed In retallation; nor can either of
us attain a first-strike capability in the
foreseeable future.

“The further fact is that both the Soviet
Union and the United States presently pos-
sess an actual and credible second-strike
capability against one another—and it is
precisely this mutual capability (the ability
of destroying the aggressor to the point that
his soclety is simply no longer viable in any
meaningful 20th-century sense) that pro-
vides us both with the strongest possible
motive to avold a nuclear war.

COMPLETELY VULNERABLE

“That is what deterrence to nuclear ag-
gression means. It means the certainty of
suicide to the aggressor—not only to his mil-
itary forces, but to his society as a whole.”

McNamara continues, "Our strategic of-
fensive forces are immense: 1,000 Minutemen
missile launchers, carefully protected below
ground, 41 Polaris submarines, carrylng 656
missile launchers—with the majority of these
hidden beneath the seas at all times; and
about 600 long-range bombers, approxi-
mately 40% of which are kept always in a
high state of alert.

“Our alert forces alone carry more than
2,200 weapons, averaging more than one
megaton each. A mere 400 one-megaton
weapons, if delivered on the Soviet Union,
would be sufficient to destroy over one-third
of her population and one-half of her in-
dustry. (A one-megaton nuclear warhead can
release an amount of energy equivalent to
that released by one million tons of TNT,
the conventional explosive of the pre-nuclear
world.) And all of these flexible and highly
rellable forces are equipped with devices that
insure their penetration of Soviet defenses.”

TIT FOR TAT ;

The Soviet Union also has its thermonu-
clear warheads equipped with devices that
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insure their penetration of American de-
fenses, Which brings us to the currently de-
bated antiballistic missile system (ABM).

McNamara adds, “It Is important to under-
stand that none of the (ABM) systems at the
present or foreseeable state of the art would
provide an impenetrable shield over the
United States.”

The installation of an American ABM sys-
tem could trigger an escalation of the ther-
monuclear arms race. McNamara explains,
“Were we to deploy a heavy ABM system
throughout the United States, the Soviets
would clearly be strongly motivated to s0
increase their offensive capability as to cancel
out our defensive advantage.

“It is futile for each of us to spend $4
billion, $40 billlon, or $400 billion, and at the
end of all the spending, and at the end of all
the deployment, and at the end of all the
effort, to be relatively at the same point of
balance on the securlty scale that we are
now.”

So, after spending £1.3 trillion ($1,300 bil-
lion) since 1945 on defense—§80 billion this
year—we still cannot prevent the nuclear
annihilation of the United States. And after
spending trilllons of rubles, the Soviets can~-
not prevent the annihilation of the Soviet
Union. What both have bought is nuclear
deterrence.

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times,
Apr. 27, 1968]
ScrENTISTS AND SCHOLARS MAY SHOOT DOWN
NmxoN ABM Pran

(By John H. Averill)

WasHINGTON.—They don't teach lobbying
at Calteach or MIT, Yet many distinguished
scientists are conducting a lobbying opera-
tion that has the earmarks of becoming one
of the most successful In memory.

Unless President Nizon comes up in a
hurry with some surprise countermeasure,
it appears the scientists may well shoot down
the Safeguard antiballistic missile system
the President wants.

More than any other group, the sclentists
are responsible for the amazing opposition
that has developed in the senate to Mr.
Nixon’s ABM proposal.

By buttonholing, cajoling, lecturing and
writing, the sclentists have managed In a
little less than two years to convince many
in the Senate that the ABM would be a tragic
waste of money.

It is an accomplishing that few profes-
sional lobbyists can mateh.

NIKE X WON IN 19686

On Aug. 18, 1968, a proposal to knock out
$153.5 million for the Army's Nike X ABM
system, on which Mr. Nixon's Safeguard
program is patterned, was defeated by a vote
of 73 to 14.

Yet reliable soundings and mnose counts
now suggest that if the ABM issue came to
a showdown in the Senate at this time it
would be defeated.

Since the first test vote is mot expected
before late May or early June the situation
could change. But the ABM opponents seem
confident it won't.

In the view of the opponents, there are
only two things the Presldent might do to
save his ABM:

—Come up with unchallengeable proof
that the Safeguard system would work to
counter the arguments by scientists that it
won't.

—Take his case to the country and make
support of the ABM a test of each legislator's
patriotism.

Senate ABM opponents doubt either pos-
sibility will materialize.

Thus it is hardly a happy outlook for a
President barely three months in office. For
this, Mr. Nixon can Ilargely blame the
scientific and academic community. Rarely
have so many scientists and scholars been so
united on one issue as is the case with the
ABM opposition.
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The basls of their opposition is a dedicated
conviction that the ABM simply won't work,
that it would be history’s most expensive
flop. Many of the scientists also argue that
the ABM would inevitably accelerate the nu-
clear arms race with the Soviet Union.

A Harvard physicist, Dr. Thomas B. W.
Kirk, estimates that “about 90% of physicists
oppose the ABM on elther moral, political or
technological grounds.”

Eirk, a research fellow in physics, is a
member of an informal sclentific group at
Harvard that is sending petitions to physics
departments at universities across the
country.

SOURCES OF CONCERN -

The petitions, addressed to Mr. Nixon, de-
clare:

“Our concern springs from two basic
sources:

“As scientists, we are wholly unconvineced
that any proposed antiballistic missile sys-
tem can defend against a determined missile
attack.

“As citizens, we deplore the beginning of
a particularly dangerous yet ultimately futile
round of nuclear arms escalation when our
expanding domestic crisis demands a reallo-
cation of the nation's resources.”

Although the Defense Department puts a
price tag of $6.3 billion on the Nixon Safe-
guard plan, the Harvard group contends it
would be only the first step for a heavier
system that would cost 10 times as much.
The President is asking Congress this year for
a first installment appropriation of $800 mil-
lion.

LIMITED BEFORE

Opposition to the ABM by scientists, both
in and out of government, is not new. It was
largely because of sclentific arguments that
the system wouldn't work that both the
Kennedy and Johnson administrations re-
peatedly refused to go beyond the research
and development stage on the Nike X.

When Congress, responding to pleas from
the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff, voted the $153.5
million for a start on the Nike X in 1968
the Johnson Administration refused to spend
it.

But the following year, with the Republi-
cans threatening to make the ABM a major
issue in the 1968 presidential campaign,
President Johnson suddenly reversed him-
self,

The Johnson Administration took major
elements of the Nike X system, named it the
Sentinel program, and embraced it as some-
thing vital to counter any Chinese missile
threat in the 1970s.

COMMUNITY AROUSED

It was the decision to deploy the Sentinel
that began galvanizing the scientific com-
munity. In the forefront of the assault on
the Sentinel were two former presidential
scientific advisers—George B. Kistiakowsky,
who served under President Dwight D, Eisen-
hower, and Jerome B. Wiesner, who served
under President John F, Kennedy.

Others Included Dr. Herbert York, director
of Defense Department research of the Eisen-
hower Administration and now a physicist at
the University of California at San Diego;
nuclear physicists Hans Bethe and Ralph E.
Lapp, and Dr. George W. Rathgens, former
director of the systems evaluation division of
the Institute for Defense Analysis.

These sclentists and others began cooper-
ating last year in conducting Jluncheon semi-
nars at the Capitol for interested senators.

Most of the seminars were sponsored by the
Council for a Livable World, a Washington-
based organization dedicated to arms control
and disarmament. The council, founded in
1962 by the late physicist Leo Szilard, also
helps raise campalgn funds in election years
for senators it regards as arms-control-
minded.

“We are sort of a scientists’ lobby,” said
Thomas A. Halsted, the council's national
director.
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Halsted said in an interview that his or-
ganization’s major accomplishment was in
providing ABM opponents with sufficient
background information to stand up and de-
bate ABM proponents like Sen. John C. Sten-
nis (D-Miss.), chairman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, and Sen. Henry M. Jack-
son (D-Wash.), & senior member of the same
committee,

Halsted credited the seminars at least in
part for the stronger showing by ABM op-
ponents on three separate occasions in the
Senate last year. All three attempts, each
aimed at deleting spending authority or
funds for the Sentinel system, were defeated
but one lost by only three wotes.

Of more importance to the ABM opposi-
tion, however, was the recruiting of such
influential senators as John Sherman
Cooper (R.-Ky.) and Stuart Symington
(D-Mo.).

Both Cooper and Symington had argued
against the effort to delete funds for the
Nike X In 1966. But by 1968 Cooper had
changed his thinking so dramatically that
he sponsored and led the three assaults on
the ABM last year. What happened?

“I simply became convinced the thing
wouldn't work,” Cooper said, “If I thought it
would provide genuine security I would sup-
port it.” Instrumental in changing Cooper’s
mind was his foreign policy aide, William
Miller, a young former State Department
official who has been among the most active
behind the scenes in mobilizing opposition
to the ABM,

If anything, the turn-about by Symington
was even more dramatic. A former secre-
tary of the Alr Force, Symington was known
Tor years as one of the most outspoken cham-
pions in Congress of supporting spending
requests of the military chiefs. He also had
been known as a super-Hawk on Vietnam,

But by 1968 Symington was becoming dis-
illusioned with the Vietnam war and in-
creasingly suspicious of the way the Penta-
gon was spending the billlons that an oblig-
ing Congress had become saccustomed to
hand over almost without gquestion.

In a recent Senate speech, Symington dis-
played a study which he sald showed that
the Defense Department had spent more
than %23 billion in the last 16 wyears on
missile projects which were scrapped before
reaching the deployment stage.

Actually, according to some ABM critics,
the history of the missile defense system has
been studded with political blunders by both
the Johnson and Nixon administrations.

Ralph Lapp, the nuclear physicist-writer-
lecturer who has been crusading against the
ABM since 1966, said a major Johnson ad-
ministration mistake was In declding to
plant Sentinels near large population centers
as a city defense.

“The opposition didn’t really get mobl-
lized,” Lapp said in an interview “until the
Army goofed and decided to put the Senti-
nel sites near cities like Chicago, Boston and
Seattle™

The political clamor emanating from the
Sentinel site cities turned out to be the
breakthrough point for the scientists who
had long been campaigning against the ABM,
They finally were given an official forum.

Largely as a result of the outery from the
ABM cities, the Senate foreign relations sub-
committee on disarmament called public
hearings on the ABM and a parade of seci-
entists came to testify.

It was the Sentinel uproar from Boston-
area citizens that also transformed Sen. Ed-
ward M. Kennedy (D-Mass.) from a sideline
critic of the ABM into becoming a leader of
the ABM opposition.

All this reached a head shortly after Mr,
Nixon took office and he quickly suspended
the Sentinel program until he could study
it further.

LAIRD'S DEFENSE

With Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird

and the military chiefs strongly defending
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the program, Mr. Nixon revived it with mod-
ifications. For one thing, the system’s name
was changed from Sentinel to Safeguard.
For another, it was recast from being a de-
fense of the citles to a defense of the na-
tion's Minuteman strategic missile sites.

Mr, Nixon obviously viewed this as a happy
compromise that should satisfy both Hawks
and Doves and also the jittery cities where
the Sentinel would have been planted.

In the view of the ABM opponents, there
have been many Administration missteps.

One is sald to have been committed by
Laird when he said the Safeguard ABM was
essential because of new intelligence show-
ing the Russians were aiming at a first-strike
capability designed to eliminate U.S. retal-
fatory missiles.

SOVIET EFFORT DOUEBTED

Other Administration officials have cast
doubt on whether there is any reliable evi-
dence the Russians are making such an effort.
In fact, they say the Nixon Administration
has received no significant new intelligence
on Soviet missile capabilities or intentions.

The Pentagon¥ credibility came into fur-
ther question when Dep. Defense Secretary
David Packard sald in Senate testimony that
his department had consulted with outside
scientists before reaching its decision,

When pressed to ldentify them, Packard
gave the name of a close friend, Dr. Wolf-
gang K. H. Panofsky, director of the Stanford
Linear Accelerator Center.

By sheer accident, and unknown to Pack-
ard, Panofsky was in the hearing room and
heard Packard's words with some embarrass-
ment.

AIRPORT DISCUSSION

The reason for the embarrassment became
evident two days later when Panofsky testi-
filed before the same subcommittee, He sald
he had run into Packard at the San Fran-
cisco International Airport before the Safe-
guard decislon and there had been a brief

discussion of the ABM.

But, Panofsky said, “I did not participate
in any advisory capacity to any branch of the
government in reviewing the (Safeguard) de-
ciston.”

In the view of ABM opponents, the most
recent Administration boner came with the
recent disclosure that the White House had
changed its mind about naming Dr. Franklin
A, Long, a Cornell scientist, as director of
the National Science Foundation because of
Long's opposition to the ABM.

President Nixon confirmed the report at
his last press conference. It struck the ABM
opponents as ironic that the President’s ac-
knowledgment came moments after he prom-
ised that the ABM controversy “will not be
fought on partisan lines.”

CONGRESS MUST ACT NOW TO
CURB THE FLOW OF POR-
NOGRAPHIC LITERATURE

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

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, last week
President Nixon asked Congress to pro-
vide through legislation the means and
tools to curb the flow of pornography
and to rid the U.S. mail system of a
tremendous burden. His concern seemed
to be directed principally to the young
people of our Nation who are being
victimized by peddlers of filthy and
indecent literature.

The three proposals included in the
President’s message to Congres are con-
tained in legislation which I cosponsored
a few weeks ago; namely, HR. 7167,
which purports to deal with pornogra-
phers who use the U.S. mail system to
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flood decent American homes with trash
and filth. I am delighted that the Presi-
dent has, in effect, endorsed the provi-
sions of my bill.

Since I joined with Congressman
CHARLES E. BENNETT in introducing anti-
smut legislation, I have received hun-
dreds of letters from my own State, as
well as from other States, all enclosing
some of the most obnoxious, deeply
offensive, and even shocking advertise-
ments for pornographic literature of the
worst degree. Each day's mail brings ad-
ditional complaints and I now have in
my possession a vast file of samples of
pandering advertisements which would
shock the average individual. The ma-
terial offered for sale through the mail
system are products of sick, sick minds,
and these peddlers of smut should be
stopped immediately.

It is my understanding that more than
100 bills all dealing with this concept are
pending before the House Judiciary
Committee. It is imperative that Con-
gress act now. By letter I have asked the
distinguished chairman of the House
Judiciary Committee to schedule early
hearings on my bill and all other related
to it so that our citizens will not be forced
to receive advertisements for sex-
oriented material which they deem to be
offensive. It is my understanding that
all proposals on obscene material have
now been referred to Subcommittee No.
3 chaired by Congressman RoeerT W.
EASTENMEIER, t0 whom I offer my fullest
support. Without qualification I urge
early committee action now that the
administration has also harkened to the
serious problem so that we can put an
end to the unlawful distribution of in-
describably lewd and defiled literature,
the purpose of which seems to be the
complete degradation of acceptable
moral standards of our society.

HOW MUCH IS A GOVERNOR
WORTH?

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

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, Edward
N. Hay & Associates, management con-
sultants, have prepared a paper in their
Men and Management series, which is
published monthly, entitled “How Much
Is a Governor Worth?"” This paper actu-
ally deals with the subject of the proper
remuneration of those in Government
service.

Considering the keen interest in the
subject matter, I would like to take this
opportunity to bring this incisive article
to your attention. Edward N. Hay &
Associates are to be congratulated on
the following sensitive comments with
respect to this situation.

At this point I insert this paper in the
RECORD:

How MucH Is o GovernNoR WorTH?

As we were mapping out the content of
this month's M&M, one of the Hay consult-
ants offered to buy a bottle of champagne
for any of us present in the room who could
name the current salaries of our mayor, gov-
ernor, U.S. Senator, and the Chief Justice of
the U.S. Supreme Court.

It turned out to be a very dry day.

We mention this not in the belief that
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memorizing the salarles of our public serv=-
ants will automatically make better citizens
of us, but to illustrate the point that what
we pay people in government has never been
the kind of conversational tople that keeps
our dinner partner so engrossed he forgets
all about his shrimp cocktail. To avoid think-
ing or worrying about this subject, a citlzen
can adopt any of several comfortable assump-
tions.

One assumption is that most public em-
ployees are mediocrities, so why worry about
thelr pay? Another idea is that the really
good men in government are so dedicated
they will gladly sacrifice monetary gain in
order to serve their fellow citizens. Still a
third notion is that adequate compensation
standards and practices have already been
worked out, and that the question of how
much to pay public employees and officials
isn’t really much of a problem.

All of these assumptions are dead wrong.
We would like to dispense with them, one
at a time:

On the myth of mediocrity in government:
if there ever was a time when the nincom-
poop-level in government was higher than in
other places, that day is vanishing. More
and more government posts are turning into
pressure-cookers and, to toss in another
metaphor, the public servants who can't
stand the heat are tending to get out of the
kitchen. Government service is becoming a
profession; fewer amateurs can apply. In-
creasing scrutiny of government by the news
media and by taxpayers is having a weeding
out effect on drones and sinecure-seekers,

The public-spirited executive who will sac-
rifice his financial interests in order to take
& public post is becoming more the exception
than the rule. Last month, one state governor
told us he had recently interviewed thirty-
five fully-qualified men before finding one
who would accept the job In question. The
job paid substantially less than a position of
comparable accountability in the business
world, and most of the applicants simply
couldn't afford to take a cut in pay. Teaching,
law enforcement, and hospital care are three
other flelds whose workers are no longer will-
ing to accept the theory that the joy of serv-
Ing one’s fellows should take the place of a
competitive pay level.

Perhaps the most common misconception
concerning public compensation is that
“someone has already taken care of all that.”
Nothing is further from the truth. On the
Federal level, crazy-quilt methods of deter-
mining compensation have involved every-
thing from Congressional whim to the use
of scores of different compensation tech-
niques, The Kappel commission recently con-
cluded a major study of the salaries of man-
agement-~level Federal employees. A number
of states have begun investigations into their
compensation programs. In New Jersey, pri-
vate citizens and members of the business
community are paying for a comprehensive
study of the state's pay practices. Local gov-
ernment officials, who are closest to the an-
guished howls of hard-pressed taxpayers, are
increasingly on the search for compensation
methods that are fair, both to the public
employee and to the citizens who must fur-
nish the money.

INCESTUOUS STUDIES

Some government compensation studies
tend to be incestuous, in that they focus
only on what other government agencies (or
clties, or states) are paying their employees.
They fail to look at salary practices in the
private sector. Thus, one study feeds on an-
other. If Toonerville’s salary levels are too
low (or too high), Podunk’s matching them
means only that Toonerville's errors are being
perpetuated by imitation.

Another common error in government
studies is the comparing of job titles to try
to find what should be the incumbent's
salary. For comparlson purposes, job titles
are of dubious value. The nature and scope of
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a sherifl’s job in a rural county will probably
be much different than that of a sheriff
whose county lies on the edge of a large city.
In addition, some job titles just don't have
opposite numbers. To whose job do you com-
pare that of Senate majority leader? In what
other agency but NASA are there astronauts?

The crucial weakness in these foregoing
methods 18 that none of them asks the vital
guestions for evaluating and setting the com-
pensation of any job. Namely: whal ig in-
volved in the job itself? What is its actual
content? What does it require of the man
holding it, in terms of knowledge and ability
to think and reason? Exactly how large is the
job's impact on end results, i.e., the objec-
tives jor which the governmental unit is
striving? Only by evaluating each job accord-
ing to its true content can the job then be

ully compared to a position of simi-
lar content within the same o tion,
in another agency or political unit, or In
business and industry.

The use of a common criterion—evaluated
job conteni—liberates the job evaluation
and salary comparison processes from the
shackles of job titles, employee classification
grades, seniority policies, and political pres-
sures. It permits the evaluation and accurate
content comparison of a government Job
against one in industry; of a sclentific post
agalnst an administrative post; of a newly-
created job with one that has existed for
years; of & job in Sacramento with jobs in
Houston and Buffalo, Once this uniformity
of approach in evaluating jobs has been
achieved, then—and only then—can valid
salary comparisons be made.

OTHER MISTAKES

Tt is largely because of the lack of a con-
sistent method of evaluating jobs and of
meaningful salary comparison techniques
that the compensation of public employees
has become so tangled. However, there are a
couple of other mistakes in thinking that
help to compound the confusion. One of

these is the failure to recognize the great in-
fluence that the salary of the top man in a
government organization has on the salaries
of people below him. A specific example
would be that of a privately-wealthy gover-
nor who is elected to office and, at no personal
hardship to himself, is paid a salary that is
only half of what, by any rational criteria,
the governor's job should pay. To say, “How
nice that he can afford it,” is to miss the main
point, namely, that by accepting an under-
paid post the governor suppresses the salary
structure of the men who serve under him.
‘This is In accordance with the generally ob-
served rule that no one shall earn more than
the top man.

