April 23, 1970

U.S. DIsTRICT JUDGES

Howard B. Turrentine, of California, to be
a U.8. district judge for the southern district
of California.

Warren K. Urbom, of Nebraska, to be a U.S.
district judge for the district of Nebraska.

Joseph F. Weis, Jr., of Pennsylvania, fo be
a U.S. district judge for the western district
of Pennsylvania,

Andrew W. Bogue, of South Dakota, to be
U.8. district judge for the district of South
Dakota.

James L. Oakes, of Vermont, to be U.S,
district judge for the district of Vermont.
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U.S. ATTORNEYS

Robert L. Meyer, of California, to be U.S.
attorney for the central district of California
for the term of 4 years.

D. Dwayne Keyes, of California, to be U.8,
attorney for the Eastern District of Califor-
nia for the term of 4 years,

Robert E. Hauberg, of Mississippi, to be
U.S. attorney for the southern district of
Mississippi for the term of 4 years.

A. Roby Hadden, of Texas, to be U.S. attor-
ney for the eastern district of Texas for a
term of 4 years.
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U.S. MARSHALS

William B. Henderson, of Kentucky, to be
U.S. marshal for the western district of Een~
tucky for the term of 4 years.

Joseph W. Eeene, of Louislana, to be US.
marshal for the western district of Louisiana
for the term of 4 years.

John A. Birknes, Jr,, of Massachusetts, to
be U.S. marshal for the district of Massachu-
setts for the term of 4 years.

Anthony T. Greski, of New Jersey, to be
U.S. marshal for the district of New Jersey
for the term of 4 years.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, April 23, 1970

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. C. R. Walker, First Baptist
Church, Marion, I, offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

God of our fathers, and our God, God
of this Nation and all nations, we bow
before Thee with grateful hearts for
our many blessings. We thank Thee
for this great Nation with all its re-
sources, opportunities, and people. Give
to us a spirit within to match the re-
sources without.

As we confront the problems of this
day, grant us the grace and courage to
seek first the kingdom of God that we
may be enriched in our Nation with a
great spiritual heritage. Then make us
humble in the acceptable of that heri-
tage.

Instill the moral integrity and courage
in these our leaders to stand for the
hard right against any easy or expedi-
ent wrong that might seem attractive.

In Jesus’ name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
Tuesday, April 21, 1970, was read and
approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries, who also informed
the House that on April 15, 1970, the
President approved and signed a bill of
the House of the following title:

On April 15, 1970:

H.R. 16612. An act to amend the District
of Columbia Bail Agency Act to provide ad-
ditional funds for the District of Columbia
Bail Agency for fiscal year 1970.

THE REVEREND C. R. WALKER

(Mr. GRAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I deeply ap-
preciate your courtesy in recognizing me
at this time. I wish to thank you, Mr.
Speaker, and Dr. Latch, our beloved
Chaplain of the House ¢f Representa-
tives, for permitting one of southern Illi-
nois' finest ministers, the Reverend C. R.
Walker, pastor of the First Baptist
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Church of Marion, 111, to give the invo-
cation today.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to point out the
fact that in our busy lives so many times
we overlook the great work done by our
spiritual leaders. I again want to thank
you and our beloved Chaplain of the
House, Dr. Lateh, for giving us the op-
portunity of bringing in from our con-
gressional districts these able servants of
His service royale to help us in our spir-
itual guidance. Reverend Walker is a life-
long friend and is a leader in his own
right. He does this great body honor by
his presence.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 2062, ADMINISTRATION OF
ACREAGE LIMITATION OF FED-
ERAL RECLAMATION LAW

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (8. 2062) to pro-
vide for the differentiation between pri-
vate and public ownership of lands in the
administration of the acreage limitation
provisions of Federal reclamation law,
and for other purposes, with House
amendments thereto, insist on the House
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
AspINALL, JoHNSON of California, FOLEY,
HosMeR, and McCLURE.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 743, TOUCHET DIVISION, WALLA
WALLA PROJECT, OREGON-WASH-
INGTON

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (S. 743) to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to
construct, operate, and maintain the
Touchet division, Walla Walla project,
Oregon-Washington, and for other pur-
poses, with House amendments there-
to, insist on the House amendments and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Col-
orado? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
AspinaLL, JoaNsonN of California, FoLEY,
HosMeR, and BurTon of Utah.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
ARMED SERVICES TO FILE RE-
PORT ON HR. 17123, MILI-
TARY PROCUREMENT AUTHORI-
ZATIONS, 1971, UNTIL MIDNIGHT
FRIDAY

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services may have un-
til midnight Friday to file a report on the
bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1971 for pro-
curement of aircraft, missiles, naval ves-
sels, and tracked combat vehicles, and
other weapons, and research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to prescribe the authorized
personnel strength of the Selected Re-
serve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from II-
linois?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 515, TO AMEND THE NA-
TIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT AND
THE CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF
1966

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (HR. 515) to
amend the National School Lunch Act
and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to
clarify responcibilities related to provid-
ing free and reduced-price meals and
preventing discrimination against chil-
dren, to revise program matching re-
quirements, to strengthen the nutrition
training and ecucation benefits of the
programs, and otherwise to strengthen
the food service programs for children in
schools and service institutions, with a
Senate amendment thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendment, and request a
conference with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER., Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, am I correct in my
understanding that this has been cleared
with the ranking minority member of the
committee, and that he is totally in
agreement with the conference?

Mr. PERKINS. The gentleman-is abso-
lutely correct.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
PERKINS, Pucinskr, Wirrniam D, Forbp,
Avres, and QUIE.

PROVIDING FOR THE ESTABLISH-
MENT OF AN INTERNATIONAL
QUARANTINE STATION

Mr. POAGE. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
desk the bill (S. 2306) to provide for the
establishment of an international quar-
antine station and to permit the entry
therein of animals from any country and
the subsequent movement of such ani-
mals into other parts of the United States
for purposes of improving livestock
breeds, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment to the House amend-
ment thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendment to the House amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment
to the House amendment, as follows:

Page 3, line 12, of the House engrossed
amendment, strike out “and the Virgin Is-
lands."” and insert: ", Guam, and the Virgin
Islands, contrary to the conditions prescribed
by the Secretary in regulations issued here-

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

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment to the House
amendment was concurred in.
tal? motion to reconsider was laid on the

le.

JUNK MAIL POLLUTION

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks and include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, junk mail pollution is a major
contributor to the ecological crisis on
which this Nation is focusing attention
this week.

To begin with, millions of trees must
be cut down to produce all the junk
which e¢rams your mailbox, bends the
backs of the letter carriers, and adds to
the burdens of the taxpayers. Second, all
these gimmicks, contests, prizes, and
pressures used by junk mail are only de-
signed to force the purchase of more and
more items which add to the solid waste
disposal problem. Then the trash has to
be burned, thereby polluting the air.

We must wake up and realize that
progress can no longer be measured in
the sheer quantity of goods produced.
The quality of American life and the pro-
tection of our environment are higher
goals which must be accorded higher
priority.

The junk mail lawyers and lobbyists
have now been joined by the account-
ants who are now trying to prove that
junk mail does pay its way. This mumbo-
jumbo of the accountants avoids the
main issue which is that junk mail pol-
lution is a threat to the quality of Amer-
ican life and a threat to our environ-
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ment. Junk mail is such an outrageous
nuisance that a heavy nuisance tax
should be placed on junk mailers for in-
sulting the American people by deluging
them with millions of pieces of unwanted
junk every day.

Let us end junk pollution. You get
fined if you throw litter on somebody
else’s front lawn; what about littering
people’s mailboxes?

RULES OF DESTRUCTION

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

Mr. TEAGUE of California, Mr.
Speaker, I call to the attention of my
colleagues an excellent editorial which
appeared in the Santa Maria, Calif.
Times. It is as follows:

[From the Santa Maria, Calif. Times,
Apr. 17, 1970}
RuLEsS oF DESTRUCTION

We received a note from a woman this
week in which she enclosed an interesting
bulletin which shows how long and in what
manner Communism has almed at our
destruction.

The bulletin noted that in 1919 allied
forces obtained some Communist rules for
revolution. As you read the rules, think
about the conditions in the country today
and consider the rules in relation to those
conditions,

We quote the Red rules.

A. Corrupt the young, get them interested
in sex. Make them superficial; destroy their
ruggedness.

B. Get control of all means of publicity,
thereby get people’s minds off their govern-
ment by focusing their attention on ath-
letics, sexy books and plays and other
trivialities,

C. Divide the people into hostile groups
by constantly harping on controversial mat-
ters of no importance.

D. Destroy the people’s faith in their natu-
ral leaders by holding them up to contempt
and ridicule.

E. Always preach true Democracy, but
seize power as fast and as ruthless as pos-
sible.

F. By encouraging government extrava-
gence, destroy its credit, produce fear of in-
flation with rising prices and general dis-
content,

G. Promote unnecessary strikes in vital in-
dustries, encourage civil disorders and foster
a lenient and soft attitude on the govern-
ment toward such disorders.