In addition to holding down the salary
levels of subordinates, the practice of under-
paying a top position tends to cheapen that
post, both 1In the eyes of the public and in the
esteem of those men who would seek it. A
third mischief wrought by low pay in high
position 1s that it invites government by arls-
tocracy. A hallmark of our republican form
of government has been the availability of
public office to all men, not merely to the
high-born or wealthy. When only the rich
can afford to serve, democracy suffers. For this
reason, it is important that the rewards of
an office are in keeping with its responsibility.

We noted the suppressing effect that comes
from basing an entire compensation structure
on the highest officer’s salary. This practice
sometimes works in another, and opposite,
way. This can happen when a study reveals
that the governor's salary should be substan-
tially increased. Although the governor may
agree to the desirability of raising his salary,
he may at the same time experience mixed
emotions because of the coat-tall effect his
increase will almost surely have on the sal-
aries of the officlals who serve with him. He
will be happy to see thelr compensation move
up to a competitive level, but he will be brac-
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ing himself for the public outery that is likely
to follow.

This leads us to another point. The oppo-
sition of taxpayers to raising the compensa=-
tion of high-echelon public officials is, in
many cases, based on shallow or uninformed
thinking. To increase the salaries of the men
and women who occupy the upper reaches of
a governmental unit does Indeed cost money.
But experience often shows that the increase
may apply to only two or three percent of
the total number of employees, and may
mean a rise of perhaps only one percent of
the unit's entire payroll. These top positions
are usually the ones whose occupants will
bring about the success or fallure of critical
programs and policies. For that reason, the
amount of added salary funds needed to at-
tract and retain competent personnel in
these jobs usually turns out to be an invest-
ment well worthwhile, In contrast, the price
of underpaying public servants can be dis-
aster, in the form of inefficiency, bungling,
and, occasionally, a susceptibility toward
corrupting influences.

NEEDED: A BROAD VIEW

We have written thus far about some of
the mistaken ideas concerning the compensa=-
tion of public employees and officials; about
the need for a uniform system of evaluating
government jobs so that they can be mean-
ingfully compared with each other and with
Jjobs and salary levels in business and indus-
try; and about the risks that arise when tax-
payers and public officials themselves are
reluctant to bring salaries to a more com-
petitive level.

Of equal importance, we feel, is the need
for all citizens to take a broader view of what
public service should mean. Most of us who
work in private business confine our profes-
sional or occupational interests to advancing
the stated objectives of the company that
employs us. The nature of economic enter-
prise places strong emphasis and approval
on the rightness of each economic unit's
furthering its own welfare. While this does
not necessarily imply a narrow frame of ref-
erence, 1t does bespeak a point of view that
has fairly well-defined limits.

Because we live in a business economy,
much of government is aimed at helping eco-
nomic units advance and thrive. However,
government and the people who work in gov-
ernment have another, larger accountability.
That accountability is to maintain a lively
concern with the total environment—with
the health, safety, and welfare of all indi-
viduals and groups that the political body or
governmental agency was established to
serve. This universality of outlook is perhaps
the most distinguishing feature of the able
public servant. It is a characteristic that
should be encouraged, and increasingly de-
manded, in all areas of government, But it is
not purchased cheaply.

How much is a governor worth? Or a police-
man? A mayor, senator, teacher, social work-
er, judge, foreign service officer? While the
answers to these guestions cannot be pulled
at random from a hat, there is a way to find
them. The broadening, intensifying search for
these answers is a signal that the time has
ended when public servants could be regard-
ed as “them.” Government is us, all of us,
and the way we treat government employees
inevitably becomes the way we treat our-
selves.

JUSTICE ABE FORTAS

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

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, this
mormning I handed the following letter to
the Honorable EMANUEL CELLER, chair-
man of the House Committee on the
Judiciary:
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., May 14, 1969,
Hon, EMANUEL CELLER,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEar ME. CHAIRMAN: As a Member of the
House Committee on the Judiciary, I respect-
fully request that the Committee Initiate a
preliminary informal investigation into the
facts giving rise to the current allegations of
fallure of “good Behavior” on the part of As-
sociate Justice of the Supreme Court, Mr,
Abe Fortas.

I further request that the lnvestigation
begin at 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, May 20th and
that you as Chairman of the Committee in-
vite Mr. Justice Fortas and Attorney General
John N. Mitchell to appear at that time be-
fore the full membership of the Committee.

Respectiully yours,
MACGREGOR.

This morning Mr, James Reston of the
New York Times comments on the erisis
of belief in America in part as follows:

In the last few weeks, America has wit-
nessed a series of spectacular controversies.
The Fortas case, the Bucher case, the trial of
Ray for the murder of Martin Luther King
and many of the university conflicts have all
raised different questions but have drama-
tized one of the deepest problems and anxie-
ties of our time.

This is the crisis of belief. Justice Fortas is
charged with using his position on the Su-
preme Court for personal gain, and denies it,
without giving us the facts. Attorney General
Mitchell suggests that he went to Chief Jus-
tice Warren on the case because he was dis-
turbed by private information about Justice
Fortas, which he does not disclose,

It is hard to know who is right or
wrong, * * * but at least we ought to be
able to get the facts and know how to decide,
Mr. Justice Fortas occuples the seat on the
Supreme Court once held by Louis D. Bran-
deis and Felix Frankfurter, Brandeis went
through an even tougher crisls than Fortas
before he was confirmed by the Senate. But
at least he put the facts on the record and
argued his case, and this is what Mr. Justice
Fortas had not done.

Mr. Speaker, from various parts of the
American body politic we hear the charze
that the establishment is corrupt and
lacks the capacity to reform itself, and
therefore must be forcibly brought down.

Surely we can and must demonstrate
that this is a false charge. It is well
known that some Members of the House
are contemplating the impeachment of
Mr. Justice Fortas and are now prepar-
ing papers to carry out that purpose.

That may be a proper course, Mr.
Speaker, but no one can be sure whether
that course is indeed the proper course
until there is a preliminary investigation
to establish the facts of the matter.

Just such an investigation should be
prompily conducted by the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

CIGARETTE LABELING AND
ADVERTISING

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

Mr. SKEUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Interstate Commerce has com-
pleted its hearings on cigaretie labeling
and advertising

I am a member of the subcommittee
and must admit that, insofar as smok-
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ing is concerned, I am biased. Although
I smoke cigarettes, cigars, and a pipe,
I am of the opinion that no healthful
benefits are derived from it, and that ex-
cessive smoking is hazardous to the
health, Insofar as cigarette advertising
is concerned, it has reacher. a point
where it is not only disgusting but in
fact an insult to the intelligence of the
viewing publie.

I must say, however, that those who
testified and supported the thesis that
TV advertising of cigarettes should be
banned too often relied on hearsay; too
often relied on propaganda and myths
rather than fact.

I think Congressman PrevYer in his
statement of May 12 stated it much bet-
ter than I possibly could when he said
that the bandwagon effect of repeating
over and over again a number of false
and misleading facts gives the impres-
sion that the case against tobacco has
been strengthened since the Surgeon
General's 1964 report.

Although, I do not agree in toto with
Congressman PREYER'S release, I do think
that on balance it is a fair statement.

The release is as follows:

Congressman Richardson Preyer today
called for the Tre-opening of the Surgeon
General’s study of cigarette smoking and
health declaring that recent evidence raised
serious questions about the validity of con-
clusions in the 1964 Report.

“Experimental research conducted since
the Suregeon General's Report of 1964 and
brought out in the recent tobacco hearings
before the Committee on Interstate and For~
eign Commerce, raises the most serious
doubts about the conclusions reached in that
report,” the North Carolina Representative
stated. He asked, In a letter to Secretary of
HEW Robert Finch, that Finch include a
re-evaluation of evidence on cigarette smok-
ing and health in a research program the
cabinet member recently announced. “Evi-
dence reveals it is at least as likely that con-
stitutional factors other than cigarette smok-
ing are the cause of lung cancer, heart dis-
ease, and emphysema, Not a single witness
for the anti-smoking forces testified to any
research which he himself had done, while
18 witnesses testified that their own research
cast serious doubts on the theory that cig-
arettes cause disease,”” Preyer declared.

He commended HEW Secretary Finch for
his announcement of a cooperative research
program on the problems of tobacco and
health, “Mr. Finch has recognized that there
are gaps in our knowledge about tobacco and
health and has urged that these be attacked
through wocooperative research,” he said.
Preyer suggested that this should lead to a
new Surgeon General’s Report, one recog-
nizing the fact that our knowledge is incom-
plete, and one based on hearing evidence
from all sides, not on an ex parte “review of
the literature” which ignores new experi-
mental evidence,

Preyer decried the "bandwagon effect” of
repeating over and over a number of false
and misleading statements which give the
impression that the case against tobacco has
been strengthened since the Surgeon Gen-
eral’s 1964 Report. “Actually, the experimen-
tal and statistical evidence has seriously
undermined the conclusions of the 1964 re-
port,” he said. Among the “myths"” that anti-
smoking witnesses repeated at the hearings—
even though sclentific evidence has destroyed
thelr validity—were these:

1. Myth: “Every smoker Is damaged by his
smoking.”

Fact: Most smokers suffer no impairment
or shortening of life. For example, the disease
most closely connected with smoking s lung

CXV T85—Part 9

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD— HOUSE

cancer, The lung cancer incidence among
smokers is 5/100 of 1%.

2. Myth: “There is an epidemic of lung
cancer.”

Fact: There has been a tremendous re-
duction in overall respiratory disease since
1900, when respiratory death rates were over
five times what they are today. It is particu-
larly misleading to say lung cancer is an
“epidemic” In view of the declining rate of
increase (indicating that the incidence will
level off in the next few years).

3. Myth: “Cigaretie smoking causes 300,000
premature deaths a year.”

(This was the testimony of the Chairman
of the Federal Communications Commission.
The Chairman of the Federal Trade Com-
mission testified to “500,000 deaths™ and also
claimed that smokers miss “8334 % more
working days than non-smokers.")

Fact: These claims have no basis in fact.
{The two Chairmen based their statements
on findings of the Surgeon Generals Advi-
sory Committee but this Committee did mot
attempt to estimate so-called excess deaths.)

4. Myth: *"Cigarette smoking turns the
lungs black,” or “Doctors can tell cigarette
smoker’s lung from a non-smoker’s lung.”

Fact: It is impossible to tell a smoker's
lung from a non-smoker’'s lung upon exami-
nation either grossly or microscopically.

5. Myth: *“Heavy smoking will shorten
your life by 8 years.”

Fact: This statement is based on a statis-
tical study by Dr. Cuyler Hammond who
has refused to disclose the raw data in his
studies so as to permit independent evalua-
tion, To the contrary, recent “twin studies"—
where one smokes and the other does not—
indicates there is no difference in their death
rate.

6 Myth: “Giving up smoking makes one
healthier.”

Fact: According to the Public Health Serv-
ice “Morbidity” report former simokers have
mare ill health than present smokers or those
who never smoked! This may only show how
misleading statistical Information can be.

7. Myth: “There are 77 million excess work
days lost each year by smokers.”

Fact: The study on which this claim has
‘been based has recently been Tound to con-
taln such unbelievably large errors that it is
worthless. These new analyses have been
made available to the Public Health Service
with no result.

In addition to replacing “myths” by facts,
Preyer said there are many areas of scientific
disagreement which additional research can
help clarify. For example, testimony relating
to nicotine in the recent tobacco hearings
was that: (1) nicotine constricts blood ves-
sels; (2) nicotine expands blood vessels; (3)
niecotine has no effect on blood vessels, This
is the kind of question which Secretary
Finch's Committee can help resolve.

CAPITAL UNIVERSITY FAVORS
ROTC

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

Mr, DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, with ROTC
under attack on many campuses by a
handful of dissident, SDS-type malcon-
tents that do not really know what they
favor, it is most refreshing to have strong
ROTC student and faculty support on a
highly respectable college campus, such
as Capital University in Columbus, Ohio.

Last month the Department of Defense
concluded fto discontinue the Air Force
ROTC program in a number of colleges,
including Capital University. The stu-
dents, as well as the faculty, immediately
responded, and about 75 percent of each
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group actively supported a move to have
ROTC reestablished, and prevailed upon
the Secretary of Defense to reconsider
his decision.

Fortunately, the Secretary has author-
ized the program to be continued, much
to the delight and satisfaction of the
overwhelming majority of the students
and faculty at Capital University.

The attached correspondence and clip-
pings tell the story:

CAPITAL UNIVERSITY,
Columbus, Ohio, May 12, 1969.
Hon. SamueL L. DEVINE,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear S8m: The enclosed letter to President
Nixon indicates Capital University's attitude
toward its recent campus-wide action to re-
tain its Air Force ROTC Unit. Since you had
a hand in helping us keep this unit, I felt
you would be interested.

At the same time that Ohlo State students
broke up their school's ROTC Honors Day
program with an egg-throwing battle too pro-
fane for local television stations to record on
the air, Capital faculty members were join-
ing students with petitions to keep our ROTC
group on campus.

We Teel we have something special here,
We may not be a Harvard or Dartmouth, or
Cornell, but in light of what has happened in
those hallowed institutions lately, that may
be a good thing. While the officially-labeled
Btudents for a Democratic Society attempt
to uproot the American way of life, our own
“students of a Democratic Soclety” are per-
petuating what great mumbers of fellow-
Americans fought and died for, all over the
world.

Please help spread the word about this
actlon, and about the students who fought to
bring it about. They deserve to be an example
for the thousands of other young Americans
who are just too busy trying to keep this
nation great to take time to destroy it, as
others are attempting.

Your efforts to benefit “the quiet Ameri-
cans™ are, and will continue to be, greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely yours,
JosePE A GOLOVERSIC,
Director.
CaPITAL UNIVERSITTY,
Columbus, Ohio, Maey 12, 1969.
Hon. RicEARD M. NIXON,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. PresipENT : Considering the recent
policies and attitudes of your admimistra-
tion toward dissent on college and wuni-
versity campuses—particularly those out-
bursts against Reserve Officer Corps,
I felt you would be interested In the attitude
of Capital University concerning ROTC.

The powers that be saw fit recently to
discontinue our ROTC unit because of small
productivity. The unit had sponsored the
Capital Guards, mnational drill feam
champions for the past four years, and its
regular Air Force staff had received a Zero
Defects Award for the year 1968.

By open vote, 75 per cent of the student
body of 2,000 and about the same percentage
of the faculty of 140 at Capital had been
against the discontinuance. Led by President
Dr. H. L. Yochum, the university let its con-
gressmen know of its displeasure.

In the same week that student dissenters
at Ohlo State Unilversity (where you speak
next month) had broken up the OSU ROTC
Honors Assembly, Capital Unlversity was re-
warded by notification that ROTC would be
continued.

We have & school that, I feel, the entire
country can point to with pride. When our
students “sit In" In a particular buillding,
they do so because a faculty member is at
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the front of the group, giving a regularly-
scheduled lecture. Our students dissent fre-
guently, but through their elected repre-
sentatives. They abide by the decisions made
for the general good.

Our “students for a Democratic Soclety”
carry no such label, although I am sure
the majority of true Americans feel they
deserve it much more than the group now
bearing the tag.

And, as long as we can continue to produce
voung people such as we now have, people
such as yourself will never become obsolete
in the United States of America.

Sincerely yours,
JosepPH A. GOLOVERSIC,
Director.
| From the Columbus (Ohio) Dispatch, Apr.
22, 1969]
OarPITAL UNIVERSITY SEEKS TO RETAIN
ROTC

Capital University's administration and
students marshaled their forces in a meet-
ing Monday night before engaging in a high-
level skirmish to keep Air Force ROTC.

Recently, the Air Force told Capital offi-
cials it would drop the ROTC program be-
cause too few students are enrolled in it. The
program would be discontinued after three
years, when those now enrolled would grad-
uate and recelve commissions,

About sixty-five students are in ROTC at
Capital.

President Harold L. Yochum, after the
meeting, sent telegrams to Congressmen
Chalmers Wylie and Samuel Devine, and to
Sen, Willlam Saxbe, pleading for retention
of the ROTC p :

Yochum presented no specific cost figures,
but said Capital’s only expense is in provid-
ing a small bullding in which ROTC classes
are conducted.

The university received no subsidy for con-
ducting the program, officials sald.

Kent Edie of Findlay, a sophomore, said
he is to meet Devine Friday and present facts
indicating students favor retaining the pro-
gram.

A survey of 580 Capital students showed,
Edie said, 82 per cent think ROTC on the
campus is valid; 77 per cent voted to retain
ROTC; and 72 per cent thought 1t Is benefi-
cial to the school and students.

Edie also cited the high scoring men’s and
women’s drill teams which probably would
be discontinued if the ROTC program is
eliminated.

The two drill teams operate on a $4,000
annual budget, officials said.

In recent years, Yochum sald, Capital has
provided about 16 reserve officers annually
to the Air Force.

CAPITAL UNIVERSITY REQUESTS CONTINUED
AFROTC

A resolutlion has been forwarded to Air
Force officlals in Washington urging con-
tinuation of the AFROTC program at Cap-
ital University.

The seven-member executive committee of
the school's board of regents took the ac-
tion at their Monday meeting.

The Air Force has announced its inten-
tion to discontinue the program effective
next fall.

Capital has requested assurances as soon
as possible that the program will be con-
tinued so recruiting of male students can
g0 on as usual.

U.S. REPS. Samuel Devine and Chalmers
Wylie and Sen. William Saxbe have notified
the school they have written to Air Force
leaders urging continuation of the AFROTC
program.

The regents’ executive committee approved
bids on construction of a new $840,000 wom-
en's resldence hall to house 140 students.

Construction will be alded by a $720,000
federal loan. The bullding—to be located on
the west side of Pleasant Ridge av., south
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of the present women's dormitories—is
scheduled for completion in September, 1970.

A resolution urging passage of Ohio Sen-
ate Bill 196 was passed by the committee
and forwarded to the legislature.

This measure would provide tuition assist-
ance to qualified Ohio students at Ohio
schools where tuition charges are $1000 or
Imore per year.

Amount of each grant would be deter-
mined by the student’s family income and
number of children in the family. Maximum
grant would be $900 per year.

[From the Columbus (Ohio) Spectator,
Apr, 24, 1969]
Carrrar. Wants To Keep Campus ROTC
PROGRAM

Keeping Air Force ROTC Officers Training
on Capital University's campus was the topic
of a meeting between Capital President H. L.
Yochum and interested students Monday
night.

The meeting was called as a result of the
decision of the Defense Department April 11
to discontinue the program for lack of stu-
dent interest.

The school has failed to meet the required
15 officers per year.

A student poll, which was taken to deter-
mine campus opinion on the subject report-
edly showed that B2 per cent felt there was
a need for ROTC, 77 per cent sald they favor
the program and 72 per cent sald they felt
the program contributed in a “very bene-
ficial” way to the campus.

When all the figures were in, it was re-
ported that 94 per cent out of the 580 ballots
cast were favorable to the ROTC program.

Yochum has sent telegrams to U.S. Rep.
Samuel Devine and Chalmers Wylie and Sen.
William Saxbe, asking them to intervene to
convince the Defense Department to rein-
stitute the program.

Some 75 students attended the meeting in
the campus center, and no dissenting voices
to Dr. Yochum's statements were heard.

Dr. Yochum told the students he hoped
the discussion would be free and sald he did
not expect to change anyone's mind about
ROTC, but hoped all sides would have an
opportunity to speak,

He outlined what he thought were advan-
tages to keeping the program on campus. He
sald it gave students a chance to select a
branch of the service without being drafted,
enabled them to develop advance status be-
cause of training, and benefited them finan-
cially.

He said the ROTC program was a “service
to our nation"” and institutions must recog-
nize their obligations to soclety. He sald,
“We have the obligation to pay taxes and to
bear arms if this is required by our coun-
try.”

Yochum pointed out that people often for-
get that involvement of elvilians in the
services is a safeguard against the “develop-
ment of a caste of military people who domi-
nate the military scene, If we involve civil-
ians, we help avoid a military caste.”

Capital would not be able to attract as
many male students if the program were to
be withdrawn, according to Yochum,

[From the Columbus (Ohio) Citizen-
Journal, May 10, 1969]
Am ROTC To STAY AT CAPITAL CAMPUS

Capital University officials learned Friday
that its Alr Force Reserve Officer Training
Corps unit will remain active for at least
one more year.

“Naturally we're very happy to hear of this
development,” a Capital spokesman said.

The Department of Defense told the school
by telephone that it had reversed its deci-
sion to deactivate the unit in 1972,

Full details on the reversal are being for-
warded by mail, a spokesman said, They in-
clude an outline of what the school must do
to maintain the ROTC unit
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“We anticipate being able to arrive at a
point where we can meet these require-
ments,” the spokesman said.