H. By spacious argument cause break-
down of the moral virtues, honesty, sobriety,
continence, faith in the pledged word.

I. Cause the registration of all firearms on
some pretext, with a view to confiscating
them and leaving the population helpless.

The note, sent by Jane Tackitt of Nipomo,
ended with the comment, “My prayer for the
nation is that young people wake up and see
how they are being used, and then strike
back for America.”

We concur, emphatically.

DATE
FOODS
SUMER
(Mr. MINSHALL asked and was given

permission to extend his remarks at this

point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

PERISHABLE PACKEAGED
FOR. BENEFIT OF CON-
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Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, it is
time to break the code on food products,
to date-stamp them so that shoppers will
know whether the canned and packaged
goods on their grocers’ shelves are out-
dated.

The average housewife does not have
the time to become a cryptanalyst, de-
ciphering these often hard-to-find, and
usually impossible to understand, coded
date stamps on perishable products.

Surveys have revealed that such coded
dates, placed there for the benefit of
store employees to indicate when perish-
able products should be removed from
sale, may consist of a short series of
numbers, a series of letters, or both, and
that they may indicate either the pack-
aging date or the last day of “shelf life”
of the product.

The food industry should let the most
important involved—the consumer—
know the truth about the last usable date
of any perishable product. There should
not be any secret about the freshness of
our food. The bill I am introducing to-
day would require that all perishable or
semiperishable foods be clearly labeled as
to expiration date and would include all
meat, poultry, fish, dairy products, eggs,
fruit, vegetables, bread, coffee, or any
other foods the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare may designate as
perishable or semiperishable.

HAPPY EARTH DAY

(Mr. DEVINE asked and was given per-
mte on to address the House for 1 min-
ute.)

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
was Earth Day and the emphasis was on
our environment, what we can do to pre-
serve it, to elean it up, to keep it livable.

Many different groups were involved
in programs yesterday at many schools
and many different places across the Na-
tion. People make debris, and the same
people are primarily responsible for
cleaning it up.

Hopefully, this was the start of a real,
long range effort by people, by civie
groups, by business and by government
at all levels to make our world a better
place in which to live.

Hopefully, this is not just the latest
fad of young people, tired of marching
and demonstrating in other causes, hope-
fully, it is not just another gimmick
perpefrated by ambitious politicians or a
worried people.

There is no doubt today that man has
fouled large segments of his planet pretty
thoroughly. We have dirtied the air, we
have polluted the water, and we have
cluttered the landscape.

Fortunately, it is not too late fo do
something about it. Certainly this Re-
publican administration recognizes that
fact and has called for action on many
fronts.

I would hope this Congress would also
take up the challenge seriously and ap-
prove the programs that are necessary
to do the job. If we do not join with the
President in taking the necessary lead-
ership, we cannot ask the people of
America to join in the task that must
be done,
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MAKE IT UNPROFITABLE FOR BUSI-
NESS OR GOVERNMENT TO POL-
LUTE OUR ENVIRONMENT

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

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
hope that those groups and individuals
that yesterday celebrated Earth Day will
make a positive contribution for years
to the cause of cleaning up our environ-
ment.

It is easy to place the blame for pol-
lution, much easier than it is to enun-
ciate practical cures.

We all recognize the causes of some
pollution—the auto, the factory, the oil
spill.

But the answer is not banning the
auto, or closing down the plant or end-
ing commercial uses of oil.

The answer lies in confrolling the
technology we have developed and using
it, not to destroy our environment, but
to preserve it.

The answer lies in coordinating con-
trols, setting standards, and developing
effective, enforceable laws that make it
unprofitable for anyone or any business
or any government to pollute our en-
vironment.

Mr. Speaker, while the duty to im-
prove our environment lies with all of
us, the leadership lies here, with the
President and with the Congress. The
President has already sent to us his pro-
posals and his program. I would hope
that we here in the Congress will live up
to our responsibilities by acting quickly
on them,

NORTH CAROLINA COAST GUARD
APPRECIATION DAY

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

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, on
April 18, the State of North Carolina
officially recognized the dedicated and
courageous service rendered by the U.S.
Coast Guard to our State and to the Na-
tion during ifts 100-year history.

The occasion was Coast Guard Appre-
ciation Day, proclaimed by Governor
Scott with appropriate ceremonies in
Morehead City, in my congressional
distriet.

So far as the Coast Guard has been
able to determine, this is the first time
any State has ever taken official action
to show its appreciation for its service.

It was a well-planned and well-orga-
nized affair which required considerable
time and effort by many people. In my
judgment, it was a highly appropriate
and effectively executed means of show-
ing to the officers and men of the U.S.
Coast Guard the respect and esteem in
which their service is held by the govern-
ment and the people of North Carolina.

Representing as it does the efforts of
so many, it is always dangerous to single
out one or two persons for praise and
appreciation on an occasion of this na-
ture, but credit should certainly go to
Mr. Bob Campbell, of Morehead City,
who first suggested the idea, and Mr.
J. L. “Tony” Seamon, Jr., the general
chairman., I have firsthand knowledge
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of the many hours these two spent in
organizing and arranging this effective
and well-deserved tribute.

The U.S. Coast Guard is one of the
many fine services of our Government
which all of us are too prone to take for
granted. I was delighted to have the peo-
ple of my district originate and execute
this fine expression.

LITTER IS A NATIONWIDE
PROBLEM

(Mr. HORTON asked was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous maftter.)

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, in the last
yvear America has had a great awaken-
ing. The combined warnings of alarmed
scientists, nature lovers, and sociologists
have had their effect.

Now millions of Americans have joined
in warning of the dangers of garbage and
sewerage and exhaust and smoke and
litter.

And all of this culminated yesterday
in the observance of Earth Day, during
which the total problems of our environ-
ment were discussed on campuses and
public meetings around the country.

But, Mr. Speaker, talk is not enough.
We need money, we need investigation,
we need new laws, and we need dedicated
action from every sector of our society to
keep from being burled and destroyed by
the end products of our own technology.

And when we come right down to it,
the buck stops here in Washington at the
White House and in the Halls of Con-
gress.

Pollution knows no city or State
boundaries. Lakes and rivers and seas
that border many States are polluted.
Polluted air blows from one State to an-
other. Litter is a nationwide problem.

And we need to start with nationwide
answers. The President recognized this
in sending to Congress his proposals on
pollution last winter.

Now, with the first observance of Earth
Day, I believe we in the Congress should
also recognize those facts and dedicate
ourselves to taking the necessary action
before many more weeks have passed.

The truth is, Mr. Speaker, that the
danger is great and is at hand. We can-
not dally too long.

EARTH DAY

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

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, all across
the Nation Americans yesterday ob-
served a special day aimed at pointing up
the need to support an old cause, that
of conservation.

But today we take a much broader
view of conservation than we used to.

Once conservation meant primarily
the preservation of forests, and wildlife
and natural areas.

These efforts are still important today,
perhaps more important than they were
50 or 25 years ago. But now conserva-
tion literally means preservation of our
gflanet and its ability to support human

e

It means not just keeping air and wa-
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fer clean, it means removing the pollu-
tants from them and the causes of those
pollutants. It means finding a way to
dispose of garbage and rubbish and sew-
erage without polluting the land and
the water. It means controlling the fumes
of factories and autos.

Fortunately, the need has been rec-
ognized, not just by those who spon-
sored Earth Day, but by most segments
of our society, individuals, most indus-
tries and businesses and by government.

The President, this year, has already
sent to Congress proposals for cleaning
up our waters and our air and our land.
It is up to Congress to accept that chal-
lenge—aquickly—and pass the laws and
t.hg appropriations necessary to do the
job.

TOTAL POSTAL REORGANIZATION
IS NEEDED

(Mr, RUTH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Speaker, we can no
longer afford the luxury of merely voting
increased wages or higher opportunities
each time the Post Office Department
finds itself in economic or other difficul-
ties.

We must attack the entire scope of the
problem, What we desperately need is an
immediate and far-reaching program of
total postal reorganization as proposed
by the administration. Through the cre-
ation of a Government-owned postal
service, the framework would be estab-
lished to make it possible for the Post
Office to pay its own way. In this way,
the postal employee can improve his posi-
tion without continually adding to the
burden of the taxpayer.

I urge approval of the bill which the
unions and postal management have
negotiated, along with the reasonable 8
percent pay increase for employees, as
the only responsible method for provid-
ing the country with an efficient and
economical mail system that will benefit
both user and employee alike.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE COURT

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

Aprin 22, 1970.
The Honorable the SPEAKER,
U.S. House of Representatives.

Dear Sm: I have the honor to transmit
herewith a sealed envelope from the White
House, received in the Clerk's Office at 12:15
p.m. on Wednesday, April 22, 1970, sald to
contain a Message from the President where-
in he recommends the enactment of the
Disaster Assistance Act of 1870.