The Pentagon decision will allow Capital
to recruit new ROTC students for next fall,
but further continuation of the military
training program will depend on an official
review at the end of the 1968-70 academic
year,

Because of a change from the traditional
two semester system to a new 4-1-4 course
year, there will be fewer students eligible
for ROTC commissions at Capital next year.

In later years, the number is expected to
return to the past average of 15 or more.

A faculty poll released Friday shows 72
of Capital's 120 teachers favor retaining the
ROTC unit. An earlier poll showed 75 per
cent of the students favor continuation.

The school's regents had earlier petitioned
the Pentagon for reconsideration of the de-
cision to drop ROTC. Columbus Reps, Sam-
uel L. Devine and Chalmers P. Wylle, and
Sen. Willlam B. Saxbe were asked to inter-
cede for the school.

REQUEST FOR PERMIT TO MINE IN
LAKE OKEECHOBEE SHOULD BE
DENIED

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

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers has scheduled
a public hearing to be held in West Palm
Beach, Fla.,, on June 12 regarding an
application by the Coastal Petroleum Co.
to drill for limerock in Lake Okeechobee.

This public hearing is being held pur-
suant to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers'
regulation No. 1145-2-203 which pro-
vides that a public hearing shall be held
on permit requests when sufficient public
interest is shown. T am happy to point out
that this same regulation provides that
when State or local authorities object, it
is “not usual for the corps to issue a per-
mit.” It is my understanding that State
and local authorities are properly op-
posed to the granting of such a permit
and they will have an opportunity to
make their position known at this public
hearing,

On May 9, I directed a letter to Col.
John McElhenny, district engineer, U.S.
Corps of Engineers in Jacksonville in
which I stated some of the reasons for
my strong opposition to the granting of
this permit. I am pleased to enclose a
copy of this letter at this point in the
RECORD:

May 9, 1969,
In Re Limestone Mining Permit, Lake Okee-
chobee Coastal Petroleum Co,
Col. Joun McELHENNY,
District Engineer, U.8. Army Corps of Engi-
neers, Jacksonville, Fla.

Dearn CoLoNEL McELHENNY: This will ac-
knowledge your wire and our recent tele-
phone discussion relating to the above-re-
ferred matter.

Pursuant to your wire and our conversa-
tion I understand the purpose of the public
hearing is to give all parties involved an
opportunity to be heard including the many
opponents who have voliced their concern
about this matter. As you know, I have pub-
llclj' announced my strong opposition to the
granting of such a permit.

I understand further that when the hear-
ing is concluded that you, the Corps of En-
gineers, and the Department of Army in
Washington expect to review the matter care-
fully and I would hope that, based upon
this review, the permit will be denied. I un-
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derstand that in order to adequately justify
the exercise of your discretion in this mat-
ter the gathering of evidence is determined
to be essential, particularly in view of cer-
tain 1litigation which is presently pending
challenging the authority of both the State
and the federal government in this matter.

If legislative duties do not permit my at-
tendance at the hearing, I shall have a repre-
sentative present with my prepared state-
ment in opposition.

It is my cpinion that the permit should be
denied on the following grounds: (1) that
the mining of limestone at Lake Okeechobee
is contrary to public interest and that the
public interest is paramount; (2) that the
1941 Exploration Agreement between the
State and Coastal Petroleum requires the
approval of the Corps and the State before
actual exploration or mining can take place
which gives both agencies the power to de-
termine whatever action is taken should be
in the public interest; (3) that any such
mining or exploration would obvlously affect
the waters of Lake Okeechobee adversely and
thus hinder and interfere with water pollu-
tion control, proper fish and wildlife man-
agement, and basic conservation; and, (4)
such mining would deny the people of
Florlda and the nation the needed lake bot-
tom material for building the dike around
the lake in the interests of preserving water
and preventing floods. This is a right para-
mount to any leasehold interests and the
Corps has a duty to protect the public
interest.

It is for these reasons and others and be-
cause of my great interest in the basic prin-
ciples and problems involved that I advise
you of my opposition and intention to make
my views known. As ranking minority mem-
ber on the House Committee on Public
Works that authorizes public works projects,
I reel 1t 1s my duty to assist on protecting the
public interest.

With kindest regards, T am

Sincerely,
Winrram C. CRAMER,
Member of Congress.

JOB CORPS CENTERS

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I suppose
the Nixon administration is taking some
sadistic pleasure in yesterday’s defeat
of the Cranston resolution in the other

But it is a hollow victory because it
means further aggravation of the ten-
sions that have beset our cities.

Some 55 Members of the House have
joined in cosponsoring my resolution,
House Resolution 381, which expresses
the sense of the House that the admin-
istration take no further action on its
decision to close down 59 of the Nation's
113 Job Corps centers and camps until
Congress has an opportunity to review
the program. It is similar to the Cran-
ston resolution in the other body.

The action yesterday in the other body
makes it all the more urgent that the
House Education and Labor Committee
report out our resolution so that Mem-
bers of this body will have an opportunity
to debate and vote on this very important
cuestion.

Despite the large number of protests
expressed in both the House and the Sen-
ate in opposition to the administration’s
decision, the administration appears de-
termined to proceed with its plans to dis-
mantle the Job Corps centers.
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One camp, Camp Kilmer, in New Jer-
sey, which has had hundreds of ghetto
youth from New York City, has been
told that all trainees are to be out of
the camp by May 29. The entire facility
is to be completely shut down by June
13.

Prior to the announced cutbacks in
the Job Corps, between 850 and 900 New
York City youths—youths whose lack of
skills previously made them virtually un-
employable—were receiving vocational
skill training at Camp Kilmer. Other
young people from New York were en-
rolled at camps at Wellfleet, Mass,
Acadia, Maine, and Poland Spring,
Maine, which are also being closed.

The total number of youths at Camp
Kilmer was 1,728, of whom approximately
60 percent were from New York City.
Today only 521 trainees remain at the
camp.

The fate of Camp Kilmer is typical of
most of the 59 Job Corps centers and
camps which the administration has de-
cided to close. Deprived of this chance to
obtain essential skill-training thousands
of youth—bitter and disillusioned—have
quit the program. Many will no doubt re-
turn to the streets of the ghetto and to
the poverty and hopelessness that was
their lot before they began their training
programs.

The turning out of these trainees con-
stitutes nothing less than a national dis-
grace. Communities throughout the Na-
tion—many of which lack the fiscal base
to offer any supplementary training pro-
grams—will have to suffer the conse-
quences if the administration’s decision
to reduce the number of Job Corps en-
rollees by one-third—from 35,000 to
24,000—is implemented.

The administration’s purpose is to re-
duce the Job Corps budget submitted by
President Johnson by $100 million. Not
only is this false economy—the House
Education and Labor Committee staff es-
timates that it will cost $101.8 million to
close the centers—but it is a vivid illus-
tration of the imbalance of our national
priorities.

Mr. Speaker, if the administration will
not effect the reordering of priorities that
is necessary to stop the decay of our cities
and alleviate the misery of the Nation’s
poor and disadvantaged, then Congress
at last must take that responsibility. We
cannot tolerate policies which bleed al-
ready anemic domestic programs in the
name of “economy” and combating infla-
tion but feed more dollars to the bloated
military budget, the principle cause of in-
flation in the first place.

I urge my colleagues to support the
resolution to suspend the closing of any
Job Corps center until Congress has had
an opportunity to review this program
and to chart its direction through the
normal authorization and appropriation
process.

THE U.S. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
FIGHTS ORGANIZED CRIME

The SPEAKER pro fempore (Mr. KLU~
czyNsKI). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
FasceLL) is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, a basic
truth upon which any expanded Govern-
ment programs against organized crime
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must be predicated is that the fight can-
not be won without direct involvement
of the private sector.

As stated in a report by the House
Government Operations Subcommittee
on Legal and Monetary Affairs, which
I chair:

Organized crime cannot exist in any
community that is determined that it shall
not exist, and which backs up that resolve
with effective action. (Federal Effort Against
Organized Crime: Report of Agency Opera-
tions, H. Rept. 1574, June 20, 1968.)

A significant development which au-
gurs well for a comprehensive attack
on the underworld took place recenily
here in the city of Washington. The
Chamber of Commerce of the United
States at its 57th annual meeting em-
phasized the necessity for business par-
ticipation in the war against organized
crime and other forms of crime. One of
the highlights of the annual meeting
was an action forum on organized crime
in which Justice Department officials
responded fo questions from the audi-
ence on the nature of organized crime
in the United States and the role of the
business community and the citizenry
in helping to combat these dangerous
activities.

Henry Petersen, who is head of the
Organized Crime and Racketeering Sec-
tion of the Justice Department’s Crim-
inal Division stated at the forum that in
1960 it would have been impossible to
bring together as many law-enforcement
officials from the entire United States to
discuss organized crime as there were
business members of the national cham-
ber present at the session.

Attorney General John Mitchell ad-
dressed the annual meeting and stressed
that organized crime, in many of its
operations, can neither “withstand the
pressure of the marketplace” nor sur-
vive the threat of free competition. The
Attorney General called upon the busi-
ness community to work closely with the
Justice Department in its fight against
organized crime and offered some imag-
inative suggestions on how the American
businessman can stem the flow of illegal
revenue to the syndicate.

Not to be overlooked among the sig-
nificant points in the Attorney General's
address is the announcement that the
facilities of the Justice Department are
being organized to assist chambers of
commerce and other organizations in
their efforts against organized crime.
Furthermore, Mr. Mitchell stated that
the Department's personnel would be
made available for conferences and dis-
cussions at the local level.

The national chamber, Mr, Speaker, is
particularly well equipped to join in this
war against crime in our country. There
are 3,800 organization members of the
national chamber; 2,700 of these are
local chambers of commerce and some
1,100 are associations. There are also
about 35,000 business members of the
national chamber. These organizations
represent approximately 5 million busi-
nessmen. They are joined together by a
federation which is united by the lead-
ership of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce
in W 1.

Because of this structure, which in-
cludes federation members in commu-
nities all over the United States, the na-
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tional chamber has the capability of
rendering tremendous assistance in local
crime prevention and control programs.

Already the national chamber is co-
operating through its local members and
with the Justice Department in the im-
plementation of the recently enacted
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968. The national chamber is
doing this—

First, through membership activities
in State, regional, and local advisory
committees;

Second, by providing individual citi-
zen support to the police and to local
enforcement officials in activating pro-
grams after they have been established;
and

Third, by assisting in the organization
of erime prevention and control commit-
tees through the leadership of the local
chambers of commerce.

A brochure entitled “Guidelines for
Effective Business Action To Help Pre-
vent and Control Crime” has been pub-
lished by the national chamber and is
available to local chamber organizations
to assist them in properly organizing and
executing the functions of a crime pre-
vention and control committee. This or-
ganization process has already been
completed in many cities,

Pointed out in the brochure, which
also includes a working bibliography, are
areas in the field of crime prevention
and control in which local chambers of
commerce have been active: building

the police image; the use of the crime
check program, which helps build the
police image; police recruitment pro-
grams; police recognition;

organized
crime seminars and meetings to alert
businessmen to the symptoms of orga-
nized crime and to learn what to do
about it; shoplifting; courts; court
watchers; voluntary probation pro-
grams; misdemeanant probation pro-
grams; school cooperation programs;
speakers bureaus; police-community
relations programs; riot control; safety
budget and program analysis; case stud-
ies on successful crime prevention and
control programs; radio watch; lighting
programs; and legislative committees to
study crime prevention and control leg-
islation.

The national chamber has an advisory
panel on crime prevention and control
which meets regularly and which in-
cludes in its membership businessmen,
representatives of all phases of police,
courts, and correctional institutions, and
has on its membership, Charles Rogovin,
Administrator of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, and Martin
Dangziger, Chief of the Organized Crime
Programs Division of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, both of
the Justice Department. This panel al-
ready has recommended that the na-
tional chamber give leadership to its
members, especially in the area of orga-
nized crime and street crime. They rec-
ommend close cooperation between
chambers of commerce, local govern-
ment, and businessmen in setting up anti-
crime programs, and encourage the de-
velopment of programs of public educa-
tion to establish a good law enforcement
Image.

The national chamber is commitied to
give full-fledged leadership at the grass-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

roots in the fight on crime prevention
and control. As mentioned previously, it
has a built-in nefwork of organization
and business members throughout the
entire country. If these members resolve
that organized crime shall not exist and
act effectively to accomplish that objec-
tive there can be no doubt that their
efforts can be extremely effective.

The national chamber fosters the
philosophy of solving problems through
the involvement of many individuals. To
accomplish problem-solving techniques it
has developed a program called Forward
Thrust. This is an approach to problem-
solving based on the concept that only
comprehensive areawide action involving
all the major segments of a trade com-
munity can truly attack urban problems.
Forward Thrust is the “trademark” for
materials prepared by the national cham-
ber providing organizational techniques
and other assistance to help community
leaders bring diverse groups together,
establish priorities, define alternative
solutions, and mobilize available re-
sources for action.

The program for ¢rime prevention and
control is one of the important programs
which the national chamber includes un-
der the banner of Forward Thrust in the
solving of urban problems.

I commend the national chamber for
its expanded commitment in this vital
area and wish it every success in achiev-
ing universal support for its program
from its 35,000 business members.

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT TO
ALLOW PRESIDENT TO VETO IN-
DIVIDUAL ITEMS ON GENERAL
APPROPRIATION EILLS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HALPERN) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, today I
have introduced a resolution ealling for
a constitutional amendment to allow the
President to veto individual items on
general appropriation bills. I commend
it to your attention for I believe it to be
one of the most significant steps we can
take toward scaling down nonessential
Government spending at a time when
legitimate governmental outlays are at
an unprecedented high and we are
threatened by spiraling inflation.

Our present system of general ap-
proval of appropriation bills, which
forces the President to take all-or-
nothing when a bill comes before him
for his signature is one of the most dan-
gerous and most extravagant practices
in Government. Frequently, the Presi-
dent must accept pork-barrel projects
in order to approve other measures vital
to our national security, development,
and economy.

Frequently the bargaining and bick-
ering on appropriation bills can reach
ridiculous proportions. As the hypo-
thetlcal Congressman Nubbs said to
Congressman Tubbs:

If you don't vote for digging out Old
Mill Stream, I'll oppose your item on flood
control for the Lazy River.

And so the bill goes through and all
its pork is laid before the President. My
proposal would provide a new safeguard
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against such unnecessary governmental
spending at a time when pressing na-
tional problems go unmet because we
lack the funds.

Such a procedure is not without prece-
dent. Our State governments have pro-
vided testing grounds for the worka-
bility of such a proposal. Thirty-nine of
our States now permit the item veto and
the results in all cases have been favor-
able. It is urgent that as legitimate Gov-
ernment outlays rise we in the Federal
Government insure effective control over
our fiscal procedures and eliminate ir-
responsible spending.

PRESIDENT'S PROPOSED DRAFT
SYSTEM FUNDAMENTALLY FAIR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man for Texas (Mr. BusH) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, President
Nixon's prudent proposals for draft re-
form are consistent with the enlightened
ideas presented through his previously
announced programs. The President has
proposed a system that is fundamentally
fair,

I have long favored constructive change
in the draft system and have been sym-
pathetic to the efforts of those who have
sought revision. Therefore, I applaud the
President’s suggested reform calling for
a change from an oldest-first to a young-
est-first order of call. As I have spoken
out for a draft system founded on & lot-
tery basis, I am in full accord with the
President’s proposal for a random draft
system, distributing the risk of call
equally by lot.

If adopted, I believe President Nixon's
draft reform measures would be a sig-
nificant step toward muting the voices of
cynicism on the campus.

It is time to return to our educational
environments the real purpose for their
existence; namely, the developing and
unleashing of intellect—not of mob vio-
lence.

In these times of contention, when
students and administrators have re-
peatedly been on a collision course, when
criticism, agitation and disruption have
fused to create a potential schism of na-
tional proportions, when universities
that should be exploring new educational
processes are instead closing their
doors—when these conditions exist—
then it is time to translate suggestive
rhetorie into substantive reform.

The directives proposed by the Presi-
dent represent the sort of substantive
measures that cannot only cure our draft
system deficiencies, but can help nullify
a longstanding argumentative device
used by campus dissidents.

In essence, a fairplay change on the
draft will help defuse the excesses of dis-
sent.

QUASI-PUEBLIC CORPORATION TO
STIMULATE PRIVATE INVEST-
MENT IN UNDERDEVELOPED
COUNTRIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. FArRBSTEIN)
is recognized for 20 minutes.
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Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
today introducing legislation to estab-
lish a quasi-public corporation for the
purpose of stimulating private invest-
ment in underdeveloped countries.

Foreign aid has fallen into disfavor in
the United States and, although we are
the richest and most powerful nation
in the world, the mood of the country
has caused the U.S. contribution of as-
sistance to the lesser developed countries
to drop considerably. Diminishing au-
thorizations and appropriations for for-
eign aid over the last several years have
made it apparent to me that some sub-
stitute must be found to fill the gap
created by these reductions.

I introduce this legislation today in
the hope of establishing a mechanism
through which private enterprise and
particularly small- and medium-sized
U.S. companies can step in to fill at least
a part of the void by operating through
the profit motive. It should be made per-
fectly clear at the outset, however, that
this legislation is not intended as a re-
placement for foreign aid, but simply as
a supplement to it. Private enterprise
can undertake many valuable functions
in stimulating the economic develop-
ment of underdeveloped countries, but it
cannot be expected to undertake all of
the foreign aid functions.

One of the most striking features of
my legislation is that it establishes a
guasi-public corporation to stimulate
private investment in lesser developed
countries which would revert to the con-
trol of private stockholders when all
Government loans and guarantees have
been repaid and the President makes a
determination that the corporation is
capable of remaining in existence with-
out further U.S. Government assistance.
In other words, my proposal is not
merely a reshuffling of existing functions
within the governmental structure—it is
a serious attempt to tap the potential of
the private sector and in more than a
token fashion. This is what distinguishes
my bill from others which have been
submitted to Congress.

This concept extends to the financing
of the corporation as well. Initial finanec-
ing of the corporation would come from
the transfer of the investment guarantee
fund from the Agency for International
Development to the corporation and
from $25 million in annual congressional
appropriations for a period of 4 years.
Primary reliance for large scale and sus-
tained capitalization would be placed on
the public sale of stocks and bonds.
Bonds would be guaranteed by the U.S.
Government and would entitle the pur-
chaser to one free share of stock. During
its period under U.S. Government aus-
pices, the corporation would also be au-
thorized to borrow up to four times the
value of public bonds. All money derived
from Federal sources would, however,
eventually have to be paid back through
a requirement that at least 10 percent of
the annual profits be placed in a sinking
fund for this purpose.

Most of the Western European coun-
tries which have programs of aid to
underdeveloped countries utilize a mech-
anism such as the quasi-public corpora-
tion I am today proposing to bring the
private sector into the development field.
Those functions which cannot be accom-
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plished by the private sector are, in turn,
handled by governmental agencies. Such
arrangements are found in Germany,
England, and France.

The corporation would be governed by
a l4-member board. Five would be ap-
pointed from the business or financial
community by the President. No more
than three of these may be from the same
political party. One of these would also
serve as chairman of the board. Five
would be elected by the shareholders.
The remaining four members would be
appointed from within the Government,
including the Director of the Agency for
International Development or its suc-
Cessor agency.

The corporation would establish an In-
vestment Development Center—IDC—
which would identify and evaluate in-
vestment opportunities in developing
countries. The IDC would also furnish
technical assistance and managerial ex-
pertise in the promotion, establishment
and operation of economic development
projects.

Many of the concepts for this corpora-
tion came from hearings I held last year
on this subject as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Foreign Economic Policy,
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

U.S. private enterprise can provide key
ingredients, namely capital, skills and
technology so urgently needed in the less
developed countries.

Since 1946, we have disbursed over $160
billion in foreign aid to 117 nations for
economic and military purposes. Less
than one-third has actually been for
“‘economic development”; the larger per-
centage was disbursed in the rehabilita-
tion of war-ravaged, previously indus-
trialized nations. As most of the so-called
less developed countries—now estimated
to be 91 in number—have achieved in-
dependence only since 1960, it is evident
that a small percentage of our aid has
been devoted to their development. As
our aid totals have been decreasing, it is
also evident that smaller totals of our aid
are being made available fo the very areas
that need it most.

Our current understanding of “de-
veloping” means simply that such a
country is adjudged poor in economic
terms. Among the many causes of this
poverty should be mentioned such factors
as rapid growth in population, shortages
of basic foods, rapid urbanization, inade-
quate production, small exports, low rate
of capital formation, and a scanty tech-
nology. Most needed of all for the less
developed countries is an increase in
their resources of skills and capital and,
thereby, their ability to rely increasingly
on themselves and less upon outside as-
sistance. Essentially, economic develop-
ment of a less developed country means
an increase in per capita income—and
this must come first of all by local private
enterprise.

Currently the gap between the indus-
trialized and the developing nations
seems to be widening rather than nar-
rowing. Note the difference between the
United States and the developing coun-
tries of Africa, Asia, and Latin America.
In 1960, the comparative GNP per capita
was $2,800 for the United States versus
$590 for the combined developing na-
tions—a gap of $2,210. In 1965, the dif-
ference had increased to $2,735—United
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States, $3,500 and less developed coun-
tries, $765. Today with their exploding
populations, the gap is close to $3,000 be-
tween the less developed countries and
the United States.

The question of our investment, par-
ticularly by overseas firms, is important.
At the end of 1966, our direct foreign in-
vestment outstanding was $54.5 billion,
of which $21.5 billion—39 percent—was
in the less developed countries. However,
over 50 percent of our investment in the
less developed countries was in petro-
leum, mining and smelting industries
and only 25 percent in manufacturing.
Since 1960, our total direct investment
in the less developed countries has
amounted to only $4.4 billion and is now
leveling off at $250 million per year.

The World Bank has estimated that
the less developed countries will need
around $4 billion per year in aid and
investment for some time to come to
enable them to achieve a viable form of
industrialization. This will come mostly
from Government aid and international
agencies. This is aid that is primarily
devoted to the building of sound national
infrastructures such as communication
and transportation facilities, reclama-
tion, hospitals and schools. In fact, this
aid is a prerequisite for the ability to
induce private capital to move into the
less developed countries for purposes of
industrialization and development.

This is where the rationale of my bill
applies. American private enterprise—
small or large scale—with its know-how,
expertise, and machinery can contribute
a most essential share in the develop-
ment of the less developed countries.
Among our nearly 500,000 private enter-
prises, only a couple of thousand have
entered the foreign field. By means of
my bill, the way will now be cleared for
many more of them to participate in
realistic measure in the development of
those countries unable to raise them-
selves by their own bootstraps, as it were.
Participation is the keyword, and my bill
will make that possible. As you have
noted, the initials of the organization
of my bill calls for spell out, “We can
do.” That is the spirit behind my bill.
Let us, with this bill, show what “We
can do.”

A summary and the text of the bill
follow:

SUMMARY OF QUASI-GOVERNMENT CORPORA-
TION BILL

This bill would establish a guasi govern-
ment corporation with the following main
features:

Function to stimulate private investment
in underdeveloped countries;

Funding from sale of bonds to publie, with
some initial government loans and guaran-
ties;

Reverts to control of stockholders when
all government loans are paid and the Presi-
dent makes a determination that the Cor-
poration is capable of remaining in existence
without further US Government support.

FUNCTIONS OF THE CORPORATION

The Corporation is designed to stimulate
an expanded flow of US private investments
to developing countries and to encourage de-
velopment of indigenous private organiza-
tions and institutions to contribute to eco-
nomic development in such countries.

The Corporation would do this by operat-
ing the current investment survey program,
and the specific and extended guaranty pro-
grams.




12476

It would also provide financial assistance
to projects in which there is a substantial
private participation, which appear to be
financially sound, are potentially profitable,
and offer reasonable prospect of repayment
of their obligations.

The Corporation would provide assistance
through a broad range of guaranties of in-
vestor loans, direct loans and, to a limited
degree, by the purchase of minority equity
particlipation.

It would in asddition furnish techniecal
assistance and managerial expertise in the
promotion, establishment and operation of
investment projects in underdeveloped
countries.

Within the Corporation would be estab-
lished an Investment Development Center
to identify and evaluate lnvestment oppor-
tunities in developing countries, to actively
promote such investment opportunities in
developing countries and to actively pro-
mote such investment opportunities within
the US private sector.

BOURCES OF FUNDING

The primary source of funding of the Cor-
poration would come from the sale of bonds
to the public. These bonds would have a
maturity of ten years or less, and be guaran-
teed for principal and interest by the United
States Government. Each bond would also
carry one share of common stock.

The Corporation would issue Common
stock at par value of $2.50. Such stock would
be eligible for dividends and would entitle
the stockholder to voting rights,

The Corporation could also borrow from
the United States at prevailing Treasury rates
up to 4 times the amount of the value of its
outstanding public bonds. Such lJoans would
not be for longer than 10 years. For initial
establishment and operation, the Corpora-
tion would receive $25 million a year Con-
gressional appropriation, for each of up to
the first four years of its operation.

The Corporation would be required, in ad-
dition, to put at least ten percent of its
profits into a sinking fund to repay out-
standing loans and bonds.

TRANSITION TO PRIVATE CONTROL

During its initial period of operation the
Corporation will be governed by a 14 member
Board of Directors, five members of which
shall come from private life (including the
Chairman) and be appointed by the Presi-
dent with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, (no more than three of these five may be
from the same political party) four members
of which shall be governmental personnel
(one of whom shall be the Director of the
Apgency for International Development); and
the other flve members of which shall be
elected by the share-holders.

At the time that 1) the United States
Treasury has been relmbursed for all funds
derived from TUnited States Government
sources, including guaranty funds, but minus
any losses Incurred; 2) appropriate measures
have been taken to insure the payment of all
outstanding government guaranteed bonds;
and 3) the Presldent has determined that
the Corporation is capable of remalning in
existence without United States Government
support; the Corporation shall revert to the
control of the stockholders and the President
shall transfer the Insurance guarantee func-
tions to the appropriate governmental
agency.

HR. 11244
A bill to establish a World Economic Co-
operation and National Development Orga-
nization to encourage the contribution of
United States enterprise toward the eco-
nomic development of less developed coun-
tries, and for other purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled,
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CONGRESSIONAL DECLARATION OF POLICY

Secrion 1. (a) The Congress recognizes the
vital role of free enterprise in the economic
development process. Free enterprise con-
tributes to achieving rising levels of produc-
tion and standards of living essential to eco-
nomic progress and development. It further
contributes to the social and political growth
of a society through the direct involvement
of citizens, Such involvement is consistent
with our domestic principles and with United
States foreign policy objectives of a peaceful
and prosperous world.

(c) The Congress hereby declares that it
is the policy of the United States to establish
a Corporation for private development dedi-
cated to encouraging an expanded flow of
United States private investments to develop-
ing countries and to encouraging develop-
ment of indigenous private organizations and
institutions to contribute to economic de-
velopment of such countries.

ESTABLISHMENT OF CORPORATION

Bec. 2. (a) There is authorized to be cre-
ated a World Economic Cooperation and Na-
tional Development Organization (referred
to In this Act as the “Corporation™) which
shall be an Independent agency of the
United States of Ar erica, The Corporation
shall be subject to the provisions of this Act.
The right to repeal, alter, or amend this Act
at any time is expressly reserved.

(b) The principal offices of the Corporation
shall be in the District of Columbia but the
Corporation may establish such branch
offices in other places as may be determined
by the Board of Directors.

OFFICERS AND BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Sec. 3. (a) The Corporation shall have a
Board of Directors consisting of Individuals
who are citizens of the United States.

(b) The President shall appoint five mem-
bers from private life, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, who shall
collectively possess broad experience in vari-
ous areas of economic development or in for-
eign business operations, one of whom he
shall designate to serve as chairman, to serve
for terms of five years. No more than three of
five members from private life may be from
the same political party. The terms of office
of those first appointed as designated by the
President at the time of their appointment
shall expire as follows: Two after three years,
two after four years, and the Chalrman after
flve years.

(¢) The President shall appoint four mem-
bers from various United States agencles con-
cerned with development to serve at the
pleasure of the President, one of these to
be the Director of the Agency for Interna-
tiocnal Development or any successor agency.

(d) The Chairman of the Board shall serve
as chlef executive officer of the Corporation
and shall receive compensation at the rate of
$50,000 per annum. The members of the
Board of Directors who are not officers or em=-
ployees of the United States shall receive
compensation for their services at a rate
fixed by the Board of Directors, not to exceed
$400 per diem when actually engaged in the
performance of their duties as members of
the Board.

(e) The Board of Directors shall provide
for the appointment of such officers and em-
ployees of the Corporation as may be neces-
sary for the conduct of the business of the
Corporation, define their duties, and fix their
compensation.

(f) Shareholders of the Corporation shall
annually elect five of their number to serve
on the Board of Directors of the Corporation.

(g) Before entering upon his dutles, each
of the Directors shall take an oath falth-
fully to discharge the duties of his office. A
majority of the Board shall constitute a
quorum, and the Board shall act by a ma-
jority vote. The Board of Directors shall
adopt, and may from time to time amend,
such bylaws as are necessary for the proper
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management and functioning of the Cor-
poration.

(h) No director, officer, attorney, agent, or
employee of the Corporation shall in any
manner, directly or indirectly, participate in
the deliberation upon or the determination
of any question affecting his personal in-
terests, or the interests of any corporation,
partnership, or association In which he is
directly or indirectly personally interested.

FUNCTIONS

Sec. 4. (a) The Corporation shall provide
direct financial assistance to economic de-
velopment projects in which there is sub-
stantial private participation, which proj-
ects are determined to be financially sound
and potentially profitable, and which offer
reasonable prospect of repayment of finan-
cial assistance provided under this subsec-
tion. The Corporation shall provide assist-
ance under this subsection through a broad
range of guaranties of investor leans, direct
loans by the Corporation and, when it deems
advisable, by the purchase of minority equity
participation. The Corporation may provide
working capital loans to new businesses and
to expand exlsting ventures which make an
additional contribution to economic develop-
ment. Financial assistance shall be made
available under this subsection to supple-
ment private sources of financing, when
such private financing is not available on rea-
sonable commerclal terms.

(b) There are hereby transferred to the
Corporation all functions delegated to the
Administrator of the Agency for Interna-
tional Development by the President under
titles III and IV of part I of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, relating to invest-
ment guaranties and survey of investment
opportunities.

(c) Section 221(b)(2)(C) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 is amended by strik-
ing out “75 per centum” and inserting in
lieu thereof “90 per centum”,

(d) Section 231 of title IV of chapter 2
of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended, which relates to general
authority for surveys of investment oppor-
tunities, 1s amended by redesignating sub-
section (b) as subsection (¢) and by in-
serting immediately after subsection (a) the
following new subsection:

“{b) Notwithstanding the proviso con-
tained in subsection (a), the President is
authorized, subject to such regulations as
he shall prescribe, to finance up to 75 per
centum of the cost of a survey approved by
him when he determines that such survey
will be undertaken to investigate invest-
ment opportunities for a small or medium-
sized company.”

(e) The Corporation shall establish an In-
vestment Development Center to identify and
evaluate investment opportunities in devel-
oping countries, to actively promote such in-
vestment opportunities in developing coun-
tries, and to actively promote such invest-
ment opportunities within the United States
private sector. The Center shall furnish tech-
nical assistance and managerial expertise in
the promotion, establishment, and operation
of economic development projects on such
terms and conditions as it deems advisable.
In carrying out its functions under this sub-
section the Center shall work with domestic,
foreign, and international agencies, govern-
ments, business organizations, and financial
institutions, as well as private entrepreneurs
and corporations.

REPORTS TO CONGRESS

8ec. 5. (a) The President shall transmit to
the Congress in January of each year a re-
port which shall include a comprehensive
description of the activities and accomplish-
ments of the Corporation during the preced”
ing fiscal year, together with an evaluation
of such activities and accomplishments in
terms of the attainment of the objectives of
this Act.




May 14, 1969

{b) The Corporation shall transmit to the
President and the Congress, annually and at
such other times as it seems desirable, a com-
prehensive and detalled report of its opera-
tions, activities, and accomplishments under
this Act.

(c) The Corporation shall give study to
additional measures which would further
promote the flow of private development as-
sistance from the United States to develop-
ing areas of the world. It should prepare for
transmission to Congress at the earliest pos-
sible date and from time to time thereafter
the results of such studies, including legis-
lative recommendations.

FINANCING

Sec. 6. (a) The Corporation is authorized
to issue bonds for public sale. Such bonds
shall be in such denominations and shall
bear interest at such rate as the Corporation
may deem appropriate. Each such bond shall
bear a maturity date of ten years or less from
the date of its issuance. Such bonds shall be
guaranteed as to prinecipal and Interest by the
full faith and credit of the United States un-
til such time as the private shareholders as-
sume full control of the operation of the
Corporation,

(b) The Corporation is authorized to is-
sue common stock for public sale. In addi-
tion, such stock may be issued in a ratio of
one share of common stock for each bond
sold under subsection (a) of this section.
Each such share of stock shall bear a par
value of $2.50, and shall be entitled to such
voting rights, and eligible to receive such
dividends, as may be provided by the bylaws
of the Corporation.

(c) The Corporation is authorized to is-
sue, in addition to the bonds and common
stock referred to in subsections (a) and (b),
such nonvoting securities, and other certifi-
cates of indebtedness as it may deem appro-
priate.

(d) The Corporation is authorized to bor-
row from the United States Treasury up to
four times the aggregate value of bonds out-
standing under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion. Such loans shall bear interest at the
prevalling Treasury rate for loans of com-
parable maturities. No such loan shall be
made for a period in excess of ten years.

(e) The Corporation shall set aside, as a
reserve to repay outstanding bonds, not less
than 10 percent of the profits derived by the
Corporation from its activities under this
Act.

(f) There is authorized to be appropriated
$25,000,000 annually for initial operating costs
of the Corporation for each of the fiscal years
1970, 1971, 1972, and 1973. At such time as
the Corporation reverts to the control of its
shareholders, all funds received by the Corpo-
ration from the United States, including
guaranty funds (minus losses), shall be re-
paid to the United States,

SUPERVISION OF NEGOTIATIONS

Sec. 7. Whenever the Corporation shall en-
ter into negotiations with any international
or foreign entity, it shall notify the Depart-
ment of State of the negotiations, and the
Department of State shall advise the Corpo-
ration of relevant foreign policy considera-
tions. Throughout such mnegotiations the
Corporation shall keep the Department of
State informed with respect to such con-
siderations. The Corporation may request the
Department of State to assist in the nego-
tiations, and that Department shall render
assistance as may be appropriate.

EXECUTIVE RESPONSIBILITY

Sec. 8. The President shall—

(1) coordinate the activities of govern-
mental departments and agencies with re-
sponsibilities in the fleld of forelgn affairs, so
as to insure that there Is full and effective
compliance at all times with the policies set
forth in this Act; and

(2) exerclse such supervision over relation-
ships of the Corporation with foreign gov-
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ernments or entities or with international
bodies as may be appropriate to assure that
such relationships shall be consistent with
the national interest and foreign policy of
the United States.

POWERS OF THE CORPORATION

Sec. 8. The Corporation—

(1) shall have the power to adopt, alter,
and use a corporate seal, which shall be judi-
cially noticed;

(2) shall have the power to make and per-
form contracts with any individual, corpo-
ration, or other body of persons whether
within or without the United States of
America, and with any government or gov-
ernmental agency, domestic or foreign;

(3) shall have the power to determine and
prescribe the manner in which its obligations
shall be Incurred and its expenses allowed
and paid;

(4) may employ and fix the compensation
of such personnel as it deems necessary to
carry out its functions under this Act;

(5) shall have the power to acquire by
purchase, devise, bequest, or gift, or other-
wise lease, hold, and improve such real and
personal property as it finds to be necessary
to its purposes, whether within or without
the United States, and in any manner dis-
pose of all such real or personal property
held by it, and use general funds or receipts
arising from the disposition of such prop-
erty;

(6) shall be entitled to use the mails of
the United States in the same manner and
on the same conditions as the executive de-
partments of the Government;

(7) may, with the consent of any board,
corporation, commission, independent estab-
lishment, or executive department of the
Government, including any fleld service
thereof, avail itself of the use of the informa-
tion, services, facilities, officers, and em-
ployees thereof in carrying out the provi-
sions of this Act;

(8) may accept money, funds, property,
and services of every kind by gift, devise, be-
quest, grant, or otherwise;

(9) may sue and be sued, complain, and
defend, in its corporate name in any court
of competent jurisdiction; and

(10) shall have such other powers as may
be necessary in order to carry out its pur-
poses under this Act.

AUDIT

Sec. 10. At the end of each fiscal year, the
financial transactions of the Corporation
shall be audited by the Comptroller General
of the United States in accordance with the
principles and procedures applicable to com-
mercial corporate transactions. The audit
shall be conducted at the place or places
where the accounts of the Corporation are
normally kept. The Comptroller General
shall have access to all books, accounts, fi-
nancial records, reports, files, and all other
papers, things, or property belonging to or in
use by the Corporation and necessary to fa-
cilitate the audit, and he shall be afforded
full facilities for verifying transactions with
the balances or securities held by deposi-
taries, fiscal agents, and custodians,

TRANSITION TO SHAREHOLDER CONTROL

Sec. 11. (a) At such time as the President
determines that the Corporation is capable
of continuing its operations without finan-
cial support from the United States, that
the United States has been reimbursed for
all funds received by the Corporation from
the United States (minus losses), and that
the Corporation has made adequate provi-
sion for the redemption of all outstanding
bonds issued by the Corporation and guar-
anteed by the United States, the President
is authorized to provide for the transfer of
control of the Corporation to its private
shareholders.

(b) At the time of transfer of control to
private shareholders under this section, the
President shall transfer the guaranty func-
tions of the Corporation to an appropriate
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Federal agency and shall make such provi-
slons as he deems necessary to terminate
benefits accruing to the Corporation as an
agency of the United States, including but
not limited to the use of the mails in the
same manner as an executive department.

FUTURE OF THE FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. SULLIVAN)
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I was
in the Canal Zone last week, holding
hearings by my Subcommittee on the
Panama Canal of the House Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, when
the President and his Secretary of Agri-
culture revealed their long-awaited views
on the future of the food stamp pro-
gram. This is the first opportunity I
have had to review those recommenda-
tions and comment on them.

First of all, I want to say that I am
glad that the new administration rec-
ognizes the great value of the food stamp
approach to the problems of malnutrition
in this country. The previous Republican
administration not only opposed passage
of any food stamp legislation from 1954
onward, but refused to put into opera-
tion the Food Stamp Act we did enact in
1959. I think every single Republican
Member of the House Committee on Agri-
culture, and nearly all Republicans in
the House, voted against the Food Stamp
Acts of 1959 and 1964, and most of them
also opposed the extension and improve-
ment of the 1964 act in 1967 and 1968.
Only about 30 or 35 Members of the Pres-
ident's party in the House joined in the
successful effort we made here last year
to remove from the law the arbitrary
ceilings on appropriations when the bill
first passed the House.

Had the open-ended authorization
agreed to in the House bill last year
also been accepted by the Senate, or at
least by the conferees from the Senate
Committee on Agriculture, nearly every
single recommendation made by Presi-
dent Nixon and Secretary Hardin last
week for changing or improving the food
stamp program could now be put into
operation without changes in the basic
law, assuming the additional funds
gﬁeladed can be obtained in appropriation

s.

The only exception involves the new
proposal to permit side-by-side opera-
tion of Federal surplus food distribution
programs in the same counties or locali-
ties in which there are food stamp proj-
ects. Present law requires the termina-
tion of direct distribution of surplus
foods once a food stamp project begins.
This has always been a subject of much
controversy; there are good arguments
on both sides.

VERY SUBSTANTIAL INCREASES IN FUNDS NEEDED

On the main issue of expanding and
improving the program to provide more
food to participating families at less cost
than they now pay for food stamps, it
will be necessary to amend the Food
Stamp Act to increase the authorization
for fiscal 1970 to at least $610 million
from the present ceiling of $340 million
if the Nixon administration’s recommen-
dations are to be put into effect. And for
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fiscal 1971 and thereafter, about $1 bil-
lion more would be needed.

One question in my mind is whether
the administration intends to ask for
legislation to raise the ceiling, or fo
eliminate them—as we tried to do here
last year. I sincerely hope that the ad-
ministration’s decision is to try to re-
move the arbitrary limitations on ap-
propriations for this program so that
Congress each year can appropriate
whatever amount is necessary to operate
the program effectively, rather than be
held to a ceiling which is out of date
before it is even enacted.

That is what happened in 1964, in
1967, and in 1968. The limitations im-
posed on appropriations under those
three authorization acts have always
been too low to permit expansion of the
program into all the areas which had
applied for it and wanted it and were
ready to put it into operation.

Further, from the moment this pro-
gram started as a pilot operation in early
1961, the purchase requirements have
been too high and the value of the cou-
pons issued to most families too low to
comply with the intent of the program.
The purpose of the food stamp program
has been to assure an adequate diet for
each member of every participating fam-
ily, and to provide this food purchasing
power for the same amount of money
such a family would normally be ex-
pected to spend for food out of its limited
income. Those, in fact, are the stand-
ards laid down in the 1964 act.