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely,
'W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk,
U.S. House of Representatives.

DISASTER ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1970—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES (H.
DOC. No. 91-323)

The Speaker laid before the House the
following message from the President of
the United States; which was read:




12822

Ta the Congress of the Uniled States:

The spirit of neighborliness, the readi-
ness to extend a helping hand in time of
trouble, is one of the great traditions of
this country. In the early years of our
history, good neighbors were essential in
coping with the hardships of pioneer life.
They are equally essential in meeting the
challenges of life today.

The spirt of the good neighbor was
particularly evident in 1969 when natural
disasters struck this country in unprece-
dented numbers and with unprecedented
force. Twenty-nine major disasters and
an untold number of smaller disasters
were responsible for over 300 deaths and
an estimated $2 billion in property dam-
age in the last calendar year. Events
such as the California floods and Hur-
ricane Camille with the Virginia flood
were exceptionally destructive.

Private voluntary agencies have tra-
ditionally played a crucial role during
times of disasfer. State and local govern-
ments are key factors in any successful
disaster relief effort. Thus the Federal
role is only one part of the overall re-
sponse of the nation. But it is a very im-
portant part of that response. Under the
Federal Disaster Acts of 1950, 1966, and
1969 and their amendments and under
provisions in many other statutes, the
Federal government works to help indi-
viduals through relief and rehabilitation
efforts and to assist State and local gov-
ernments by restoring public facilities
essential to community life. In 1969 the
Federal government allocated $150 mil-
lon for assistance from the President’s
Disaster Relief Fund—the largest sum
for any 1 year in history. Significant
additional funds were spent on disaster
assistance under other Federal programs.
A report on our 1969 experience is being
provided to the Congress.

We are confident that the general
framework of our present program pro-
vides an effective mechanism for chan-
neling Federal disaster assistance to in-
dividuals and communities. Rather than
depending on a specialized disasfer as-
sistance agency, the present system
makes maximum use of existing agencies,
centrally coordinated by the Office of
Emergency Preparedness, to perform
tasks in time of emergency which are
similar to those which they perform in
normal circumstances. Our present ar-
rangements also encourage constructive
and cooperative efforts among individ-
uals, local communities, the States and
the Federal government.

At the same time, however, we have
learned that a number of improvements
are in order within the existing frame-
work. The last Presidential special mes-
sage on the subject of disaster assistance
was written 18 years ago. Since that
time, this program has grown in a piece-
meal and often haphazard manner, in-
volving over 50 separate Congressional
enactments and executive actions. This
slow development process has created a
complex program, one which has a num-
ber of gaps and overlaps and needs in-
creased coordination. It is time for new
legislation and executive action to make

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

our Federal disaster assistance program
more effective and efficient.
LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

To ertend and to improve the assist-
ance which the Federal Government can
provide in time of major disasters, I am
asking the Congress to enact the Dis-
aster Assistance Act of 1970. This legis-
lation contains a number of specific
proposals, the most important of which
are the following:

REVENTUE MAINTENANCE

When a community experiences a
major disaster, the physical impaect is
obvious. What the television camera does
not capture, however, is the loss of
property tax revenue which occurs when
a substantial portion of a community’s
property tax base is destroyed and its
essential services are disrupted.

CALL: OF THE HOUSE

Mr. O'KONSKI (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
wish to withhold his point of order until
the President’s message is read by the
Clerk?

Mr. O'KONSKI. I believe the Mem-
bers ought to hear this message, Mr.
Speaker. I insist on my point of order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Wisconsin makes a point of order that
a quorum is not present, and evidently
a gquorum is not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 87}

Gettys
Giaimo
Goldwater
Green, Oreg.

Adaijr
Alexander
Ashbrook
Baring
Barrett Green, Pa.
Brooks Griffin
Brotzman Griffiths
Brown, Calif, Gubser
Brown, Mich. Hagan

ush Harvey
Hébert
Holifield
Johnson, Calif,
Kirwan
Kyl
Landrum

non

Long, La.
Lukens

McCarthy
McMillan
MacGregor
Madden
Melcher
Edwards, Calif. Mikva
Edwards, La, Mollohan
Feighan Moorhead
Flynt Moss
Ford, Gerald R. Myers
Ford, Nichols
Willlam D, O'Neal, Ga.
Foreman Ottinger
Patman
Pepper

Powell
Rees

Reifel
Rhodes
Rivers
Roberts
Roe
Rogers, Colo.
Rosenthal
Roybal
Ruppe
Sandman
Scherle
Scheuer
Schneebell
Slack
Snyder
Stanton

teed
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Sullivan
Ta:

ft
Teague, Calif,

Udall
Vanik
Waldie
Watkins
‘Watson
White

Wright

Fraser
Fulton, Tenn.

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 331
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.
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DISASTER ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1970—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 91-323)

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will con-
tinue the reading of the message.

The Clerk read as follows:

To ease this difficulty, I recommend
that the Congress enact a property tax
revenue maintenance plan. Under this
plan, the Federal government would be
authorized to lend money at favorable
interest rates to local governments to
make up their loss of property tax reve-
nues following a major disaster.

PEEMANENT REPAIR

I am asking the Congress for ex-
panded Federal authority to perma-
nently repair or fully replace essential
public facilities damaged by disasters.
This authorization would provide a more
effective and practical approach to the
replacement of damaged public facilities
which are vital to community life, This
Administration would give preference to
local employees and contractors in repair
and rebuilding work.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

I am also asking the Congress fo
amend the Public Works and Economic
Development Aet of 1965, so that the
Economic Development Administration
would provide staff support, technical
advice and financial assistance to those
communities affected by major disasters.
Such assistance is vital in recovery ef-
forts, particularly when the community
is attempting to begin long-range re-
building or redevelopment efforts.

DISASTER LOANS

I am proposing legislation to improve
the disaster loan programs of the Small
Business Administration and of the
Farmers Home Administration. These
loans are among our principal sources
of assistance to stricken individuals.
The recommended changes would pro-
vide for improved refinancing, payment
deferral, and forgiveness arrangements
and would assure disaster loans to older
citizens. My proposed amendment would
allow the FHA and SBA to provide faster
service and would therefore promote
speedier recovery following disasters.

TNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

I am also recommending that the Con-
gress extend for two years the exrpanded
unemployment compensation provisions
of the Disaster Relief Act of 1969, These
provisions make temporary income avail-
able as promptly as possible to help in-
dividuals who are unemployed as the
result of a major disaster. Such assist-
ance to individuals was a new feature in
the 1969 Act. Before last year, only those
unemployed persons who could qualify
for compensation under the normal un-
employment insurance programs could
receive income protection following a
disaster. The two-year extension which
I recommend would provide time to fully
evaluate the new provisions and to eon-
sider appropriate legislation.

HOUSING

Hurricane Camille provided the great-
est test of the Federal government’s
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ability to provide temporary housing to
victims of a major disaster. We believe
we met that test; at the direction of the
Office of Emergency Preparedness, the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment was able to place more than
5,000 mobile homes in the disaster area.
We also believe, however, that the lan-
guage of the law which authorizes such
activities is confusing.

Two separate provisions in two differ-
ent laws are now directed to temporary
emergency housing, In order to simplify
the legislative provisions that apply to
this problem, I propose that the provi-
sions for temporary housing in PL 81-
875 be amended so that they incorporate
many of the broad principles of PL 91-79,
without sacrificing flexibility. A clarified
version of this law would allow the gov-
ernment to provide temporary housing
or other emergency shelter—including
leased mobile homes or other readily
fabricated dwellings,

DEBRIS REMOVAL

One of the serious problems encoun-
tered in Hurricane Camille related to the
removal of debris from private property.
Current legislation in this area is con-
fusing and difficult to administer. I am
therefore proposing corrective legislation
that would simplify and speed debris re-
moval from private property when it is
in the public interest. Again, preference
would be given to local employees and
contractors.

DISASTER PREVENTION

In March and April 1969 this Adminis-
tration conducted a massive flood pre-
vention program in the upper Midwest
and New England. This program—Oper-
ation Foresight—was immensely success-
ful; it prevented widespread human suf-
fering and an estimated $200 million in
damages, at a cost of $20 million. The
success of this disaster prevention effort
suggests that we can do a great deal to
avold or limit the effects of expected dis-
asters. Accordingly, I am proposing legis-
lation which would extend the Federal
government’s authority to assist State
and local governments in disaster pre-
vention and damage reduction activities,

PLANNING ASSISTANCE

The Disaster Relief Act of 1969 author-
ized one-time matching grants to help
States formulate better plans for coping
with disasters. Almost half of the States
have already indicated that they will join
us in this effort and we expect that others
will soon follow tkeir lead. I now recom-
mend that the Congress expand this pro-
vision of the 1969 law in order to help
States review and update these plans on
a continuing basis.