AGRICULTURE DEPAETMENT POLICIES ALWAYS

WERE TOO RESTRICTIVE

The Agriculture Department has al-
ways administered the program on
standards a little different from those set
down in the law. Never sure in advance
how many persons would actually be
participating, because of changing eco-
nomic conditions, and mindful of the re-
quirement of the law that if monthly
costs exceeded the annualized appropria-
tion figure, everyone participating in the
program would have his coupon =allot-
ment reduced proportionately. The De-
partment has always charged most fam-
ilies for their food coupons more than
they felt they would normally spend
for food and gave them in return some-
what less in food purchasing power than
I;llile family actually required for a good

et.

For the families participating, the pro-
gram has meant a great improvement in
nutrition and in food purchasing power.
Most participating families—certainly
most of them in my city of St. Louis—
have been deeply grateful for this extra
help in achieving a better diet. Their
letters of appreciation are truly heart-
warming. On the other hand, most of the
complaints about the program—about
the cost of the stamps or the amount of
food the stamps buy—have come not
from those participating, but from those
who are eligible to join in the program
and have not done so. Often, they are
not taking part because they were mis-
informed about the requirements. In
other instances, they say frankly that
they would rather eat less than others do
and have more money out of their lim-
ited incomes to spend on things which
they prefer to food. This is their right, of
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course, although it is unfortunate that
children in such families are the ones
who suffer when the family, by choice,
puts a higher priority on other items
and skimps on food.

Nevertheless, even for the great ma-
jority of the families receiving food
stamps each month, the program is not
giving them as much assistance as the
law intended they should derive from it. I
have emphasized this point over and
over in every debate we have held in the
House on this issue, in order to bring
home to my colleagues the fact that we
were just not appropriating sufficient
funds to make the program as good as
it is supposed to be.

As all of the Members know who served
in the 88th, or 89th Congresses, we could
not get sufficient votes to take off the
restrictive ceilings on appropriations,
and when we did succeed in doing that
here in the House in the 90th Congress,
we lost that fight in conference. There-
fore, we could never appropriate enough
funds to carry out the improvements
Secretary of Agriculture Orville L. Free-
man wanted to make.

MANY SIMILARITIES TO SECRETARY FREEMAN'S
BUGGESTIONS

Mr. Freeman always favored an open-
ended authorization and asked for sub.
stantially more funds for this program
than Congress ever gave him. I call at-
tention to Mr. Freeman's final report to
Congress on the food stamp program,
which I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorn on April 2 at pages 8404
through 8407. In all of the dozens of
news articles on the hunger situation, I
have seen no mention whatsoever of the
analysis made by the previous Secretary
of the shortcomings and needs of the
program as outlined in this report he
made to Congress as required under the
1968 act.

Now the new administration seeks to
do some of the things Mr, Freeman was
not permitted to do. And, from what I
have read since returning to Washing-
ton, I gather that many of those who
opposed Secretary Freeman’s proposals
for the program now hail his successor's
proposals as a “breakthrough” in rec-
ommending:

First. Expansion of the program to far
more areas;

Second. Increasing to at least $25 per
person per month the value of the food
stamps available for each participant;

Third. Limiting to 30 percent of in-
come the portion of a family’s own funds
it would have to spend for the stamps;

Fourth. Free stamps for the very poor-
est families—those whose incomes are in
the neighborhood of $30 a month or less;

Fifth. Expanding the “outreach” ef-
forts of the program to locate eligible
families and bring them into the pro-
gram; also, stepping up the nutrition
education efforts of the Extension Serv-
ice in teaching participating families
how to use their stamps more effectively
and get value received for their coupons.

Every one of these things can be ac-
complished under the present law if suffi-
cient funds are appropriated. But the
funds cannot be appropriated until the
unrealistic ceiling of $340 million for the
coming fiscal year is raised or eliminated.
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FREE SURPLUS FOOD VERSUS FOOD STAMPS
WHICH COST MONEY

Then there is, as I mentioned earlier,
the additional Nixon administration sug-
gestion that food stamp and direct sur-
plus distribution programs be permitted
to operate side by side in the same local-
ities. This would, as I said, require a
change in the law.

If low-income families have a choice
between the two programs, many of those
families which are most in need of bet-
ter diets for the children will, unfortu-
nately, choose to take the free food hand-
outs instead, under the direct distribu-
tion program. When we went on food
stamps in St. Louis in 1963, under the
pilot program then in operation, many
families which had been living on the
free monthly food parcels of flour, dried
milk, powdered eggs, corn meal, peanut
butter, lard, and similar fare were bit-
terly disappointed that they had to begin
to pay some of their own money for food
stamps when they were used to getting
nearly all of their food free. Limited and
unsatisfactory as the free food was in
variety, and nutritional qualities, it was
preferred by many families to a good,
well-rounded diet which cost them some
of their own money.

This can be a real problem in an area
where both programs operate simultane-
ously. Why spend money for food stamps
when you can get food free? Those most
likely to take that attitude are families
which are most in need of better diets.

In any event, Secretary Hardin, in put-
ting together the administration pack-
age of ideas for improving the levels of
nutrition in the United States testified in
the Senate last week that at least $270
million more would be needed in the
coming fiscal year than the present law
permits to be appropriated, if the im-
provements in existing food stamp proj-
ects are to be put into operation, If new
areas are to be added, as everyone de-
sires, he said an additional $1 billion over
present ceilings would be needed.

MANY OF US PREPARED TO HELP ACHIEVE

IMPROVEMENTS

As I have said on numerous occasions
since January 20, if the new administra-
tion plans to fight for much higher ap-
propriations, I will be glad to do every-
thing I can to help. I reiterate that offer.
I am sure the other Members who joined
me last year in cosponsoring the bill we
passed to take off the ceilings would be
willing to join once again in such an ef-
fort, if the new administration will back
us up and provide some help.

There were more than 130 House Mem-
bers among the cosponsors last year—
more Members than have cosponsored
any other bill ever introduced in “he
House. I am sorry to say that not very
many of them were from the Republican
side. But this has never been a partisan
issue, and I have not tried to make it
one. I have repeatedly singled out Con-
gressman JoHN P. Savior, of Pennsyl-
vania, as the first, and for a long time
the only Republican House Member who
completely endorsed this idea, along with
Senator GeorceE AIKEN in the Senate,
from the start of my efforts beginning
in 1954 to get through the first Food
Stamp Act which eventually became law
in 1959. Some other Republicans have




May 14, 1969

joined in this effort, and I have always
welcomed their assistance. I trust now
that their numbers will be greatly in-
creased in support of their own admin-
istration.

To all of the cosponsors of the 1968
act, I want to say that the act as it now
stands can accommodate virtually all of
the improvements Secretary Hardin
wants to put into effect.

THE ISSUE OF FREE STAMPS

That is not to say, however, that I
endorse every one of those proposals.
I do not endorse the idea of free stamps.
The present law does not preclude giving
free stamps to any family which would
have so low an income that it would not
normally be expected to spend any mon-
ey for food. The Washington Post this
morning reported that some individuals
in the District of Columbia with zero
income now get free food stamps. But I
think every family, no matter how desti-
tute, now spends something for food. It
may be more than it can afford. But
I think it should be something—at least
a token payment, no matter how small.
At present a family with an income of
$30 a month in the South, or $20 in the
North, pays 50 cents per person, up to a
maximum of $3 per family, for an entire
month's supply of food coupons.

If there are people who do not have 50
cents for a whole month’s supply of food,
or a family of six, eight, ten, or more
which cannot scrape together $3 a month
for a good diet, then some agency of the
Federal, State, or local government, or
some private charity, or some relative,
or someone, has the obligation to make
sure that such an individual does get his
hands on 50 cents a month, or that fam-
ily does get $3 somewhere, to buy enough
food to eat properly for a month. This is
the best food bargain in the entire world.

If people could have a blank check for
a free choice of $25 worth of food per
person in any grocery store each month,
and pay absolutely nothing for it, irre-
sponsible use of the stamps could destroy
the integrity of the whole program. At
least now, when some families use their
food stamps less intelligently than they
perhaps should, they are spending money
of their own as well as the supplementary
coupons. But if you say to low-income
families that it is the Government’s duty
to feed them free—give them free choice
of any domestic food items they want to
buy in the grocery store without any
charge to them—who could justifiably
complain if the recipients then spent
whatever money they had of their own
for whisky, beer, cigarettes, gambling, or
anything else? After all, it would be their
money to spend as they please without
having to worry about using any of it to
buy food, because the Government has
to give them all the food they need.

How do we teach any sense of personal
financial responsibility, to people who
need such instruction, if they are entitled
by right and by law to all the food they
require for good nutrition regardless of
how they spend, or waste, their own
funds?

I realize we are talking now about very
little money in relative terms. So few
families would qualify for free food
stamps that the total dollar cost would
be low in a program of this magnitude.
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But the moral cost would be high, I am
afraid.
FOOD STAMPS VERSUS GIFTS-OF MONEY

But that is a side issue, & minor one,
compared to the major issue of appro-
priating sufficient funds to make this
program work as effectively as it can and
should work.

If the new administration is sincere
in its desire to make the program more
effective, it will have every help I can
give it.

At the same time, however, I am wor-
ried over the comments attributed to
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare Robert Finch, that the proposed ad-
ministration improvements in the food
stamp program would be of only short
duration, pending a complete revamping
of the entire welfare program so that,
instead of giving food assistance to
families unable to afford an adequate
diet, we will just give them more money
to spend as they please.

Such a policy would undoubtedly help
many of the working poor who do not
now earn enough to enjoy a proper diet
and adequate living standards, even by
working hard. To help such families,
minimum wages must continue to rise
as living costs do. Also, their tax burden
should be reduced. But you would find it
very difficult to get legislation through
Congress to give low-paid workers a di-
rect Federal handout of money to spend
as they like. On the other hand, everyone
can see the value of providing special
help in meeting the cost of decent hous-
ing and medical needs and enough food.
That is why we have been able to enact
such programs as food stamps, rent sup-
plements, and medicaid.

Everyone on social security should be
enabled to live decently on their an-
nuities. The payments have never been
high enough to achieve that goal. We all
know how hard it is to get the necessary
legislation through to increase monthly
benefits. Yet no one objects to helping
those on social security to meet rent or
food or medicare costs.

But many of the poor in this country
who do not work or cannot work and
never have worked—who have always
lived on welfare and have never enjoyed
an adequate standard of living—ecannot
just be handed a blank check and ex-
pected to spend it for those things we
know they need most. That has been the
lesson of our whole welfare program in
recent decades. Many of these people
must be taught how to add and subtract,
how to shop, how to buy the right kind
of foods, how to avoid being cheated. The
war on poverty was intended to accom-
plish this purpose. It has made some
headway, but not enough. Our obliga-
tion to these people is to try to bring
them into the mainstream of middle-
class America. But our more immediate
obligation—a pressing and urgent one—
is to make sure that in the meantime
their children do not suffer and fall ill or
die from malnutrition and neglect.

Even though it goes against the grain
of the Department of HEW, as it always
has, the food stamp program goes di-
rectly to this problem of underwriting
minimum standards of nutrition by ear-
marking for food—and for nothing but
food—some of the Government assist-
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ance that a welfare mother who is per-
haps illiterate or semiliterate might
otherwise spend for less urgent pur-
chases.

NEED TO TEACH POOR FAMILIES WHAT TO BUY

I am glad the Nixon administration
decided, at least for the time being,
against trying to transfer responsibility
for the food stamp program to HEW.
HEW flatly opposed the food stamp idea
in a report to Congress back in 1957, and,
as shown by the recent comments of
Secretary Finch, it still prefers straight
money grants to the very poor unencum-
bered by any restrictions on how they
are spent.

If hunger and malnutrition concern
us, as I know they do, then we must use
our abundance of food to make sure all
who are suffering from malnutrition
have food first—before anything else
they might prefer to buy.

Just as free handouts of all the food a
family needs are a mistake, in my opin-
ion, if there is no way of assuring that
the family uses its own limited resources
for other necessities, so a handout of
money without strings, without restric-
tions, without assurances of how it will
be spent to clothe and shelter and sus-
tain the children, is also in my opinion
a grievous mistake.

Mr. Speaker, we can outlaw hunger in
America, as the food stamp program has
been intended to do, but we can do so
only if we seize the opportunity now pre-
sented to us to teach very low-income
families not only how to eat properly but
what to buy, and how to live. We have
career welfare families onto the third
generation, living in abject misery, be-
cause we merely gave these families
money without guidance. Nothing in the
background of many of them had ever
taught them how to spend this money
reasonably well. The food stamp pro-
gram has been teaching many such
families for the first time how to set
aside a certain amount each month for
food, and for nothing but food. Rent sup-
plements can also be used to help them
budget for shelter. Poor families with
yvoung children must learn also how to
budget for shoes and clothing.

Everything else is secondary. Yet the
poorest families are often those which
are enticed into buying expensive stereos
or television, and used cars in deplorable
condition, and other items which they
just cannot afford except by neglecting
the basic needs of food, shelter, and es-
sential clothing.

The great majority of the people on
the food stamp program already know
how to stretch their limited incomes to
meet their basie needs but cannot afford
sufficient food without some extra help.
Anything done to increase their incomes
will be of great and lasting benefit to
them. They will know how to spend any
extra money they receive. But let us not
forget that those hunger case histories
which have made the most horrifying
television spectacles, and the most dis-
turbing articles in the newspapers and
magazines, wusually involve families
which are not skilled in spending a dol-
lar once they do get it.

The malnutrition of their children is
a shocking rebuke to every well-fed
American. But merely giving these fam-
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ilies some money will not by itself solve
the problem. Giving them the opportu-

nity and incentive to buy the right food,-

at a cost they can afford, can point the
way to ending hunger and malnutrition
in this country.

Therefore, the most important task in
improving the food stamp program for
those in the lowest income levels is to
provide sufficient food purchasing power
to enable them to eat properly and then
give them some guidance in spending the
coupons for the right foods. This will
cost far more than we have been appro-
priating for food stamps, but it must be
done.

Let us get on with that challenge.

THE TOBACCO AND HEALTH
CONTROVERSY

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, recent
hearings conducted by the House Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
on bills affecting the tobacco industry
resulted in an astonishing amount of il-
luminating information which indicates
that tobaceco has been cast in an unde-
served role. Among other things eminent
pathologists confirmed that it is impossi-
ble in autopsy to differentiate the lungs
of smokers and nonsmokers either by
casual observation or microscopically;
that claims of ill health and lost man-
days work from smoking have been the
result of poorly constructed statistical
studies which sactually fail to bear out
the claims attributed to them; that offi-
cials of the American Heart Association
testified that no causal relationship has
ever been established between heart dis-
ease and smoking; that the Institute
of Allergies and Infectious Diseases of
the National Institutes of Health has
said that the cause or causes of emphy-
sema remain unknown.

The above are a few of the revelations
disclosed by the hearings and I cannot
overencourage my colleagues to review
the hearings as soon as they are in
printed form. Certainly the evidence dis-
closed supports the preemption set by the
Congress in the present Tobacco Label-
ing Act and my bill, H.R. 6545, which sup-
portg the continuation of the preemption
after June 30, 1969.

Probably no industry in the history of
our country has been maligned to the
extent experienced by the tobacco in-
dustry. On the other hand, it is refresh-
ing to note the various editorials which
point out the simple fact that no con-
clusive proof has ever been offered link-
ing cigarettes to any of the many dis-
eases attributed to it. An editorial in the
Salt Lake City Utah Tribune of April 22,
1969, contains a significant paragraph
which I would like to quote:

The fact that nobody has seriously sug-
gested declaring tobacco a dangerous and
fllegal narcotic suggests that those seeking
to discourage its use by flanking attacks
don't have enough factual ammunition for
a direct frontal assault.

The entire editorial is printed below:
Tosacco Is STILL LEGAL

As senators and individuals Sens. Wallace
F. Bennett and Frank E. Moss have every
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right to belleve that smoking is a serious
health hazard. They are on solid ground in
attempting to warn the public of the alleged
dangers. And, If they really belleve in their
cause they should work to have tobacco
placed on the list of harmful narcotics and
made illegal.

As things now stand, tobacco growing and
smoking are both entirely legal. Tobacco
farmers, like sugar beet farmers, benefit from
government programs. By Sen. Bennett's
figures some 650,000 families are engaged in
the production of the U.S. tobacco crop.
Many others throughout the country earn a
living in some phase of tobacco processing
and marketing.

As one way of discouraging smoking, Sen.
Bennett has cosponsored legislation to phase
out price supports for tobacco producers over
a four-year period beginning in 1970 and to
prohibit use of government funds to adver-
tise tobacco.

Sen. Moss is5 attempting to have cigarette
advertising banned from television, If the
Utahans prevail a perfectly legal product
would be discriminated against in the pro-
duction stage and later in marketing. Is if
too much to suggest that someday the buy-
ing and selling of tobacco company stocks
might likewise be curbed by government?
Or that price supports for grains going into
whisky production will be withheld? Or that
the government would in no way assist in
the promotion of California wines in
Europe?

The tobacco industry dates from Colonial
times. Tobacco has long been recognized as
a major agricultural crop. So long as it is
legal, tobacco is entitled to the same govern-
ment support and assistance as sugar beets
(which can be converted to aleohol), corn
(a source of liquor) or cotton. If the use of
tobacco is indeed as harmful as Sens. Ben-
nett and Moss and a lot of other people are
coming to believe then the forthright thing
to do is declare it off limits like marijuana.

The fact that nobody has seriously sug-
gested declaring tobacco a dangerous and
illegal narcotic suggests that those seeking
to discourage its use by flanking attacks
don't have enough factual ammunition for
a direct frontal assault.

Mr. Speaker, from my perusal of edi-
torials over the past several months that
have appeared in newspapers through-
out the United States, it is obvious that
thinking people object to that paternal-
istic attitude of wvarious government
agencies on the subject of smoking and
have spoken out clearly on the subject.
At this point in the Recorp, I include
a representative group of such editorials
for the information of my colleagues:
[From a KOOL Radio-TV editorial, Feb. 11,

1969]

Tobacco companies spend more than 200
million dollars a year advertising on radlo
and television. That's a lot of money, and
because it is, there will be many who think
that's the only reason for this editorial. They
will be wrong.

Personally, I don't smoke. I used to smoke
as many as three packs of cigarettes a day.
However, I made the declsion not to smoke
about ten years ago.

We don’t believe that cigarettes are bene-
ficial. We don’'t know anyone who says they
are, However, and we know this is not the
popular thing to say, the truth is that no
one has ever proven that cigarettes are harm-
ful or that they are the cause of any disease.
In fact, there is a large body of research,
although little publicized, that indicates cig-
arette smoking to be relatively harmless.

The Federal Government encourages the
production of tobacco by subsidies to grow-
ers. In fiseal 1968, the government paid out
61 million dollars in price supports, We sent
nine and a half million pounds of tobacco
to Viet Nam under our food for peace pro-
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gram. Last year, federal, state and local gov-
ernments collected from the sale of ciga-
rettes four billion, 96 million, 696 thousand
dollars in taxes, of which two billion, 66
million went to the Federal Government.

These are some of the reasons we believe
it is wrong for the government to say that
cigarettes, a perfectly legal product whose
production is encouraged by government,
from whose sale the government collects bil-
lions in taxes, cannot be advertised on radio
and television, Now, if the government really
believes that cigarettes cause disease and
death, then let's make it illegal to grow to-
bacco and sell cigarettes. Let's not be hypo-
critical and widen the governmental credi-
bility gap.

[From the Phoenix, (Ariz.) Gazette, Feb. 25,
1969]
CIGARETTES AND THE AIRWAYS

At the core of the Federal Communications
Commission defense of its proposed ban on
all cigarette advertising over the airways is
the following argument:

The obligation is imposed upon broadcast-
ers to operate in the public interest one of
the foremost facets of which is health. “It
would thus appear wholly at odds with the
public interest for broadcasters to present
advertising promoting the consumption of
the product (cigarettes) posing . .. s dan-
ger measured in terms of an epidemlc of
deaths and disabilities.”

The rebuttal to that FCC syllogism which
is most often heard has been that the evi-
dence that clgarettes cause cancer is still
inconclusive. It is hardly in keeping with
American legal traditions to deal out pun-
ishment—as cigarette manufacturers would
be punished by such a ban—on the basis of
inconclusive evidence,

While this rebuttal may be valid, it never-
theless bypasses the real issue that is in-
volved In the proposed ban. That is, how can
a government agency outlaw the principal
marketing method used by a product’s man-
ufacturers when that product is perfectly
legal as a saleable ltem? There Is no law
against the sale of cigarettes, thus there
should be no more restrictions placed on its
mode of advertising than should be placed
on cars, mouthwash or lawnmowers.

Spokesmen for the FCC can line up their
arguments in defense of the ban until they
stretch from the deep South to Washington,
D.C., but those arguments must still be la-
beled irrelevant unless Congress declares
cigarettes illegal.