In addition to the major initiatives out-
lined above, the legislation prepared by
the Administration includes a number
of other changes designed to extend the
scope and improve the effectiveness of
Federal assistance,

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS

Legislative changes are not the only
improvements which are presently re-
quired. Our experience indicates that
changes in administrative procedures
can be equally important in providing a
more effective assistance program.
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COORDINATION

To improve coordination of Federal
Disaster Assistance efforts, both among
Federal agencies and among Federal,
State, and local officials, I am establish-
ing a National Council on Federal Disas-
ter Assistance. The Council will be com-
posed of senior officials from Federal
agercies concerned with disaster assist-
ance and will be chaired by the Director
of the Office of Emergency Preparedness.

To further improve coordination of
disaster assistance activities in the field, I
have also directed that the Regional Di-
rectors of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness be included as ad hoc members
of the newly formed Federal Regional
Councils. This improvement will be sup-
plemented by other actions to improve
coordination among all levels of Govern-
ment, including the Office of Emergency
Preparedness regional planning confer-
ences with State officials with the first
such conference this month on the West
Coast.

In addition to improving coordination
and developing more comprehensive
plans, we need better procedures for con-
tinuous communication with State and
local government on such matters as
disaster legislation. The Council of State
Governments and such organizations as
the International City Management As-
sociation, the National Association of
Counties, the National League of Cities,
and the United States Conference of
Mayors are assisting us in this effort.

Improvements in disaster assistance
also require an improved program of re-
search and evaluation, the results of
which are readily available to all who
can benefit from them. I have therefore
directed the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness to act as a central clearing
house for all Federal research which is
related to disasters.

ASSISTANCE TO INDIVIDUALS

An important objective, particularly
in large-scale disasters, is that of in-
forming individuals of the assistance
which is available and of the places
where it can be obtained. To meet this
problem, we are expanding our infor-
mation efforts and keying those efforts to
the needs of the individual citizens of
the community, particularly those who
are poor.

Whenever a disaster occurs, those who
live in the area desperately want to be
in touch with their friends and relatives
who live elsewhere. Rescue workers also
need better communication facilities
within such areas. I have therefore asked
the Office of Emergency Preparedness to
provide better emergency communica-
tion services to stricken regions during
times of disaster.

Just as we make it easier for individ-
uals to get information, so we should
make it easier for them to get assistance.
It should not be necessary for individuals
to travel from one place to another and
then to still another location in order to
obtain the help which various agencies of
the Federal government are providing.
Accordingly, we are developing plans to
provide “one-stop” service to individuals
in disaster areas. Representatives of the
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principal Federal agencies and of the
Red Cross, as well as caseworkers and
legal advisors, will all be available at a
single assistance center.

DISASTER ASSISTANCE TEAMS

Disaster stricken communities fre-
quently lack trained personnel who can
help them make the best possible use of
the assistance which is available to them
from many sources. To meet this need,
I have directed the Office of Emergency
Preparedness to form Federal disaster
assistance teams to help loeal communi-
ties coordinate the overall assistance ef-
fort. These teams will be supervised by
a Federal Disaster Assistance Coordina-
tor who will act as an on-the-spot repre-
sentative of the President in any particu-
lar disaster area.

DISASTER INSURANCE

Our experience with disasters in 1969
clearly demonstrated the need for ex-
panded insurance coverage for property
owners. The national flood insurance
sections of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1968 presently permit
Federal insurance assistance in flood-
prone areas and we are now implement-
ing that program on an accelerated
basis. I am also directing that a compre-
hensive study of property insurance cov-
erage for disaster situations be under-
taken and that specific recommendations
be provided me by the end of this year.
This study should take into account the
views of the State insurance authorities,
the insurance indusfry, lending institu-
tions, and the general public.

CIVIL DEFENSE

The disaster assistance activities of
State and local governments often are
closely related to their civil defense re-
sponsibilities. The relationship between
the Federal government's disaster assist-
ance and civil defense activities should
now be carefully reviewed. Accordingly,
I have asked that such a study be car-
ried out and that its recommendations
be given to me by December 31, 1970. It
is important that any changes in this
sensitive area be made only after a care-
ful review, one which gives special atten-
tion to the impact of any suggested
change upon national security.

As we move into a new decade, one of
the nafion’s major goals is to restore a
ravaged environment. But we must also
be ready to respond effectively when na-
ture gets out of confrol and victimizes
our citizens.

With the improvements I have recom-
mended to the Congress and those which
I am instituting by Executive action, the
disaster assistance program of the Fed-
eral government will continue fo provide
outstanding public service in times of
crisis, This program manifests the ex-
traordinary humanitarian spirit of our
nation. The changes I have proposed
would enable it to reflect that spirit even
more effectively.

RicHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HoUSE, April 22, 1970.

The message was referred by the
Speaker to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union and or-
dered to be printed.
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COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK
OF THE HOUSE

The Speaker laid before the House the
following communication from the Clerk
of the House of Representatives:

Aprir 22, 1970.
The Honorable the SPEAKER,
U.S. House of Representatives.

Dear Sm: I have the honor to transmit
herewith a sealed envelop from the White
House, received in the Clerk’s Office at 3:40
p.m. on Wednesday, April 22, 1970, said to
contain a Message from the President where-
in he transmits a report of Federal disaster
relief activity for calendar year 1969.

With kind regards, I am,

Sincerely,
W. PAT JENNINGS,
Clerk, U.S. House of Representatives.

REPORT OF FEDERAL DISASTER RE-
LIEF ACTIVITY FOR 1969—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC, NO.
91-325)

The Speaker laid before the House the
following message from the President of
the United States, which was read:

To the Congress of the United States:

Natural disasters—in unprecedented
numbers and scope—presented a grim
challenge to this nation in 1969. The ex-
ceptional response to this challenge by
the United States government is some-
thing in which all Americans can take
pride. The story of that response is de-
tailed in the report which I am today
transmitting to the Congress.

This report of Federal activities in 1969
under authority of the Federal Disaster
Act (Public Law 875, 81st Congress, as
amended) is required by Section 8 of that
law and has been provided by the Di-
rector of the Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness. The report also describes ac-
tivities carried out under authority of the
Federal Disaster Act of 1969 (Public Law
79, 91st Congress) . The funds which sup-
ported these activities are specifically ap-
propriated to the President for the pur-
pose of relieving suffering and repairing
damage when disasters strike.

There were 29 major disasters during
1969—the largest number since the pro-
gram began in 1950. Two of these—the
California floods and Hurricane Ca-
mille—were exceptionally destructive.
The number and extent of major dis-
asters in 1969 required a massive Fed-
eral effort; a total of $148,970,000 was
allocated from the President’'s Disaster
Fund, the largest amount since the en-
actment of Public Law 81-875. Despite
these increased demands, the Federal re-
sponse was most prompt and effective
and those who participated in it deserve
our commendation.

Under the leadership of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness, the Adminis-
tration is developing a stronger and more
comprehensive disaster assistance pro-
gram, An important part of this strength-
ened program is outlined in my disaster
assistance message to the Congress. That
message discusses both the legislation
which will be submitted—the Disaster
Assistance Act of 1970—and the improve-
ments which are being made by execu-
tive action. I am confident that our

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

strengthened program will improve co-
operation with State and local govern-
ments and with private and voluntary
organizations. More important, these
steps would enable the Federal govern-
ment to continue to meet its reponsibil-
ities to individuals who are victimized by
these unhappy events.
RicuHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HoUSE, April 22, 1970.

The message, together with the ac-
companying papers, was, without ob-
jection, referred by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr., Epmonpson) to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and ordered to
be printed.

THE DRAFT—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 91-324)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Ep-
monpsonN) laid before the House the fol-
lowing message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
without objection, referred to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and ordered to
be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

The draft has been with us now for
many years. It was started as a tempo-
rary, emergency measure just before
World War II. We have lived with the
draft so long, and relied on it through
such serious crises, that too many of us
now accept it as a normal part of Amer-
ican life.

It is now time to embrace a new ap-
proach to meeting our military manpow-
er requirements. I have two basic pro-
posals.

—The first deals with the fundamental
way this nation should raise the
armed force necessary to defend the
lives and the rights of its people,
and to fulfill its existing commit-
ments abroad.

—The second deals with reforming the
present recruitment system—part
volunteer, part drafted—which, in
the immediate future, will be needed
to maintain our armed strength.

TO END THE DRAFT

On February 21, I received the report
of the Commission on an All-Volunteer
Armed Force, headed by former Defense
Secretary Thomas S. Gates. The Com-
mission members concluded unanimous-
ly that the interests of the nation will be
better served by an all-volunteer force
than by a mixed force of volunteers and
draftees, and that steps should be taken
in this direction.

I have carefully reviewed the report of
the Commission and have discussed the
subject with many others knowledgeable
in this field. The preeminent considera-
tion in any decision I make involving the
American Armed Forces must be the se-
curity of the United States. I have had
to weigh carefully how our responsibili-
ties in Vietnam and our overall foreign
policy would be affected by ending the
draft. I also had to consider the budg-
etary impact, and the possible effect on
our economy.

On the other hand, we have all seen
the effect of the draft on our young peo-
ple, whose lives have been disrupted first
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by years of uncertainty, and then by the
draft itself. We all know the unfairness
of the present system, no matter how just
we try to make it.

After careful consideration of the fac-
tors involved, I support the basic conclu-
sion of the Commission, I agree that we
should move now toward ending the
draft.

From now on, the objective of this Ad-
ministration is to reduce draft calls to
zero, subject to the overriding consider-
ations of national security.

In proposing that we move toward
ending the draft, I must enter three cau-
tions: First, the draft cannot be ended
all at once. It must be phased out, so
that we can be certain of maintaining
our defense strength at every step, Sec-
ond, existing induction authority expires
on July 1, 1971, and I expect that it will
be necessary for the next Congress to
extend this authority. And third, as we
move away from reliance on the draft, we
must make provisions to establish a
standby draft system that can be used in
case of emergency.

To move toward reducing draft calls
to zero, we are proceeding with a wide
array of actions and proposals:

—This Administration proposed, and
the Congress has approved, a six-
percent across-the-board pay in-
crease for Federal employees, retro-
active to the first of this year. This
raises the pay of members of the
Armed Forces by $1.2 billion a year.

—I shall propose an additional 20 per-
cent pay increase for enlisted men
with less than two years of service,
to be effective January 1, 1971. This
action, if approved by the Congress,
will raise the annual pay of enlisted
men with less than two years of serv-
ice by $500 million a year, and is a
first step in removing the present
inequity in pay of men serving their
first two years in the Armed Forees.
The cost for Fiscal Year 1971 will be
$250 million.

—In January 1971 I shall recommend
to the Congress, in the Fiscal Year
1972 budget, an additional $2.0 bil-
lion for added pay and other bene-
fits—especially for those serving
their first two years—to help attract
and retain the personnel we need for
our Armed Forces.

—1I have today directed the Secretary
of Defense to give high priority to
the expansion of programs designed
to increase enlistments and reten-
tions in the services. Further, I have
directed that he give me a report
every quarter on the progress of this
program. Other agencies have been
directed to assist in the effort.

—1I am also directing the Secretary of
Defense to review the policies and
practices of the military services to
give new emphasis to recognition of
the individual needs, aspirations and
capabilities of all military person-
nel,

No one can predict with precision
whether or not, or precisely when, we
can end conscription. It depends, in part,
on the necessity of maintaining required
military foree levels to meet our com-
mitments in Vietnam and elsewhere. It
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also depends on the degree to which the
combination of military pay increases
and enhanced benefits will attract and
hold enough volunteers to maintain the
forces we need, the attitude of young
people toward military service, and the
availability of jobs in the labor market.

However, I am confident that, barring
any unforeseen developments, this pro-
posed program will achieve our objective.

The starting pay of an enlisted man
in our Armed Forces is—taking the latest
raise into account—less than $1,500 a
year. This is less than half of the mini-
mum wage in the private secior. Of
course, we should add to this the value of
the food, uniforms and housing that is
provided free. But it is hardly compara-
ble to what most young men can earn as
civilians. Even with special allowances,
some married enlisted men have been
forced to go on welfare to support their
families.

The low pay illustrates another in-
equity of the draft. These men, in effect,
pay a large hidden tax—the difference
between their military pay and what they
could earn as civilians. Therefore, on the
grounds of equity alone, there is good
reason to substantially increase pay.

While we focus on removing inequi-
ties in the pay of men serving their first
few years in the military, we must not
neglect the career servicemen. They are
the indispensable core of our Armed
Forces. The Increasing technological
complexity of modern defense, and the
constantly changing international sit-
uation, make their assignments ever
more difficult—and critical. We shall
continue to make every effort to ensure
that they are fairly treated and justly
compensated.

There is another essential element—
beyond pay and benefits, beyond the best
in training and equipment—that is vital
to the high morale of any armed force
in a free society. It is the backing, sup-
port and confidence of the people and
the soclety the military serves. While
government can provide the economic
justice our men in arms deserve—moral
support and backing can come only from
the American people. At few times in our
history has it been more needed than
today.

The consideration of national security
contains no argument against these his-
toric actions; the considerations of free-
dom and justice argue eloquently in their
behalf.

TO REFORM THE DRAFT

As we move toward our goal of end-
ing the draft in the United States, we
must deal with the draft as it now exists.
This nation has a right to expect that
the responsibility for national defense
will be shared equitably and consistently
by all segments of our society. Given this
basic prineciple, I believe that there are
important reforms that we must make
in our present drait system.

It is my judement, and that of the
National Security Council, that future
occupational, agricultural and student
deferments are no longer dictated by
the national interest. I am issuing to-
day an Executive Order to direct that
no future deferments shall be granted
on the basis of employment. Very few
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young men at age 19 are in such critical
positions that they cannot be replaced.
All those who held occupational defer-
ments before today, as well as any who
may be granted such deferments from
pending applications filed before today,
will be deferred as they were previously.

This same Executive Order will also
eliminate =all future paternity defer-
ments—except in those cases where a
local draft board determines that ex-
treme hardship would result. All those
who held paternity deferments before
today, as well as any who may be granted
deferments from pending applications
filed before today, will be deferred as
long as they are living with and support-
ing child dependents.

I am also asking the Congress today
to make some changes in the Military
Selective Service Act of 1967.

The first would restore to the Presi-
dent discretionary authority on the de-
ferment of students seeking baccalaure-
ate degrees. If the Congress restores this
authority, I shall promptly issue a sec-
ond Executive Order that would bar all
undergraduate deferments, except for
voung men who are undergraduate stu-
dents prior to today. These young men
would continue to be eligible for defer-
ment under present regulations during
their undergraduate years. This Execu-
tive Order would also end deferments
for young men in junior college, and in
apprentice and technical training pro-
grams, except for those who entered be-
fore today. Men participating in such
programs before today would continue to
be deferred until they complete them.

Should Congress pass the legislation
I have requested, those young men who
start college or enter apprentice or other
technical training today or hereafter,
and subsequently receive a notice of in-
duction, will have their entry into service
postponed until the end of the academic
semester, or for apprentices and frain-
ees, until some appropriate breaking
point in their program.

Even if college deferments are phased
out, college men who through ROTC or
other military programs have chosen to
obligate themselves to enter military
service at a later date would be per-
mitted to postpone their active duty until
completion of their study program.

In each instance, I have spoken of the
phasing out—not the elimination—of ex-
isting deferments. The sudden elimina-
tion of existing deferments would disrupt
plans made in good faith by individuals,
companies, colleges and local school sys-
tems on the basis of those deferments.

My second legislative proposal would
establish a direct national call, by lottery
sequence numbers each month, to im-
prove the operation of the random selec-
tion system. We need to ensure that men
throughout the country with the same
lottery number have equal liability to
induction.

Under the present law, for example, a
man with sequence number 185 may be
called up by one draff board while a man
with a lower number in a different draft
board is not called. This can happen be-
cause present law does not permit a na-
tional call of young men by lottery se-
quence numbers,

12825

Some local draft boards may not have
enough low numbers to fill their assigned
quota for the month. As a result, these
local boards are forced to call young men
with higher numbers. At the same time,
other draft boards throughout the coun-
try will have more low numbers than
necessary to fill their quotas.

I am recommending to the Congress
an amendment to suspend this quota re-
quirement while the random selection
system is in effect. If the Congress adopts
this amendment, I will authorize the
Selective Service System to establish a
plan under which the draft call each
month will be on a national basis, with
the same lottery sequence numbers called
throughout the country. This will re-
sult in a still more equitable draft system.

As long as we need the draft, it is in-
cumbent upon us to make it as fair and
equitable as we can, I urge favorable
Congressional action on these legislative
proposals for draft reform.

CONCLUSION

‘While I believe that these reforms in
our existing draft system are essential, it
should be remembered that they are im-
provements in a system to be used only
as long as conscription continues to be
necessary.

Ultimately, the preservation of a free
society depends upon both the willingness
of its beneficiaries to bear the burden of
its defense—and the willingness of gov-
ernment to guarantee the freedom of the
individual.

With an end to the draft, we will
demonstrate to the world the responsive-
ness of republican government—and our
continuing commitment to the maximum
freedom for the individual, enshrined in
our earliest traditions and founding doc-
uments, By upholding the cause of free-
dom without conscription we will have
demonstrated in one more area the su-
periority of a society based upon belief
in the dignity of man over a society based
on the supremacy of the State.

Ricuarp NIxon.

THE WHITE HoUsE, April 23, 1970.

DRAFT REFORM

(Mr. ARENDS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp.)