And if the FCC attempts to impose its ban
despite congressional inaction in the matter,
then Congress should, In turn, overrule the
commission,

[From the Alhambra (Calif.) Post-Advocate,
Feb. 21, 1969]

Ap BaxN Is UNCONSTITUTIONAL

Understating the issue, the plan of the
Federal Communications Commission to bar
cigaret advertising from radio and television
is arrogant, high-handed and unconstitu-
tional,

FCC is taking the draconic step because it
believes cigaret smoking is hazardous to
health. The truth is that the exact effect of
smoking has yet to be fully determined.

At the present time the smoking of cigarets
is as legal and proper as the sipping of Cali-
fornia wine, the drinking of liquor or beer
or the driving of a car. It can be proved
statistically that automoblle accldents kill
50,000 persons a year in the United States.

So long as smoking is legal, the tobacco
manufacturers, wholesalers and retallers
have the same right to freedom of expression
guaranteed in the First Amendment as all
Americans do.

Advertising is free speech whether it is a
television cigaret ad, a placard carried by a
picket or a political speech. Its use should
be left to the ethics and the judgment of
the communications media.
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The FCC ban is plain bureaucratic
arrogance,

Congress passed a law in 1965 banning
further restrictions upon cigaret advertising,
The law expires June 30—the day the FCC
ban is designed to take eflect. This is an
unwarranted pressure upon Congress to
enact further restrictions.

The dangers of smoking remain to be
seen. There can be no doubt as to the dangers
to a free society if the FCC ruling stands.

[From the Phoenix (Ariz.) Republie,
Feb. T, 1969]

FCC's HEALTH ROLE

The proposal by the Federal Communica-
tions Commission for an eventual ban on
television and radio of all cigarette adver-
tising is certain to raise a storm, not only in
Congress, with which final decision on the
proposal would rest, but in the courts, to
which the matter would be brought by the
cigarette companies if Congress OKs the ban.

The attempted proscription against TV
and radio advertising of clgaretttes 1is
prompted, of course, by the results of nu-
merous sclentific studies which show that
clgarette smoking does exert a deleterious
influence on the heart, lungs, and blood
vessels of the smoker. We doubt, however, if
prohibiting cigarette advertising on TV and
radio will have much effect on the nation's
smoking habits. For example, hard liquor
isn’t advertised over the air, but millions
still drink it,

Further, the banning of cigarette advertis-
Ing alone is not enough. To be really effec-
tive in safeguarding the nation’s health, the
ban also should include cigars and pipe to-
bacco. A recent report from the University
of Washington in Seattle shows that pipe
and clgar smokers have a higher incidence
of kidney cancer than do non-smokers, or
even cigarette smokers. Obviously, the FPCC
has to go beyond cigarette smoking if it is
going to play the role of guardian of the
nation’s health habits,

But none of the medieal authorities who
object to smoking has yet found in tobacco
the causative factor that produces cancer,
There are a lot of other things—foul air,
polluted water, prepared foods, etc.—that
may be to blame. Statistical evidence is con-
vincing, but it is not proof positive that
smoking tobacco causes cancer.

The real danger in the action contem-
plated by the FCC is that it opens a Pan-
dora's box, Suppose the commissioners be-
come convinced that automobile exhausts
are bad for the health—and they certainly
can't be good. Would it then be justified in
telling the radio and TV stations that they
can’t run auto ads?

[From the Corona (Calif.) Dally Independent,
Feb. 17, 1969]

THE CIGARETTE AD BaN

The Federal Communications Commission
has raised a serious constitutional guestion
by its proposal to prohibit the broadcast of
cigarette advertising on radio and television.

There is no proposal to ban such advertis-
ing In newspapers or magazines. Any such
effort would be struck down immediately in
the courts as a violation of the First Amend-
ment to the Constitution which, among other
things, prohibits the government from pass-
ing laws interfering with freedom of speech
and press.

The difference here Is that newspapers and
magazines are privately owned and produced
in plants which are privately owned and there
can be as many such institutions as the traf-
fic will bear.

Radio wave lengths and television channels
are presumed to belong to all the people and
are limited in number, hence parceled out to
applicants by the federal government and
subject, in the person of the FCC, to some
federal regulation,

We are quite willing to accept evidence of
the relationship between lung cancer, heart
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and respiratory diseases and smoking. While
the evidence may not be absolutely conclu-
sive, it certainly has become overwhelming,

However, there is overwhelming medical
evidence that the over-use of alcohol can
produce cirrhosis of the liver, which can be-
come fatal, and that aleoholism is a major so-
cial problem in the United States, far more
serious, as a matter of fact, than is the use
of narcotics and dangerous drugs.

In terms of social consequences, alcoholism
is far more of a public concern than smoking.

Yet the use of alcohol is perfectly legal and
practiced in varying degrees by a substan-
tial majority of the people, and the idea of
making smoking illegal has undoubtedly
never been given serious consideration by any
legislative body in the United States.

Prohibition was tried once in this country
and was a colossal failure.

So how far should the government go in
being its individual citizen’s keeper? Dying of
lung cancer, while one of the more terrible
ways to die, doesn't create a soclal problem.
We all must dle. SBoclal problems arise when
aleohollcs have to be institutionalized, and
often becoming public charges! A heavy
smoker may keep his wife awake all night
with his coughing, but that can be solved by
using another bedroom, rather than his be-
coming a public charge.

Several years ago we watched Bertrand
Russell being interviewed on television. This
was about the time when the relationship be-
tween lung cancer and tobacco was starting
to be widely publicized. He being a celebrated
British scientist as well as a philosopher, he
was asked about his smoking. His reply made
& lasting impression on us, He said:

“I understand the problem and am im-
pressed by the evidence, but why should I
give up something which gives me great satis-
faction for the dublous privilege of living per-
haps an extra four years in a nursing home?”

[From the Burbank (Calif.) Review,
Feb. 22, 1969]
ARROGANT ACTION

Understating the issue, the plan of the
Federal Communications Commission to bar
cigarette advertising from radio and televi-
slon is arrogant, high-handed and uncon-
stitutional.

FCC is taking the step because it believes
cigarette smoking is hazardous to health.
The truth is that the exact effect of smoking
has yet to be fully determined.

At the present time the smoking of ciga-
rettes is as legal and proper as the sipping of
California wine, the drinking of liquor or beer
or the driving of a car. It can be proved
statistically that automobile accidents kil
50,000 persons a year in the United States.

So long as smoking is legal, the tobacco
manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers have
the same right to freedom of expression guar-
anteed in the First Amendment as all Amer-
icans do.

Advertising is free speech whether it is a
television ad, a placard carried by a picket or
a political speech. Its use should be left to
the ethics and the judgment of the commu-
nications media.

The FCC ban is plain bureaucratic ar-
Togance.

Congress passed a law in 1965 banning fur-
ther restrictions upon cigarette advertising.
The law expires June 30—the day the FCC
ban is designed to take effect.

The dangers of smoking remain to be seen,
There can be no doubt as to the dangers to
a free soclety if the FCC ruling stands,

[From the Escondido (Calif.) Times-
Advocate, Feb. 14, 1960]
OPINION: SMOKE SCREEN

Smoking clgarettes may sometimes cause
disability or death. The Federal Communieca-
tions Commission wants to ban cigarette ad-
vertising on radio and television.

Driving automobiles may sometimes cause
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disability or death. The FCC has not yet sug-
gested a ban on automobile advertising.

By proposing to scuttle cigarette commer-
clals, the FCC seeks to improve the nation’s
health, A commendable goal. We wonder,
though, whether the ban would really do
much to cut tobacco consumption and
whether it isn’'t an infringement of the right
of free expression,

To begin with, only radio and TV would be
affected, Cigarette promotion would continue
on billboards, in publications and on point-
of-purchase displays.

Advertising of a commodity like cigarettes
does not, it's generally believed, increase the
market. It only affects the competitive posi-
tion of various brands. If this is true, a ces-
sation of broadcast advertising wouldn't do
much to decrease the market.

Stations which now run cigarette commer-
cials must also run public service warnings
that smoking is a health hazard. As a whole
these are well done and thought provoking.
And they are an extension of free speech
rather than a denial of it.

If the sale of a commodity is forbidden
by law, advertising it should also be forbid-
den. But if 1ts sale is permitted, inducing
people to buy one brand over another should
also be permitted.

[From the San Clemente (Calif.) Sun-Post,
Feb. 18, 1969]

Freepom's NoT FOR BURNING

The Federal Communications Commission
voted 6-1 to ban cigaret advertising on radio
and television. If it gets away with that ar-
rogant stand, a part of every American's free-
dom will go up in smoke.

I, for example, Congress lets the commis-
sion muzzle broadcast advertising for cig-
arets, what is to stop 1t from banning the
huckstering of other proved or assumed haz-
ards to life and health, such as autos, fats
and sweets?

No one is forcing Americans to smoke cig-
arets, nor are they being denied access to
warnings about the possible perils of smoking.
In effect, the FCC is saying the public is a
boob and must be protected from its own
gullibility and lack of character.

Nuts to you, Big Brother. And here's hop-
ing Congress administers such an ear-box-
ing to the agency that it will forever repress
its pipe dreams of playing public censor,
[From the San Diego (Calif.) Tribune, Feb.

14, 1969]
FTC Baxn oN Aps For CIGARETTES WoUuLD
VIOLATE INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

A recent Federal Communieations Com-
mission proposal to prohibit broadcast on
radio or television of cigarette advertising
has raised questions as to the constitution-
ality of such a rule.

Significantly, there has been little more
than mild protest from those most affected,
the broadcasters and the tobacco companies,

The broadcasters have few qualms about
their ability to fill the revenue gap the loss
of cigarette advertising would bring.

In all probability, if the new regulation is
made effective, the constitutional challenge
will come from the advertising agencles who
arrange for the cigarette company commer-
cials. They would be hardest hit by the
broadcast ban.

The actlon taken by the FCC, according
to the commission, was due to federal studies,
which show “a serious unique danger to
public health” from cigarette smoking.

Commission Chairman Rosel H. Hyde sald
the regulation would be effective July 7 un-
less Congress takes contrary action.

The Cigarette Labeling and Advertising
Act of 1965 restrains any agency from regu-
lating cigarette advertising. The same act
provided for a printed warning on cigarette
packages as to health hazards involved in
smoking. The act expires July 1.

Constitutional objections to the new pro-
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posals will be based on the Bill of Rights, pri-
marily the amendment guaranteeing freedom
of the press. The question of discrimination
will also be raised since no restrictions are
contemplated on advertising In media other
than broadcasting.

While most Americans, including confirmed
smokers, can do without the often inane
commercials currently the rage among
clgarette manufacturers, we must also object
to increased meddling by government in
what can only be considered a matter of
personal choice.

Even if we accept without reservation the
conclusion that smoking causes cancer, we
must also recognize that it 1s not illegal.

Until Congress sees fit to call for a consti-
tutional amendment outlawing cigarettes,
the government should not meddle with per-
sonal freedom. Experlence with the attempt
to prohibit use of alcoholic beverages makes
that improbable.

Banning cigarette advertising is no more
logical than prohibiting the advertising of
autos—machines that have also proved to
be “a serlous, unique danger to public
health.”

[From the San Diego (Calif.)
19, 1969]

ARROGANT ACTION

Understating the lssue, the plan of the
Federal Communications Commission to bar
clgarette advertising from radio and tele-
vision is arrogant, high handed and un-
constitutional.

FCC 1s taking the draconic step because it
belleves that cigarette smoking is hazardous
to health. The truth is that the exact effect
of smoking has yet to be fully determined.

At the present time the smoking of ciga-
rettes 1s as legal and proper as the sipping
of California wine, the drinking of liquor or
beer or the driving of a car. It can be proved
statistically that automobile accidents kill
50,000 persons a year in the United States.

8o long as smoking is legal the tobacco
manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers have
the same right to freedom of expression
guaranteed in the First Amendment as do all
Amerlcans,

Advertising is free speech whether it is a
television cigarette ad, a placard carried by
a picket or a political speech. Its use should
be left to the ethics and the judgment of
the communications media.

The FCC ban is plain bureaucratic arro-
gance,

Congress passed a law in 19656 banning
further restrictions upon cigarette advertis-
ing. The law expires June 30—the day the
FCC ban is designed to take effect. This is an
unwarranted pressure upon Congress to enact
further restrictions.

The dangers of smoking remain to be seen.
There can be no doubt of the dangers to a
free soclety if the FCC ruling stands,
[From the BSanta Ana (Calif.)

Register, Feb. 18, 1960)

Do as I Sax?

We note that the Federal Communications
Commission proposes, unless Congress stops
it, to ban all cigarette advertising within the
powerful FCC domain. That means no more
will television viewers have the “opportunity”
to see previously unspoiled nature while a
couple of clean young persons pollute the air
with their exhalations of fumes from that
fag with the extra length of tobacco and
longer filter.

There are some who will object to the fact
that the federal government has not yet
decided that clgarettes are illegal, and that
what is legal can be advertised. There are
some others who have the idea that prohibi-
tion on any legal communication such as this
is a violation of the free speech-free com-
munications amendment to the Constitution.
They seem to have forgotten that federal
government selzed ownership of the airwaves

Unicon, Feb.
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and has presented it to the FCC, as licensing
agent, and that the power to license is the
power to deny a license unless the licensee
does as he's told.

We don't like the ldea of any govern-
mental agency dictating what can and can-
not be said. We don't think it's any bureau-
crat's business how a legal product is
advertised.

But if federal bureaucrats really are against
cigarette smoking, as they say, why do
they not go to work on stopping federal sub-
sidies for tobacco? Tobacco growers are sub-
sidized, and only a couple of years ago there
was quite a to-do over the fact that the
state department was promoting the sale of
American clgarettes in foreign lands. Also,
when some folks hereabouts suggested stop-
ping purchase of all cigarettes containing
tobacco from a communist-ruled land, the
State Department charged that the would-be
boycotters were interfering with the nation’s
foreign policy.

If cigarettes are as bad as the health and
television bureaucrats say they are—and
we'll concede they have some evidence on
their side—we suggest they work on the other
sections of the government which are en-
couraging the use of the product instead of
interfering with private activities.

[From the San Pedro (Calif.) News-Pilot,
Feb. 25, 1968]
ARROGANT ACTION

Understating the issue, the plan of the
Federal Communications Commission to bar
cigaret advertising from radio and television
is arrogant, high-handed and unconstitu-
tional.

FCC is taking the draconic step because it
believes cigarette smoking is hazardous to
health. The truth is that the exact effect of
smoking has yet to be fully determined.

At the present time the smoking of clga-
rettes is as legal and proper as the sipping of
California wine, the drinking of liquor or beer
or the driving of a car. It can be proved
statistically that automoblle accidents kill
50,000 persons a year in the United States.

So long as smoking is legal, the tobacco
manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers
have the same right to freedom of expression
guaranteed in the Pirst Amendment as all
Americans do.

Advertising is free speech whether it is a
television cigaret ad, a placard carried by a
picket or a political speech. Its use should
be left to the ethics and the judgment of
the communications media.

The FCC ban is plain bureaucratic ar-
rogance,

Congress passed a law in 1965 banning fur-
ther restrictions upon cigaret advertising,
The law expires June 30—the day the FCC
ban is designed to take effect. This Is an
unwarranted pressure upon Congress to en-
act further restrictions.

The dangers of smoking remain to be seen.
There can be no doubt as to the dangers to a
free soclety if the FCC ruling stands.

[From the Turlock (Calif.) Journal, Feb.
26, 1969]
Do as I Say?

We note that the Federal Communications
Commission proposes, unless Congress stops
it, to ban all cigarette advertising within the
powerful PFCC domain. That means no more
will television viewers have the “opportuni-
ty"” to see previously unspolled nature while
a couple of clean young persons pollute the
air with their exhalations of fumes from that
fag with the extra length of tobacco and
longer filter,

There are some who will object to the fact
that the government has not yet decided
that cigarettes are illegal, and that what is
legal can be advertised, There are some others
who have the idea that prohibition on any
legal communication such as this is a viola-
tion of the free speech-free communications
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amendment to the Constitution. They seem
to have forgotten that the federal govern-
ment selzed ownership of the airwaves and
has presented it to the FCC as licensing
agent, and that the power to license iz the
power to deny a license unless the licensee
does as he's told.

‘We don’t like the idea of any governmental
agency dictating what can and cannot be
said. We don't think it's any bureaucrat’s
business how a legal product is advertised.

But if federal bureaucrats really are
against cigarette smoking, as they say, why
do they not go to work on stopping federal
subsidies for tobacco? Tobacco growers are
subsidized, and only a couple of years ago
there was quite a to do over the fact that
the state department was promoting the sale
of American cigarettes in foreign lands. Also,
when some folks hereabouts suggested stop-
ping purchase of all clgarettes containing
tobacco from a communist-ruled land, the
State Department charged that the would-
be boycotters were interfering with the na-
tion’s foreign policy.

If cigarettes are as bad as the health and
television bureaucrats say they are—and we'll
concede they have some evidence on their
side—we suggest they work on the other sec-
tions of the government which are encourag-
ing the use of the product instead of inter-
fering with private activities,

[From the Santa Monica (Calif.) Outlook,
Feb. 10, 1969]

CIGARETTE Ap BAN ILLEGAL

Whether cigarette smoking is injurious to
health is not the real issue in the proposal
by the Federal Communications Commission
that cigarette advertising be barred from
television and radio. In its jurisdiction over
alrwave facilities, the commission is charged
with regulating operations through the allo-
cation of channels and frequencies, but is not
given final authority to decide what the sta-
tions may program.

The stations' control over programs is pro-
tected under the First Amendment guaran-
teeing the right of free speech and freedom
of the press. The prohibition which FCC pro-
poses cannot be legal unless a new constitu-
tional amendment, covering the cigarette-
advertising prohibition, is adopted by both
houses of Congress and three-fourths of
the states. That was the procedure which
ended, theoretically, at least, the sale of al-
coholic beverages from 1919 until repeal of
the 18th Amendment in 1933.

The argument which FCC is using against
cigarette advertising is based on the 1064
report of the U.S. surgeon general, declaring
that “cigarette smoking is a health hazard
of sufficient importance in the United States
to warrant appropriate remedial action,” The
surgeon general told a Senate committee the
following year that “in general, the greater
the number of cigareties smoked, the higher
the death rate.”

There are other things being advertised
and sold today which some people consider
injurious to health if used in excess. Should
liquor advertising also be banned without a
new constitutional amendment? The
W.C.T.U. would say yes but the courts would
surely say no. Because excesslve consump-
tion of candy may be injurious to health,
should candy advertising be prohibited?
What is involved is the power of FCC or any
other agency to determine what may be ad-
vertised for sale to the publie.

If it is lawful to manufacture and sell a
certain article, advertising it is the exercise
of a proper right to conduct business, Fur-
thermore, if a federal agency has the power
to tell radio, television and the press they
cannot offer an article for sale through their
media, it would be discriminatory to permit
sale of the same product over the counter.
To be consistent with precedent, the US.
government would have to prohiblt the sale
of cigarettes not merely cigarette advertising.
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FCC has Indicated that its directive would
not be effective until June 20 in order to give
Congress an opportunity to review the pro-
posal. Should Congress fail to act, the ciga-
rette companies, will, no doubt, ask the
courts to decide the constitutionality of the
FCC order, FCC should withdraw its pro-
posal and spare the courts the trouble of
declaring it unconstitutional.

[From the Denver (Colo.) Post, Feb. 9, 1969]
Easy Taere FCC

We've said it before, but let's say it again:
we take a dim view of the Federal Communi-
cations Commission's proposal to curb the
advertising of cigarettes on radio and tele-
vision.

The FCC proposal doesn’'t go as far as did
the proposal of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion a year ago, which would have asked
Congress to ban all cigarette advertising on
radio and television. The present FCC pro-
posal would permit cigarette advertising if it
stressed the tar and nicotine content of the
smokes.

Maybe congressional hearings on this topic
will suggest a compromise acceptable to all.

As we see the situation, the evidence is
that cigarette smoking is harmful to health,
but the evidence does not say that cigarettes
are polsonous.

Until scientific evidence against cigarettes
gets that strong, if it ever does, we feel
cigarettes must be treated as at least a legiti-
mate product; which means it should be pos-
sible to advertise them on television or
wherever.

There are restrictions now on the content
of cigarette commercials; they should be
kept. So should the printed warning on every
pack of cigarettes. Perhaps one or both
should be strengthened.

But the American Cancer Society, which
has been the main agency prodding the FCC
for more restrictive action, has some beauti-
fully effective anti-cigarette commercials on
television too, these days. But we don’t see
many of them in prime time,

We would suggest that that is a better
answer, and probably one where some good
FCC prodding of the television industry
would do the most good.

[From the Whittier (Calif.) News, Feb. 10,
19691

FCC Is OFr ITs ROCKER

Let us suppose that & majority of the Fed-
eral Communiecations Commission arrives at
the decision that the excessive speed of out-
board motorboats makes them a hazard to
the safety of a substantial number of citi-
zens,

The same FCC majority might conclude
that drinking ale or stout can also adversely
affect someone, Or hard liquor. There may
be numbers of persons who for health rea-
sons do not drink milk or eat green beans or
any fried meats.

Should the FCC have the authority to ban
television and radio advertising of such
products?

Of course it should not, and the 6-1 vote
by the FCC commissioners proposing a ban
on cigaret advertising on radio and television
bids fair to stand out as the most indiscreet
proposal in the history of that questionable
board—questionable because it seeks to take
unto itself the power to forbid pecple from
hearing about consumer products even If
those people desire to be told about them.

Millions of us do not use tobacco in any
form., Millions do. Yet six men on the FCC
contend that they are so much more intelli-
gent than the millions who do use cigarets
that they should forbid public advertising
of such products.

It is not within the province of the FCC
to determine what is healthy or not healthy
for Americans, Its authority should stop long
before any such guestion comes before it.

Neither the Congress nor the courts has in
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any way established that the smoking of
cigarets is illegal.

True, a number of competent authorities
have declared that such smoking is injurious
to the health of a person. There iz not too
much disputation of that claim. Most people
acknowledge that the introduction of certain
foreign elements into the body can be harm-
ful. They know this by experience if nothing
else. But those same people have the option
of using cigarets or not using them.

They do not have to depend upon the FCC
or any other opinionated government bureau
to decide what is good or bad for them.,

Banning cigaret advertising from radio and
television will not cure any of the harm that
cigarets might cause. It may reduce the sub-
liminal suggestion that such smoking is fun,
popular or tasteful. But the proposed rule, if
enforced, could not provide a cure for lung
cancer, as an example. So what does the FCC
hope to accomplish?

It has invaded a field which it should get
out of instantly. It has no business attempt-
ing, through curbs on advertising, to dictate
what independent people should eat, smoke,
feel, see, use or wear.

|From a WMFJ editorial, Feb. 7, 1969]

The Federal Government . . ., or a branch
of it . . . has taken the first step in attempt-
ing to control what you see and hear on radio
and television. The Federal Communications
Commission has voted to recommend that
cigarette advertising be banned on radio and
TV . .. the National Association of Broad-
casters said “never to our knowledge has an
agency of the Federal Government banned
the advertising of a product whose sale is
legal.” . .. We agree. . . . If the ban is adopted,
what will be next . . . who is to ultimately
decide what we see and hear???? Will an-
other Federal agency ultimately decide that
cigarettes can't be advertised In newspaper
and magazines t00??? It's been our experi-
ence that Governmental regulation is like
taxation . . . once it starts, there is no end.
We still believe that the public should be
the final answer as to what they see and
hear on radio and television.

[From the Wilmington (Del.) News,
Feb. 10, 1969]

ADVERTISING BaN Is WrRoNG WAY

The Federal Communications Commis-
sion’s plan to clear the airwaves of all
cigarette advertising would, if authorized
by Congress, be poor public policy, however
laudable its intent.

The proposed ban cannot take effect un-
less Congress permits a provision of the Cig-
arette Labeling and Advertising Act of 1965
to expire on June 30. The provision prohib-
its federal, state and local regulation of cig-
arette advertising,.

The outlook between now and the time
Congress either renews or revises the label-
ing act or lets it lapse is for a continued
barrage of charges and counter-charges from
such as the Tobacco Institute, on one side,
and the American Cancer Soclety, on the
other, on the health consequences of ciga-
rette smoking.

The United States Public Health Service
estimates that 300,000 cigarette smoking
Americans die prematurely each year. A va-
riety of studies, some more persuasive than
others, have associated smoking with in-
creased death rates from various forms of
cancer, particularly lung cancer, several res-
piratory allments and heart disease. Anyone
who looks at the statistics without prejudice
cannot ignore the fact that he jeopardizes
his health by smoking cigarettes.

But the link between smoking and disease
is not at issue in the FCC’'s proposed ban.
The commission’s move is irrelevant to the
health guestion.

If cigarettes are a menace to the public,
their sale and use should be banned, by an
appropriate regulatory agency or by Con-
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gress—or by an amendment to the Consti-
tution, if necessary. If they are not deemed
sufficiently dangerous for such action, ad-
vertising should be permitted.

When misused, automobiles kill people, yet
no serious attempt has been made to curb
automobile advertising and certainly none
is warranted. Potentially harmful liquor is
advertised in newspapers and magazines, but
not over the air, a line of reasoning that
makes little or no sense. Non-prescription
drug advertizements are permitted on radio
and television, assuming that they are not
misleading, although abuse of them can be
fatal,

It would seem that only when a product
or service is misrepresented or illegal should
advertising restrictions apply—and they
should apply to all media equally. The media
and the advertisers themselves, in their own
self-interest, should deal with questions of
good taste.

If a doctor, for example, should appear in
a television commercial, point to his T-zone
and claim that smoking improved his health,
government regulation would clearly be
called for.

But television and radio advertising today
is subtler—the gorgeous girls, the virile cow-
boys, the general joie de vivre associated with
smoking. This is attempted seduction, but it
is not rape, and it is being rather effectively
combated by the recently authorized “anti-
smoking" commercials produced by groups
such as the cancer society and the American
Heart Association,

In 1967, cigarette advertising accounted for
8 per cent of all television advertising rev-
enues (216.7 million) and 5.9 per cent of all
radio advertising revenues ($17 million).
More than three-guarters of all cigarette ad-
vertising is devoted to television.

A ban on cigarette advertising as proposed
by the FCC could, then, deprive the networks
of a substantial source of income and deprive
the cigarette manufacturers of what they
consider their most effective advertising me-
dium, television.

One suspects that the broadcast organiza-
tions would continue to muddle through and
that the cigarette companies would merely
revamp their advertising campaigns. But
even if both encountered some hardship, few
would find their condition particularly piti-
able if a broadcast advertising ban were in
the public interest.

But it is not, and it will not be unless
cigarettes should be outlawed, a most im-
probable event. In all likelihood, the FCC's
proposed ban on advertising will die in Con-
gress, and smokers will simply have to rely
on their willpower, combined with the sta-
tistical evidence, to resist temptation. If ad-
vertisements make a former or would-be
smoker's hand tremble, one might suggest
that he turn off the radio or the television
set.

|From the Jacksonville (Fla.) Journal,

Feb. 11, 1969]
FCC In ErRrOR

The Federal Communications Commission
has inhaled a drag that it may choke on
trying to exhale.

The FCC's attempt to bar cigarette ad-
vertising from television and radio goes far
beyond protecting the public’s health; it
invades the tricky area of trespassing on the
public's right.

There's little argument now that habitual
cigarette smoking is injurious to the
smoker's health. Medical science has pro-
duced just about as incriminating a case as
anyone could come up with.

But warning the public and laying all
the facts before it is just about as far as
science can go. By the same token, warn-
ing the public is just about all the juris-
diction the FCC should have.

The FCC is primarily a guard against in-
fractions of the law as pertaining to broad-




12484

casting and a guardian of good taste for
public consumption. But nowhere we can
find gives them the authority to ban ciga-
rette advertising (as noxious as some of it is)
any more than an increase in alcoholism
permits them to ban beer advertisements or
an upshoot in highway deaths should lead to
a ban on motorcar commercials.

If cigarette advertising is vulnerable to a
ban by the FCC, then should pipe tobacco
and cigars reap the benefit by being allowed
to remain on the air? And if cigarette smok-
ing is to be banned in commercials, mightn't
a similar ban be handed down against any
performer using cigarettes?

Such a prohibitive law pertaining to tele-
vision and radic might seem a boom to news-
paper and magazine advertising, which
could profit in the hundreds of millions from
the loss by their sister medium.

But the hand of censorship grows greedy
with each mew triumph. If a federal agency
succeeds today in Instigating mew policy for
television and radio, who is to stop a similar
move tomorrow for newspapers and mag-
azines? By the same token, if advertising is
fair game for federal dictatorship, then why
not news and editorial content for all pub-
lications?

Does any of the FCC board really believe
for a minute that outlawing of cigarette
commercials will solve the problem of ex-
cessive smoking any more than prohibition
did for excessive drinking?

Clearly, this is a move outside the lawful
authority of any federal agency. Congress
should so declare at Its earliest opportunity.
[From the Jacksonville (Fla.) Times-Union,

Feb. 11, 1969]

WHo GUARDS THE GUARDS?

The controversial Federal Communications
Commission proposed ban of clgarette adver-
tising over radio ard television may smoke
out an issue far wider than the cigarette
health hazard.

Already there appear some Congressmen
who would like to require the FCC and simi-
lar agencles to precede each pronouncement
with the following:

“Warning: The following directive may be
an arbitrary usurpation of rights not dele-
gated by the people and injurious to the
national interest.”

The “big seven" federal regulatory agen-
cies are the FCC, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, Federal Trade Commission, Federal
Power Commission, Securitles and Exchange
Commission, Civil Aeronautics Board and the
National Labor Relations Board.

They have been accused of being a “fourth
branch” of government and the extensive
effect of their collective Influence is little
suspected by the average citizen.

They have no constitutional authority for
either legislative or judicial powers.

But when the CAB, for example, promul-
gates a ruling which all U,S. airlines must
abide by it is, for all practical purposes, leg-
islating. And when it decides which of several
competing airlines be awarded a particular
route, it is, for all practical purposes, ad-
judicating.

Some critics of the agencies contend that,
in their exercise of quasi-legislative and
quasi-judicial powers they probably ac-
count—in share volume—{for the bulk of both
the legislating and judging done in this
nation.

In many areas the influence of these board
members—who are not elected but are rather
appointed by the President for fixed terms
and hence insulated from public pressure
while serving that terrn—can be greater than
the influence of the elected representatives.

For example, it is true that Congress passes
such major pieces of legislation as, say, the
Taft-Hartley Law.

Yet some will argue that even such major
legislative actions do not exert as much in-
fluence on the nation’s labor scene as the
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day-by-day, week-by-week rulings, interpre-
tations, regulations and guidelines of the
National Labor Relations Board.

The FCC, in its proposed cigarette ad ban,
was thoughtful enough to give itself an
“out” by leaving this particular issue in
Congress' lap. But such discretion is the
exception rather than the rule, and even
this approach probably will not avoid raising
the blgger issues of the agencies' concentra-
tion of power.

President Nixon has promised a “search-
ing, fundamental reappraisal” of the federal
government structure. And many members of
Congress may be quite ready to lend an assist.

At present both the President and Congress
do exert some restraining influences upon
these regulatory agencies, through appoint-
ive and appropriations powers, respectively.
But both the President and Congress may
well be wondering: Is this enough?

In short, who regulates the regulators?
the Panama City

Feb. 13, 1968]

FCC Waxy OrF Base

The Federal Communications Commission
is wandering pretty far afield in proposing to
ban cigarette advertising from radio and
television stations. Fact is, the Commission
seems to be away from third base and way
out in left field.

It was never the intention, we're sure, of
the people who formed the FCC to allow the
august members of the body to say to any
tax-paying free enterprise system, or other-
wise, that it shall not be allowed to advertise
its legitimate product on radio or that young
upstart TV.

It was the purpose of the FCC, under the
original plan, to allocate wavelengths and
frequencies to licensed operators and to for-
bid outlaw stations from operating on those
channels. The supposition was that there
were only so many wavelengths and channels
available and that if we didn't have some
control over them some sections of the coun-
try would not have radio facilities (TV had
yet to come).

If cigarette advertising is to be banned, as
the FCC desires, then would it not be far
afield to predict that advertising of other
products might also be banned? We might
wake up some wintery morning to hear a
news broadcast stating the FCC had banned
advertising for Elberta peaches or California
Sunkist lemons, Who knows?

This proposal of the FCC should be slapped
down once and for all and then forgotten.
It smacks back to the days of Henry Wallace
who wanted all brand names of merchandise
eliminated and just plain wrappers put on
cans of peaches, or apples, or preserves’ jars,
Since those days some extra liberals in Wash-
ington from time to time have managed to
take cracks at advertising but it has survived
them, and we feel cigarettes also will survive
them.

Banning cigarette advertising is, frankly,
unjust., There has not been positive proof
that cigarette advertising brings on cancer.
Until there is proof positive then the FCC
should close down its big trap, and even
than it is problematical whether the Com-
mission has the authority to ban advertising.
[From the Sanford (Fla.) Herald, Feb. 27,

1969]

IT's HAZARDOUS

Medical science has produced enough evi-
dence to convince us that the habitual
clgarette smoker is endangering his health.
But the hazards of smoking are not the real
issue in the Federal Communications Com-
mission’s attempt to bar cigarette advertising
from television and radio. The issue is what
authority the FCC should have to ban the
advertising of any particular product, so
long as the advertising does not offend public
taste.

[From (Fla.) Herald,
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Cigarette smoking, sald the Commisslion by
a 6 to 1 vote, constitutes “a serious, unique
danger to public health . . . (and) it would
thus appear wholly at odds with the public
interest for broadcasters to present adver-
tising promoting the consumption of a prod-
uet posing this unique danger ....” Com-
missioners said they did. not know of any
other product “calling for such action” and
“expressly disclalm any, intention to proceed
against other product commercials.” Perhaps
there is no such intent by these Commis-
sioners. But the precedent would be
established.

Suppose & majority of a future Commission
decided that because alcoholism is a problem
all beer commercials should be prohibited,
Or that the horrible increase in traffic deaths
warranted a blackout on advertising of sports
cars. Or that the excessive use of some drugs
required a ban on patent medicine ads. The
average TV viewer and radio listener would be
happy if all commercials could be banished as
a hazard to his nerves. But advertising pays
the bill for the free entertainment and in-
formation he receives. Commerclal broadcast-
ing has as yet found no other way to survive.
It cannot live under a form of censorship
based on the possible prejudices—or even the
selfish interests—of the regulatory body.

The appetite of a government censor grows
with every bite of power. If a Federal agency
could dictate the advertising policies of
television and radio, why not newspapers and
magazines? And if censorship of advertising
is permissible, why not the news and editorial
content? The FCC proposal plainly con-
stitutes a “unique danger"” to a free press and
free enterprise. Congress should rule it out
on the ground it is hazardous to the natlonal
health—Tampa (Fla.) Tribune.

[From a WTVT Editorial, Feb. 10, 1969]
CIGARETTES AND FREEDOM

Most sensible people have known for
decades that cigarette smoking isn't wery
good for your health. They called them *coffin
nails” long before the researchers found a
probable link to lung cancer. But now we
have reached a point in this nation where
the danger of cigarette smoking has blinded
some people to the graver danger of destruc-
tion of our individual freedom. Most viewers
are aware that television stations carrying
cigarette advertising are now required to give
iree time on the air for announcements about
the danger of smoking. Now there is talk of
banning cigarette ads on television alto-
gether.

WTVT hesitates to comment on this sub-
ject, because of the possibility of being mis-
understood. But we think there is a serious
threat to the freedom of all Americans in-
volved here, and we can hardly leave the
responsibility for speaking out to others,
What concerns us is the precedent this sort
of control would set, and the direction In
which it would head us.

If government has the authority to impose
such a ban on TV ads on grounds that it's
in the public interest, it would be an obvi-
ous extension of logic to impose the same
ban on all means of advertising . . . news-
papers, magagzines, billboards or what-have-
you. WIVT can’'t see that It's a -problem
peculiar to broadcasting, and we can’t see
what business the Federal Communications
has regulating public health. If it's a proper
government concern at all, then it’s certainly
not limited to electronic communication.

And if we concede that the government
should have the authority to decide that
something is bad for us to see in ads, it's
reasonable that 1t should also have the au-
thority to prevent such merchandise from
being made, and to prevent indlviduals from
using it. And, since many things of this
nature are dangerous only in quantity, and
not significantly harmful In small or in-
frequent doses, we should then logically con-
cede that the government should control
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consumption., If we get this far, we must
realize that a great many things can be harm-
ful if used to excess, including food. We also
realize that if our aim is maximum health
for all citizens, it's important that they
consume enough of the right things as well
as avolding an excess of other things.

WTVT is willing to concede that smoking
too much is bad for most people, just as
alcohol 1s, and many other things, such as
overindulgence in food or an unbalanced
diet. But we would like these decisions left
to individuals, not forced on them by an
all-powerful government. We don't know
what penalty the government might set
for someone caught smoking if it were ban-
ned, but it would be insignificant in com-
parison to the loss of our personal freedom.
[From the Macon (Ga.) News, Feb. 18, 1969]

LonG Nose ofF THE FCC

Among bureaucrats the craze for running
pratically everything has found its latest ex-
pression in the Federal Communications
Commission’s intention, Congress permitting,
to ban cigarette advertising on television and
radio.

Every cigarette package carries its own
warning. Time is provided on the air for
admonitions about the perils of cigarettes,
and newspapers duly keep the public ap-
praised of developments.

Congress has seen no need for another
noble experiment. Cigarettes not having been
outlawed, there is no legal basis for FCC to
impose its own brand of censorship.

Excessive consumption of coffee may be
harmful to some persons; ditto beer and
wine. Nevertheless, no bureaucracy has at-
tempted to bar this type of advertising from
the air.

What the FCC offers is another example of
what President Bisenhower once decried as
“Washington poking its long nose where it
has no right to be.”

[From the Tampa (Fla.) Tribune, Feb. 7,
1969]

It's Hazarpous To NATION'S HEALTH

Medical science has produced enough evi-
dence to convince us that the habitual ciga-
rette smoker is endangering his health.

But the hazards of smoking are not the real
issue in the Federal Communications Com-
mission’s attempt to bar cigarette advertising
from television and radio.

The issue is what authority the FCC should
have to ban the advertising of any particular
product, so long as the advertising does not
offend public taste.

Cigarette smoking, said the Commission by
a 6 to 1 vote, constitutes “'a serious, unigue
danger to public health . .. (and) it would
thus appear wholly at odds with the public
interest for broadcasters to present adver-
tising promoting the consumption of a prod-
uct posing this unique danger . . .”

Commissioners said they did not know of
any other product “calling for such action”
and “expressly disclaim any intention to pro-
ceed against other product commercials”.

Perhaps there is no such intent by these
Commissioners. But the precedent would be
established.

Suppose a majority of a future Commission
decided that because alcoholism is a problem
all beer commercials should be prohibited.
Or that the horrible increase in traffic deaths
warranted a blackout on advertising of sports
cars, Or that the excessive use of some drugs
required a ban on patent medicine ads.

The average TV viewer and radio listener
would be happy if all commercials could be
banished as a hazard to his nerves.

But advertising pays the bill for the free
entertainment and information he recelves.
Commercial broadcasting has as yet found
no other way to survive. It cannot live under
a form of censorship based on the possible
prejudices—or even the selfish interests—of
the regulatory body.

The tangled web which the FCC would
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spin is indicated by its suggestion that per-
haps those brands of cigarettes low in tar
and nicotine would be exempted from the
proposed ban, Thus, some companies would
galn an advantage over others. Similarly,
cigar manufacturers would profit by being
able to use a mass advertising medium denied
to cigarette makers. Newspapers and maga-
zines could expect to pick up some $300 mil-
lion in advertising barred from the TV and
radio stations.

So it would go. The possibilities for en-
equity and favoritism, through bureaucratic
action, are alarming.

The appetite of a government censor grows
with every bite of power. If a Federal agency
could dictate the advertising policies of tele-
vision and radio, why not newspapers and
magazines? And if censorship of advertising
is permissible, why not the news and editorial
content?

The FCC proposal plainly constitutes a
“unique danger" to a free press and free
enterprise, Congress should rule it out on
the ground it is hazardous to the national
health.

[From the Boise (Idaho) Statesman, Mar, 12,
1969]
AN ENCROACHMENT ON FREE EXPRESSION

A proposed Federal Communications ban
on cigarette advertising on television may be
desirable from the standpoint of public
health, But it would represent another en-
croachment by government on free expres-
sion over the public media.

If a federal agency can ban cigarette ad-
vertising in the public interest, what other
control over the broadcast media might be
exercised for the same purpose?

It would be more logical, since cigarettes
are a health hazard to millions of people, to
bar their production and sale outright. If
their sale and distribution are legal, adver-
tising should be legal also.

Should the FCC attempt to ban from tele-
vision all that might be found harmful to
the publie, it would assume powers at odds
with the First Amendment. Once the concept
of freedom of expression is compromised, the
descent of government control could be
rapid.

Government is properly concerned with
the purity of the air people breathe, the
water they drink and the food that they con-
sume. Its powers over what people are al-
lowed to hear or see, in the form of ad-
vertising or other expression, ought to be
restrained.