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, the Pres-
ident's concern for reforming basic in-
stitutions has been evident on many
occasions in his Presidency. He has called
for reform in our foreign policy, reform
of Federal-State relations, reform of the
welfare system, reform of the Post Office.
But one of the President’s reforms which
history may record as the most impor-
tant reform of all is his reform of the
draff.

The President’'s message on this sub-
ject should be carefully read and en-
thusiastically applauded by everyone of
us. In the first place it reforms military
pay scales in a way which will encourage
more volunteers. Secondly, it reforms the
Selective Service System, ending some
deferments, and seeking the power o end
others—so that the system will operate
more fairly.

The President’s message is brief, bold,
and to the point. It sees that something




12826

is wrong and it seeks to set it right. The
President’s actions and his proposals de-
serve our support. The changes which
they would make will have a great and
healthy impact on the life of this Nation.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
as the President has pointed out in his
message on the draft, a peacetime draft
is a relatively recent phenomenon. Tra-
ditionally, it has been used only when the
Nation’s security was seriously threat-
ened.

In recent years, the draft has pro-
voked debate and dissension, but nothing
substantive was done until President
Nixon advocated a lottery system a year
ago and appointed a commission to study
the feasibility and desirability of an all-
volunteer force.

Now, the President has again acted.
He has endorsed the basic conclusion of
the Gates Commission’s report that im-
mediate steps should be taken to move
toward an all-volunteer force. He has
asked that military pay be increased,
especially for first-term servicemen, as a
first step toward eliminating the draft.

If we are willing to pay first-term
servicemen approximately what they de-
serve and need—the draft can be elimi-
nated. The draft is a heavy burden on our
free society in peacetime. It infringes on
personal freedom and inevitably causes
unrest and dissatisfaction.

In the short run, we should continue
to reform the present Selective Service
System to ensure that it is as fair as
possible both in its present application
and in the event it needs to be reactivated
in the future.

The ultimate goal must be an all-
volunteer system. Only that system is
consistent with the Nation's basic tradi-
tions of personal freedom.

Meantime, I am delighted that the ad-
ministration is moving toward reducing
draft calls to zero.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent has asked Congress to make avail-
able $250 million in the fiscal 1971 budget
and $2 billion in fiscal 1972 to make mil-
itary service more attractive and thus
move toward an all-volunteer armed
force.

Increasing military pay, especially for
first-term servicemen, will attract true
volunteers and eliminate the present in-
equity in pay for those serving an initial
tour of duty.

Because the draft has been available,
pay for first-term servicemen has lagged
behind pay for the career force and com-
parable civilians. First-term servicemen
receive only about 60 percent of what
they could earn as civilians and some
servicemen have had to go on welfare to
make ends meet. The underpayment of
young servicemen is a national disgrace.
The President’s pay request for fiscal
1971 and 1972 will cure this serious in-
equity and will also be a major step
toward ending conscription.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Congress to
support the President’s program. We have
an obligation to reexamine and, when no
longer necessary for national security, a
duty to eliminate institutions like the
draft so that the process of Government
is as consistent as possible with the Na-
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tion’s traditions of freedom and equal
justice for all.

Mr. SMITH of California, Mr. Speaker,
any President must reconcile long term
goals and shortrun responsibilities. But
rarely does any President accomplish the
reconciliation as successfully as Presi-
dent Nixon has in his message on the
draft. In it he spells out explicitly his
determination to end the draft. He calls
for specific reforms which will bring
about that goal. But, at the same time,
the President recognizes his responsibil-
ity to make the interim period as fair as
possible, He therefore calls for reforms
in the draft system as well.

On the one hand, he asks that mili-
tary pay be substantially increased—by
20 percent for first term enlistments.
This provision should make it easier
eventually to end the draft. On the other
hand, the President also asks that the
inequities created by our present system
of deferments and local quotas be
eliminated.

The President demonstrates in this
message that he is looking both at the
immediate realities and at less immedi-
ate goals. The American people are well
served by his approach to his problem.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I feel constrained to express
my disappointment that President Nixon
has decided that the recommendations
of the Gates Commission on establish-
ing an all-volunteer armed force can-
not be fully implemented at this point.
The Commission report, which involved
months of painstaking study and which
was unanimously agreed to, concluded
that our national security would not be
jeopardized if a volunteer force were in-
stituted by July 1971. I can only regret
the President's decision to place con-
tinued reliance on the present Selective
Service Act for an unspecified period of
time.

Nonetheless, President Nixon has
stated his readiness to move toward end-
ing the draft and I commend him for the
positive steps he has proposed toward
that end. Certainly the key to reducing
draft calls to zero is to improve pay and
other benefits for officers and especially
for enlisted men. I am pleased to note
that Mr. Nixon does recommend that pay
increases and additional benefits be
granted in both 1971 and 1972. Although
the cost is high—an additional $2.25 bil-
lion—over a 2-year period—we have no
right to compel young men to fight and
perhaps die for this country if we do not
at least pay them a living wage.

The review of programs and policies
which the President has directed the
Secretary of Defense to conduct should
also serve to increase enlistments and
retentions in the services and thus ad-
vance the day when draft calls no longer
Are necessary.

If the draft cannot be abolished en-
tirely—a step which I continue to ad-
vocate—then I do support the President’s
plan for reform of the draft. The insti-
tution of a lottery system eliminated
some inequities in the Selective Service
Act but unfortunately introduced new
injustices. The President’s request for
a phasing out of various deferments and
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the establishment of a direet national
draft call by lottery sequence should help
to ensure that the draft operates in as
equitable a manner as possible.

I think the Congress should at this
juncture hold a comprehensive and pub-
lic debate on the question of how this
country is to raise and maintain an army
in the next decade. The volunteer army
and other similar proposals should be
given a full and dispassionate hearing.
If, after such debate, the Congress con-
cludes that it is impossible to allow the
draft to expire in July 1971, then I think
we must at the very least reform the
present system. Many of President
Nixon's proposals for reform are worth
while and should be adopted.

Most important of all, the Congress
must resist attempts to prolong the draft
unnecessarily. If new authority to ex-
tend the draft is voted, we should insist
that such authority be extended only for
the shortest time possible. It would be
well for us to remember that the draft,
no matter what reforms are instituted,
remains an inequitable system based on
a compulsion repugnant to our demo-
cratie society.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, April 23,
1970 is a landmark day in American his-
tory. Three years ago, after years of
frustrated effort to reform Selective
Service—1I coauthored a book called “How
To End the Draft.” Today, for the first
time since before World War II, a Presi-
dent of the United States has sent to
Congress a message in which he recom-
mends legislation which will enable us to
do just that—to rely on volunteers for
the defense of our freedoms.

The President’s proposals go beyond
mere words or intentions, He has offered
concrete proposals which will result in
pay increases of over 25 percent for
most armed services personnel by next
year. Also, he has instructed the Secre-
tary of Defense to give new emphasis to
recognition of the individual needs, as-
pirations, and capabilities of all military
personnel.

Combined with these proposals, the
President’s move to continue our with-
drawal from Southeast Asia raises for
the first time, the real probability that
we can reduce draft calls to zero in the
near future. Until that time, the Presi-
dent has indicated we cannot tolerate
current inequities in the draft system
between now and the day an all-volun-
teer army can be realized.

While the basic concept behind the
President’s message may seem simple, it
has somehow eluded priority considera-
tion by the leadership of this Nation until
recently. The concept is that the man-
power procurement program for the
American military should interfere as
little as possible with the individual free-
doms of as few men as possible.

Conseription of any sort is diamet-
rieally opposed to this principle. As long
as this Nation leans back on its ability
to make military service compulsory,
lives will be interrupted and freedoms
will be violated. Further, a compulsory
draft allows the military itself to be lazy
about its treatment of individual soldiers.
Manpower is not a very valuable com-
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modity when the supply can be abso-
lutely controlled by draft calls. Thus, pay
is eriminally low, opportunity for indi-
vidual advancement and training is not
given a high enough priority. In short,
the draft enables the military to avoid
the necessity of reforms, of efficient man-
power utilization, and in some cases, of
fair treatment of individual servicemen.

The steps outlined in President Nixon’s
message will substantially improve the
fairness of the draft for as long as con-
scription is absolutely essential for na-
tional security. After that hopefully

short period, other provisions of the
President's message will lead the way to
a manpower procurement concept which
puts as high a priority on individual
freedom as it must place on national
security.

I heartily endorse these proposals.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may be permitted to extend their re-
marks on the President’s draft message
immediately after the reading of the
President’s message.

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

There was no objection.

SECOND ANNUAL PLAN FOR U.S.
PARTICIPATION IN WORLD
WEATHER PROGRAM—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ep-
MonDsoN) laid before the House the fol-
lowing message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
without objection, referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with Senate Concurrent
Resolution 67 of the 90th Congress, I am
forwarding to you the second Annual
Plan for United States’ Participation in
the World Weather Program, This report
reviews the progress made during the
past year and describes the activities
planned by the Federal agencies for the
coming fiscal year.