So long as it permits clgarettes to be
sold, by what logic can government deny
their advertising?

If cigarette advertising is banned, wouldn't
it be as logical to ban advertising of other
products which are or might be dangerous?

Cigarettes are a public health problem.
Government can legitimately enact regula-
tions concerning the makeup and content
of cigarettes. It could ban their sale outright.

A ban on advertising, however, is an attack
on the First Amendment, as well as on the
tobacco business. A government which can
ban the advertising of a commodity for the
“public good” may be tempted to exercise
other forms of censorship under the same
banner.

[From the Savannah (Ga.) News, Mar. 18,

1969]
A BaN ON SMOKING?

If cigarette advertising on television is
considered as promoting a menace to the
public health, shouldn't cigarettes and
other tobacco products be prohibited alto-
gether?

It would seem to be the next step, though
there are questions surrounding the con-
stitutionality of the federal government's
proposed action on advertising.

Yet seldom recognized Is that not only
the tobacco industry and leaf farmers are de-
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pendent upon the product, but that even
non-smokers benefit from the taxes each
pack of cigarettes brings in to sources of
government. In Georgia alone, millions are
raised each year through the eight-cent tax
per pack which goes to the stite, and though
the taxes could be directed elsewhere it is
well to ask what other product is an alterna-
tive source.

Would those taxes be applied to the al-
ready heavily taxed liguor or gasoline in-
dustries? Because, in effect, they are looked
upon as a form of "luxury” tax, would they
fall upon other products, such as soft drinks?
Most certainly government, in the face of
rising costs, could not risk dropping the tax
or even reducing it In any sizable amount;
truly, it would be affixed to other products.

This is just one aspect of the problem, and
it is not to say that taxes should preclude
health; indeed, an industry which helps the
economy and pays its taxes can also pollute
the air we breathe and consequently war-
rant controls. Yet, though there is abundant
evidence that cigarettes are contributing fac-
tors in cancer and heart disease, the same
hazard to health could be applied to liquor.
But it is over-use which mainly makes the
hazard more real, and prohibition in this
country has never been practical.

Complicating any ban on smoking is the
fact that the individual chooses to take
the risk, and though the end result may af-
fect his family, smoking—unlike air and
water pollution—is not a threat to commu-
nity health. As long as the individual is
aware of the possible dangers, it is addition-
ally well to ask if he gshould be allowed to
make this choice—as one might choose to
walk a tightrope across Niagara Falls.

There are multiple reasons to disagree
with a ban on tobacco by governmental au-
thority. And concerning advertising, as long
as antl-tobacco commercials are presented,
we think smokers get the picture.

[From the Chicago (Ill.) News, Feb. 13, 1969]
THose TV CIGARETTE ADS

The Federal Communiecations Commission's
new proposal to ban television advertising of
cigarets is impertinent on several counts.

To begin with, it makes little sense to
illegalize the advertising while the product
itself is legal. A judicial body would readily
recognize this; as a quasi-judicial body the
FPCC has let its arrogance outrun its good
sense. And it compounded the mischief by
indicating it might discriminate in favor of
cigarets low in tar and nicotine. Is the FCC
going to set itself up as medical authority
as well as judge and jury?

The FCC proposal deliberately puts pres-
sure upon Congress to provide collaborative
support in the drive to ban TV cigaret ads.

A 19656 congressional act prohibits any
federal, state or local agency from regulating
cigaret advertising. The provision will expire
June 30 unless Congress acts to retain it,
Congress is thus pushed into the position of
having to act by that deadline or accede to
the “law" that has been promulgated by the
agency.

We urge Congress to take this matter deci-
sively out of the hands of the FCC. It should
at least continue its restriction on the FCC.
Meanwhile it should do what the FCC, in its
arrogance, neglected to do. That is to exam-
ine the legislative alternatives in depth and
detail, and to find out what the likelihood
is of voluntary industry action. We do not
know how the industry would view such a
voluntary ban or curtailment. But we believe
Congress will perceive its duty to pass such
regulatory laws as it considers in the public
interest but stop short of proscribing the
advertising of a lawful product.

[From the Aurora (Ill.) Beacon-News, Feb.
20, 1969]
ARROGANT ACTION

Understanding the issue, the plan of the

Federal Communications Commission to bar
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cigarette advertising from radio and televi-
sion is arrogant, high-handed and unconsti-
tutional.

FCC is taking the draconic step because it
believes cigarette smoking is hazardous to
health. The truth is that the exact effect of
smoking has yet to be fully determined.

At the present time the smoking of ciga-
rettes is as legal and proper as the sipping of
California wine, the drinking of liquor or
beer or the driving of a car. It can be proved
statistlically that automobile accidents kill
50,000 persons & year in the United States.

So long as smoking is legal, the tobacco
manufacturers, wholesalers and retallers have
the same right to freedom of expression guar-
anteed in the First Amendment as all Amer-
icans do.

Advertising is free speech whether it is a
television cigarette ad, a placard carried by a
picket or a political speech. Its use should
be left to the ethics and the judgment of the
communications media.

The FCC ban is plain bureaucratic arro-
gance.

Congress passed a law In 1865 banning
further restrictions upon cigarette adver-
tising. The law expires June 30—the day the
FCC ban is designed to take effect. This is an
unwarranted pressure upon Congress to en-
act further restrictions.

The dangers of smoking remain to be seen.
There can be no doubt as to the dangers to
a free society if the FCC ruling stands,

[From the Chicago (IIl.) Tribune,
Feb. 13, 1969]
CIGARETTES AND THE FCC

As long as 1t 1s lawful to grow tobacco and
manufacture and sell cigarettes, does an
agency of the executive branch of govern-
ment have the power to prohibit advertising
of them on television and radio? If the gov-
ernment can ban advertising of cigarettes in
the electronics media, could it not also place
similar restrictlions on the printed word?
And if s federal agency can outlaw cigarette
advertising as not being “in the public in-
terest,” could it not act similarly on other
products?

These would seem to be central issues in
the Federal Communications commission’s
proposal to prohibit cigarette advertising on
TV and radio, When the matter last came up
four years ago Congress answered with a law
forbidding any federal, state, or local agency
from regulating cigarette advertising. This
law expires next June 30, and unless Con-
gress extends it, the PCC has announced its
intention to proceed with its proposed ban.

The FOC maintains its authority to do so
“flows, we belleve, directly and as a matter of
common sense from the public interest
standard in view of the hazard to public
health here involved.” Its critics assert, with
considerable justification, we think, that the
commission’s licensing authority over TV
and radio stations is being converted into
arbitrary acts of censorship in violation of
the free speech provisions of the 1st amend-
ment.

What Congress will do is anybody's guess
at this point. If it fails to continue to curb
the FCC's grab for power, the whole matter
probably will be tested in the courts by the
tobacco and broadcasting industries. This is
what they should do, for a substantial con-
stitutional issue is involved.

It is important to keep the legal and medi-
cal aspects of the controversy separate. By
law, cigarette packages are required to carry
the printed warning that smoking may be
hazardous to health. Presumably, the FCC
considers that persuasion, supported by some
medical evidence, is Insufficient to meet the
problem, and so has assigned to itself the role
of public protector.

If Congress should decide to go along with
this philosophy, then to be consistent it
might be expected to go a step further and
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stop federal subsldization of tobacco grow-
ers. Government-guaranteed prices for to-
bacco farmers have for years encouraged pro-
duction of ample supplies of this commodity.
Can Congress sanction a prohibition against
advertising of a product it subsidizes?
[From the Chicago, (Ill.) Sun Times, Feb-
ruary 14, 1969]
TuNe Ovur THE FCC

The Federal Communications Commission
is assuming more authority than it is en-
titled to. It has proposed that a ban should
be put on the television advertising of ciga-
rets on the ground that clgarets are a health
hazard. It would exempt—perhaps—those
cigarets that are low in tar and nicotine.

The FCC is dead wrong on several counts.

One is that it makes no sense at all to say
a product 1s legal and may be manufactured
but that it is too dangerous to be advertised
for sale on one specific medium of public
information. We dare say more persons dle
in auto accidents than die from the effects
of smoking cigarets. Why not ban auto ad-
vertising as well—or the advertisements for
every other product that might be an instru-
ment of death to the unwary, including the
family bathtub?

In 1965 an act of Congress decreed that
no federal agency could regulate cigaret
advertising. The prohibition runs out June
30. The FCC is, it would seem, deliberately
pushing Congress to either renew the pro-
hibitory regulation or meekly accept the
FCC's arrogant assumption that it is quali-
fled and authorized to censor advertising.

We do not believe the FCC should have that
power.

We suggest that Congress let the FCC
know where its place is and put it there,
by renewing the 1965 act which prevents
federal, state and local agencles from reg-
ulating cigaret advertising. Once that is done
Congress should then take up the admittedly
difficult problem of resolving the conflict-
ing medical opinion on the dangers of cig-
aret smoking and decide if the product should
be changed to protect the public or let alone.
[From the Joliet (Ill.), Herald-News, Feb. 20,

1969]

AN ARROGANT ACTION

Understating the issue, the plan of the
Federal Communications Commission to bar
cigarette advertising from radio and televi-
sion is arrogant, highhanded and unconsti-
tutional.

FCC is taking the draconic step because
it believes cigarette smoking is hazardous to
health. The truth is that the exact effect of
smoking has yet to be fully determined.

At the present time smoking of cigarettes
is as legal and proper as the sipping of Cali-
fornia wine, the drinking of liquor or beer or
the driving of a car. It can be proved statlsti-
cally that automobile accidents kill 50,000
persons a year in the United States.

So long as smoking is legal, the tobacco
manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers have
the same right to freedom of expression
guaranteed in the First Amendment as all
Americans do.

Advertising is free speech whether it is a
television cigarette ad, a placard carried by
a picket or a political speech. Its use should
be left to the ethics and the judgment of
the communications media.

The FCC ban is plain bureaucratic arro-
gance.

Congress passed a law in 19656 banning
further restrictions upon cigarette advertis-
ing. The law expires June 30—the day the
FCC ban is designed to take effect. This is an
unwarranted pressure upon Congress to en-
act further restrictions.

The dangers of smoking remain to be seen.
There can be no doubt as to the dangers to
a free soclety If the FCC ruling stands.
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[From the Elgin (Ill.) Courler-News, Mar. 5,
1969]

AwN ARROGANT ACTION

Understanding the lssue, the plan of the
Federal Communication Commission to bar
clgarette advertising from radio and televi-
sion is arrogant, highhanded and unconsti-
tutional.

FCC is taking the draconic step because it
believes cigarette smoking is hazardous to
health. The truth is that the exact effect of
smoking has yet to be fully determined.

At the present time the smoking of ciga-
rettes is as legal and proper as the sipping
of wine, the drinking of liquor or beer or the
driving of a car. It can be proved statistically
that automobile accidents kill 50,000 persons
4 year in the United States.

So long as smoking is legal, the tobacco
manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers have
the same right to freedom of expression guar-
anteed in the First Amendment as all Ameri-
cans do.

Advertising is free speech whether it is a
television clgarette ad, a placard carried by a
picket or a political speech. Its use should
be left to the ethics and the judgment of
the communications media.

The FCC ban is plain bureaucratic arro-
gance,

Congress passed a law in 1065 banning
further restrictions upon cigarette advertis-
ing. The law expires June 30—the day the
FCC ban is designed to take effect. This is an
unwarranted pressure upon Congress to en-
act further restrictions,

The dangers of smoking remain to be seen.
There can be no doubt as to the dangers to
a free soclety if the FCC ruling stands.

[From the Rockford (Ill.) Star, Feb. 7, 1969]
FCC Way OFF Base

The issue: FCC's proposed ban on cigarette
advertising over television and radio.

Principal purpose of the Federal Commu-
nications Commission (FCC), established in
1934 as the successor to the Federal Radio
Commission, was and is to ensure that there
is equitable use of avallable broadcast chan-
nels to prevent chaos on the airwaves.

The FCC's proposal this week that a ban
be placed on cigarette advertising over tele-
vision and radio is an unprecedented abuse
of the democratic process.

The FCC has mno authority to tell either
television or radio stations what they may
say in their programming and advertising,
This right is protected under the First
Amendment of the Constitution, which
guarantees the right of free speech and free-
dom of the press.

If any government agency or even the ex-
ecutlve or legislative branches of government
has the power to prevent the advertising
of cigarettes on radio or televislon, it also
has the power to prevent similar advertlsing
from being presented through the printed
word.

There are many products being sold today
which could be injurious to the health of
citizens if used unwisely. Many medicines, if
taken in excess, could result in death. Auto-
mobiles in the hands of dangerous drivers
are lethal weapons.

If the federal government or any of its
arms, without constitutional amendment,
can lawfully rule out the advertising of any
product which might be Injurious, then the
American people are subject to the whim
of the government.

Congress In 1965 outlawed any federal or
state controls on cigarette advertising, In-
stead, 1t required a health hazard warning
on cigarette packages. But this law is due to
expire on July 1.

Unless Congress extends the present law,
or passes & new law, the decks presumably
would be clear for regulatory agencles to
impose new rules,
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There 18 one real way to deal with the
cigarette problem. If the public desires it,
a constitutional amendment prohibiting the
manufacture, sale or transportation of such
products could be adopted.

That was the route taken in 1919 on alco-
hollp beverages. But prohibition was repealed
in 1933.

If Congress ducks the issue and the FCC
does implement its proposed ban on ciga-
rette acvertising on television and radio,
a court test of the constitutionality of such
an action will be demanded Immediately.

And it is beyond comprehension how the
Supreme Court of the United States can pos-
sibly rule that a federal agency can bar the
advertising of cigarettes on radio and TV,
while at the same time clgarettes may be
advertised in print.

This FCC action is a display of bureau-
cratic arrogance at its worst.

[From the Mt. Carmel (Ill.) Republican-
Register, Feb. 7, 1969]
PusLisaEr's CoMMENT: THE RIicHET HaND
KEwnowerH NoT

(By John F. Hurlbut)

The latest furor over cigarettes Is indica-
tive of what can happen when a govern-
ment becomes a huge, sprawling complex of
bureaus.

What often emerges is an indefinite and
contradictory pattern of action.

This week the Federal Communications
Commission—the body which licenses and
regulates radio and television broadcasting
stations—proposed that cigarette advertising
be eliminated from the alr waves.

Previously, the FCC had directed stations
which carried clgarette advertising to carry
a “significant amount” of anti-cigarette
smoking public service messages.

Another arm of government had, of course,
directed that all cigarette packages be labeled
with a warning about the possible hazards of
smoking cigarettes.

And publication of findings concerning the
probable harm from cigarette smoking in-
volved even more government funds.

And this action adds up to discouraging
the sale of cigarettes and Indirectly the pro-
duction of tobacco.

Meantime, though, back in the Department
of Agriculture (same government, same city),
there have continued subsidies, research and
all sorts of other aids to help farmers produce
more tobacco more efficlently.

So out of Washington has come this curl-
ous pulling and hauling having to do with
tobacco.

This is a serious matter. In Eentucky
alone, some 70 percent of the agricultural
crop is tobacco. In the Carolinas and Vir-
ginia, substantial industrial employment is
involved.

And as far as TV is concerned, about 10
percent of its national advertising revenue
iz concerned with cigarette advertising.

So there is considerable economic interest
involved and understandable pressure.

What seems unfair is this. If indeed, the
government has proof positive that ciga-
rettes are that dangerous, why is it that
this government resorts to sporadic, half way
measures?

If it is concluded that cigarettes are a
hazard to American health, why not regulate
and limit the sale to those, say who cannot
kick the hablt, who have a medical need
(if indeed such exists) ?

It seems unfair to find taxpayer money,
on the one hand stimulating the production
of tobacco and on the other, limiting the sale
of some tobacco products (and clgarettes
account for the bulk of tobacco sales.)

But it's just more proof that often the
right hand knoweth not what the left is
doing . . . especlally in Washington.
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[From the Anderson (Ind.) Herald, Mar. 1,
1969]
THE Bi¢ POWER PrLAy

The recent proposal of the Federal Com-
munications Commission to ban all cigarette
advertising from radlo and television could
well be the first step in a gigantic power grab
that eventually will encompass all forms of
advertising.

Advertising exists as a method for the man-
ufacturer or retailer to explain the merits of
his product to the consumer., Most consum-
ers follow advertising and try many products
on the basis of what they have heard and
read in the advertisements.

It is not within the province of any gov-
ernmental agency or bureau to decide what
is good or bad for the American public. If cig-
arettes can be “hazardous to your health” as
manufacturers are forced to declare on all
packages, then so is overeating, excessive use
of alcohol and some patent medicines. We do
not feel, however, that it is the business of
the FCC to pass judgment on such matters.

Congress has the duty and the responsibil-
ity of protecting the people it represents and
of preventing regulatory agencles from grab-
bing power to control what Americans see,
hear and read.

[From the Rock Island (Ill.) Argus, Feb. 7,
1969]

TV CiGARETTE Ap Bam?

The Federal Communications Commission,
which has proposed a ban on all cigarette
advertising over television and radio, will sit
back and wait to see what Congress does
about it. We suspect it will have a long walt.

Although statistical evidence has linked
cigarette smoking with lung cancer, this is
Just one hazard of life, like driving on any
business highway.

Moreover, we suspect the members will ask
themselves whether the advertising ban
would really curb smoking. The cigarette
makers would concentrate on other advertis-
ing media. Put a ban on them too? And on
automobile ads as well? There are constitu-
tional limits in such matters, which the
highest courts would have to pass on.
[From the Indianapolis (Ind.) Star, Feb, 26,

1969]
GraB FOR POWER?

The recent Federal Communications Com-
mission proposal to ban all cigarette adver-
tising on radlo and television could be the
first step In a grab for power to control all
advertising of any product by government
edict.

Whether a person smokes tobacco, in any
form, is after all, the business of the indi-
vidual Involved. So is it his business what
he eats, what he wears, what toothpaste,
deodorant or headache potion he uses, what
automobile he drives, what gasoline or oil
he prefers. These are matters of individual
preference.

Advertising exists to explain the merits of
a product to the consumer, to polnt out that
an item is being offered for sale. In strictly
institutional advertising the message is less
clear but is usually dedicated to extolling the
company presenting the ad.

If the FCC can succeed in eliminating the
broadcast advertising of cigarettes it can
also succeed in eliminating the advertising
of other products.

It iz not the province of a government
agency to decide what is good and what is
bad for the American people. More than an
issue of health is involved here. If the FCC
can censor cigarette ads then it can also
censor other material presented over the air-
waves—programs as well as ads.

Cigarette smoking may, as the govern-
ment-instituted warning on the package
says, “be hazardous to your health.” So is
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overeating or excessive consumption of cer-
tain patent medicines. But it is not the
business of the FCC to pass judgment on
such matters.

It would appear that the FOC has leaped
to a conclusion on a subject still in contro-
versy among many persons better qualified
to judge than the would-be censors.

Congress has the duty and responsibility
of protecting the people it represents, and
of preventing regulatory agencies under its
control from grabbing power to control what
Americans see, hear and read.

[From the Indianapolis (Ind.) Star, Feb. 9,
1969]

TaE FCC ReacHEs OUT

The proposal of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission for a ban on radio and tele-
vislon advertising of clgarettes is glaring evi-
dence of the evils of unbridled regulatory
power.

As things now stand the FCC is prohibited
from issuing such an order. The 1965 law re-
quiring a health warning on cigarette labels
forblds the FCC to impose changes in ciga-
rette advertising. This law will expire in June,
unless extended.

Thus the FCC proposal amounts to fair
warning of the sort of thing the commission
will do if it has a free hand.

The power of the FCC to make such a
ban—Iif the present prohibition should ex-
pire—was immediately challenged by the Na-
tional Association of Broadcasters. We hope
the NAB is right.

The power to ban—by decree—the ad-
vertising of a legal product would be an
awesome power for the FCC or any other
regulatory agency to have. This is power to
strike a severely damaging blow to whole in-
dustries, on the basls of nothing more sub-
stantive than the opinions of the commis-
sion members.

Even more than that is involved. If the
FCC has power to ban the advertising of a
particular product, what is to prevent the
extension of that power to complete control
over all advertising and programming on
radio and television?

The PCC has in fact been moving toward
assertion of such power. Last June the FCOC
issued an order that broadcasters who carry
cigarette advertising must also broadcast “a
reasonable amount” of antl-cigarette an-
nouncements, It claimed authority to do this
under its “fairness doctrine.”

That was a precedent-setting action. It
was the first time the falrness doctrine had
been applied to advertising. If the precedent
stands, who knows what other demands the
FCC may make on broadcasters to give time
for answers to their advertising?

Even more significantly, this order of the
FCC imposed on broadcasters the obligation
to give time to a specified kind of propa-
ganda. If this precedent stands, what other
kinds of propaganda