Progress in the World Weather Pro-
gram has been significant. Of particular
import is that, through the United States’
effort in space, we have seen the develop-
ment and testing of an instrument which
is capable of measuring globally from a
satellite the temperature distribution of
our total atmosphere. This represents a
giant stride forward. It holds promise of
providing data from over the oceans and
other remote areas, heretofore unavail-
able, which are essential for providing
weather predictions to our people.

On another front, it is most encourag-
ing to note the progress in international
cooperation in this area. Nations have
joined hands in moving forward with a
program to assist developing countries in
improving their meteorological services.
And the nations of the world are coming

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

together this month to decide on the next
major steps in the research activities of
the World Weather Program.

The World Weather Program focuses
on the important problem of understand-
ing our global atmosphere. Whether we
are attempting to assess the impact of
pollutants on the quality of our environ-
ment, or trying to improve the accuracy
and time range of weather prediction,
these activities are vital to the people of
the United States—to their safety and to
their economic well-being.

RicuArRD NIXON.

TuE WHITE HoUsg, April 23, 1970.

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS TO
THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS
AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I eall up
House Resolution 893 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 893

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 (H.R. 165186)
to authorize appropriations to the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration for
research and development, construction of
facilities, and research and program man-
agement, and for other purposes. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed two
hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the five-minute rule. At the conclu-
sion of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit,

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr, AnpErsSON) and pending that I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, there is no controversy
that I can discover on this rule. Of course,
there will be considerable discussion
under the 5-minute rule.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may use,

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman
from Missouri is correct in his statement.
There is no controversy on the question
as to whether or not we should adopt the
gglllle and discuss the space authorization

ill.

Let me say, however, in the few min-
utes that I have that I wish fo note the
presence back with us on the floor
the distinguished gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, the ranking Republican on this
committee, Mr. FuLToN. We are pleased
to have him back with us. It also gives
us an opportunity to say that I know of
no one in this Chamber or in this House
who has been more devoted over the
years to this program and no one who
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has a more tremendous fund of expertise
and knowledge of our goals in the space
program than the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. I am pleased that he can be
here to take his usual part in the debate
today.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the bill is
to authorize NASA appropriations for
fiscal 1971.

The authorization totals $3,630,875,000.
By far the greatest part of this author-
ization—§2,903,200—is earmarked {or re-
search and development efforts. Some
$33,975,000 is for facility construction
at various NASA institutions around the
country and $693,700,000 is for adminis-
trative costs and research efforts.

The largest single item is $1,101,500,-
000 for continued Apollo flights. Seven
more flights are now programed; two in
1970, two in 1971, one in 1972, and two in
1974. Boosters, command, service, and
Iunar modules must be procured.

Another large item, $670,200,000, is for
the space flight operations. These include
the orbital workshop program and the
space shuttle and station. Some $300,-
000,000 of this total was added to the
bill over and above what was requested
by the administration.

Other major projects funded by the
bill include—

First, lunar and planetary exploration,
$144,900,000. This includes our Mariner
and Viking unmanned flights to Mars;

Second, space research and applica-
tions, $172,600,000. This includes our
scientific salellite efforts, iike Nimbus,
Tiros and our geodetic, communications
and navigational satellites;

Third, launch vehicle procurement,
$124,900,000; and

Fourth, tracking and data acquisition,
$2093,800,000.

Mr. KarTH has filed additional views.
He opposes delaying some ongoing proj-
ects in order to fund a new one, the
space shuttle and station.

Mr. KocH has filed additional views
opposing the funding level. He believes it
should be cut and the funds made avail-
able for more pressing domestic needs.

Mr, Furron has made several recom-
mendations. He believes the level of Ap-
pollo flights should be increased from
2 per year to 2%, to more fully utilize
existing equipment, boosters, and per-
sonnel. He also believes that the Nerva
nuclear rocket project should have an
increase in funding.

Mr. MosHER has filed additional views.
He opposes funds added to the bill for
the manned space flight program over
what the administration recommended—
some $300,000,000. He believes our un-
manned flights bring back more useful
information.

Mr, WypLER has filed additional views.
He believes that the Department of De-
fense and NASA should get together on
a Manned Orbiting Laboratory program
as a matter of national security.

Mr. Frey has filed additional views in
which 12 Members have joined. He points
out that our space program has pro-
vided us with many new products and
processes.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
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er, will the distinguished gentleman from
Illinois yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Yes; I
shall be pleased to yield to the chairman
of the committee.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to thank the gentleman from
Illinois for welcoming back the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. FuvrTonw).
I join the gentleman in saying how happy
we are at seeing the ranking Republican
Member back on the floor.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank
the gentleman for those remarks.

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

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 16516) to
authorize appropriations to the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
for research and development, construc-
tion of facilities, and research and pro-
gram management, and for other pur-

poses.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Ep-
monpsoN) . The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia,
The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 16516, with
Mr. RooNEY of New York in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from California (Mr. MILLER)
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. FuL-
ToN) will be recognized for 1 hour.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from California (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, today we bring before
the House H.R. 16516, the fiscal year 1971
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration authorization bill.

The bill before you would provide new
obligational authority in the amount of
$3,630,875,000 for this Nation’s space and
aeronautics activities in the forthcom-
ing fiscal year.

The President’s space budget sub-
mitted to the Congress this year was the
lowest request for space since fiscal year
1962,

The original NASA request to the Bu-
reau of the Budget totaled $4,500,000,000
and was designed to implement the rec-
ommendations contained in the report of
the President’s task group.

The President’s space budget sub-
mitted to Congress was for $3,333,000,000;
or $1,200,000,000 less than the recom-
mendations contained in that report.
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In view of this, it was the committee’s
considered judgment that a portion of
these amounts should be restored.

The committee’s action, as reflected in
the bili before you, was to increase the
total authorization to $3,630,875,000—an
increase of $297,875,000.

The increase falls entirely within the
area of manned space flight, with the ex-
ception of a $1,400,000 increase in re-
search and program management.

However, this latter increase was offset
by an equal reduction in research and
development.

We have just crossed the threshold of
a new decade in space. I do not believe
that it is necessary for me to remind the
Members of the House of our past suc-
cesses in space, and particularly the
flights of Apollo 11 and 12.

Hundreds of millions of people in al-
most every country of the world watched
the first landing on the moon.

The Apollo 13 mission was to have been
a continuation of our program of lunar
exploration.

The entire world is aware that the mis-
sion had to be aborted because of severe
damages to the service module which oc-
curred as the spacecraft approached the
moon on April 13.

The cold, statistical history of Apollo
13 will show the'wnission as a failure.

In my opinion, Apollo 13 was one of the
greatest successes we have had in space
flight to date.

A success because it was a vivid ex-
ample of American expertise, working as
a team, bringing into play all of our tech-
nological know-how to avert a tragedy.

I had the privilege of being present at
the Mission Control Center in Houston
during the return and recovery of our
brave Apollo 13 astronauts.

There, I witnessed one of the most re-
markable demonstrations of cool, calm,
and deliberate application of space tech-
nology, all concerted toward one objec-
tive: To bring astronauts Lovell, Haise,
and Swigert home safely to earth,

I think that all concerned, not only
the astronauts, but the fantastic ground
crew as well, deserve the praise of every
American for their outstanding accom-
plishment.

The single national space target of
the last decade was the manned lunar
landing.

This feat demonstrated what Ameri-
cans, as a people, can accomplish when
they have the will and when the national
leadership and the public favor are
united to achieve a desirable goal.

The program of the seventies will,
however, have no single climatic goal.

It must be clearly understood by us
in Congress and the American people
that the space program of the seventies
will be quite different from that of the
sixties.

It will be a balanced and viable pro-
gram composed of a reasonable schedule
of space priorities.

It will be a program responsive to op-
portunities presented by the remarkable
new technology developed in the last
decade.

It will also be a program responsive
to the limitations imposed by our Na-
tion’s many competing needs.
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Already we have begun to reap the
benefits of our space program.

The commercial Comsat satellite is
now giving us television coverage of
world events on a regular basis—and
the corporation is making a profit.

The international Intelsat satellite is
working smoothly to provide TV cover-
age to over 70 countries around the
globe.

Worldwide weather coverage from
space has moved from an experimental
to an operational basis with satellites
routinely sending back valuable pictures
of the earth’s cloud cover and weather
patterns.

We now have satellites for navigation,
geodetic surveys, nuclear test ban sur-
veillance, and numerous other scientific
information. Yet, we are just beginning
to realize the potential of our new space
technology.

We now know that space observations
can answer the basic questions that must
be answered if we are to make efficient
use of the limited resources of our own
planet.

‘What causes ocean currents? What un-
tapped food resources are in the sea?

How do the oceans affect the weather
and vice versa?

Can we get accurate weather predic-
tions for longer than a few days? Can
weather be controlled? Can earthquakes
be predicted?

And of prime importance, what are the
sources of air and water pollution?

The answers to these questions and
many other problematical areas affecting
the life of man can be found in a viable
national space effort.

We must proceed in the development of
space technology, just as this Nation
proceeded in the past during the eras of
rail and air transportation development.

Now permit me to explain briefly the
increases in authorization the committee
has recommended in the bill before you.

NASA requested $956,500,000 for con-
tinuation of the Apollo lunar exploration
program in fiscal year 1971.

The committee recommends an in-
crease of $145 million for a total author-
ization of $1,101,500,000 for fiscal year
1971.

Of this amount, the committee has
added $45 million for the initiation of
long leadtime production of payloads for
lunar exploration flights after 1973, and
to start production of the spacecraft and
science payloads for one more Apollo
lunar exploration flight in addition to
those now planned.

It is necessary that we authorize fund-
ing for these long lead items now.

Insofar as Saturn V is concerned, the
committee recommends the addition of
$100 million to start procurement of long
leadtime hardware and to begin fabrica-
tion of an improved Saturn V system.

This includes startup costs of vendors
and subcontractors that have been
phased out of the Saturm V program.

Among Saturn V systems, engine
funding would have the highest priority,
due to the long leadtime associated with
their production.

NASA requested $515,200,000 for space
flicht operations in fiscal year 1971, and
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the committee recommends an increase
of $155 million.

Of this amount, $75 million has been
added to augment the development and
qualification effort on spacecraft and
subsystems for the orbiting laboratory
which is now called Skylab.

This addition would emphasize earth
resources experiments.

The initiation of preliminary design
for a second orbiting workshop would
also be possible.

The committee also recommends the
addition of $80 million for more exten-
sive analysis and engineering studies,
payload definition and preliminary de-
sign for the space shuttle and space sta-
tion programs.

The key to the success of this Na-
tion’s future space effort lies in the de-
velopment of a low cost, recoverable, and
reusable space transportation system.

The reusable space shuttle will dras-
tieally reduce the cost of putting people
and cargo into space.

In particular, the shuttle will facili-
tate construction of a manned orbiting
space station that will open up new areas
of scientific and technological activity in
the near neighborhood of earth.

The committee's action in increasing
this program will serve to emphasize the
necessity of proceeding with the devel-
opment of this system at a faster rate
than envisioned by the President’s
budget.

And now a few words about the un-
manned space flight program.

The bill before you includes $565,-
700,000 for these purposes.

NASA’s scientific satellites have en-
riched mankind's knowledge in many
scientific disciplines, notably geophysics,
astronomy and solar physics.

The Nation’s unmanned probes to the
nearby planets of Venus and Mars have
revealed a wealth of information about
our two closest neighbors in space.

The study of the solar system will be
continued with the launch of instru-
mented spacecraft to the other more dis-
tant planets during the decade of the
seventies.

Satellites have also proven to have a
variety of practical uses, and the space
application program has already con-
tributed to a better life for all men.

International communications are
routinely handled through satellites
today, and weather forecasting is as-
sisted by satellites currently in space.

The future looks even brighter. Re-
search is underway on a navigation and
air traffic control satellite system.

In addition, experimental spacecraft
are now being designed which will sur-
vey the earth’s resources so as to provide
information of great value to farmers,
foresters, hydrologists, geologists, the
maritime and fishing industries, among
others.

I will not go into the many details
needed to explain the extremely good
work which is being performed by NASA
in aeronautics and advanced research
and technology.

This continuing work has been very
valuable in our space program.

We did find it necessary, however, to
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reorient some of the funding emphasis
in several program areas that had suf-
fered reductions in the budget process
this year.

These program areas were given mod-
est increases to perform needed research
in aeronautical safety of flight items
that should be continued.

We did this by reducing the tracking
and data acquisition program by $4.2
million, redistributing $2.8 million within
research and development, including
technology utilization, and the balance,
$1.4 million to research and program
management.

This latter item is to encourage the
movement of younger scientific person-
nel into aeronautical research fields.

Thus, we bring before you a modest
space and aeronautical program for fis-
cal year 1971.

We are embarked on our second dec-
ade in space, one in which U.S. spacemen
will continue to visit the moon, and un-
manned craft will go to every planet in
the solar system.

There is hope of launching an experi-
mental nuclear powered rocket by 1978—
the type needed for long stay time
manned interplanetary flights at some
time before the end of this century.

Very few Governmeni{ programs are
based on the type of long-range plan-
ning that characterizes this Nation's
space activities.

It is typical of Americans that we are
prone to react in spurts,

Sputnik jolted us into the space age
and we scrambled to get the first man to
the moon.

But now is the time for advance plan-
ning if we are to insure that our space
program does not stagnate—and that we
do not waste the investments already
made or we do not deprive ourselves of
the important knowledge we seek.

The wide-ranging but relatively mod-
est objectives planned by NASA are rea-
sonable, practical, and within our re-
sources.

It is a program the public will support.

Important and dramatic goals await
the United States in space.

So we should forge ahead into the
seventies and let it never be said that we
failed to support this investment in to-
mOoITow.

In summary, we are presenting to you a
bill which would authorize $3,630,875,000
fg; fhe Nation's space effort in fiscal year
2 L

The bill before you is $297,875,000 more
than the President’s request.

We think it is a minimal program, but
one which will permit the Nation to
move forward in line with the stated ob-
jectives of the President’s Space Task
Group Study.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. FuLTON) .

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as I
may consume,

Mr. Chairman, I strongly favor, with
minor exception, HR. 16516, the NASA
authorization for this coming fiseal year.

Space is with us to stay. It is not only
with us for peacetime uses, in order to
remain first in technology, but it is also
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with us for our very security. Therefore,
we should move ahead. That is why I
strongly favor the action of the Science
and Astronautics Committee and its
members who have given so much study
to this over the past few weeks.

Space is here to stay. It is now a vital
part of the lives of the earth's people.

The United States must remain first in
space and technology working in co-
operation with other countries, not only
to maintain our progress, but our se-
curity.

We should proceed on a measured
course for both manned and unmanned
exploration with particular emphasis on
the safety of our U.S. astronauts. We can
reduce by 90 percent the cost of earth
orbits by promptly going ahead with the
research and development of the space
shuttle, which can land like an airplane;
by the development of a permanent
space workshop that can be expanded by
the addition of modular units as needed;
by continuing research on liquid, solid,
and nuclear space storable fuels.

The progress of the United States in
space has already changed the United
States making the American people and
the economic system world acknowl-
edged first in research, technology, and
systems management. The impact of
worldwide television and satellite com-
munication, weather prediction, hur-
ricane warning, health benefits, and so
forth, has really changed the world.

We must remember that in 1961 the
U.S. House of Representatives by a
unanimous record vote authorized the
Apollo program of lunar research.

Differences have arisen and will al-
ways arise as to priority and approaches
on the technical level. We will have
heated discussion about the best equip-
ment as to command modules, lunar
modules, fuel components, valve fittings,
and even screws and bolts, but this is
our American system to obtain excel-
lence.

The tremendous success of America
through NASA in returning alive and un-
hurt the three Apollo 13 astronauts has
fully demonstrated to the world that we
can really operate in space.

Do not forget our big threat of de-
struction to the American people and our
very security rests now in space. Also our
greatest peacetime progress in research
and development has occurred in space.

Any nation that gains absolute control
or absolute superiority in any strategic
area, such as space has now become,
controls the world and absolutely every-
body on earth. We American people cer-
tainly do not want this to happen.

For peace as well as defense purposes,
the American people are doing well in
lifting their sights to space and the fu-
ture. President Eisenhower advocated
“open skies.” Our generation must say,
under President Nixon, “open space.” We
must work for open participation of the
world’s people to make the henefits of
space available for all mankind as our
original space law has so well stated in
the statute setting up NASA,

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to include in the RECORD a summary
chart of the committee’s actions:
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FISCAL YEAR 1971 NASA AUTHORIZATION—SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE ACTIONS

NASA Committee action (thousands HR

Program /project request of dollars)

16516 Program/project

NASA Committee action (thousands
request of dollars)

Research and development:
1. Apallo $956, 500 4-145,000_.

-IHS 0003 Lunar parlmds and ...

(+100 000) Saturn V e
improvements.

2. Space flight operations. ... 515,200 -155,000..

3. Advanced missions. ...
Subtotal, MSF__________

2,500
1,474,200 1298500

4, Physics and astronomy_ . 116,_000

5. Lunar and planetary ex-
_plaration.

B Launr.h uehn:le wm;.rw- >

(--75,000) Apolio applications____
(+-80,000) Space shuttle/

—5,600 Exptnrer's.________.__._ '
144,900 Approved request. .

12,900
167, 000 +5,600 ATSF. &G
124,900 Approved request___________ ..

16 Aetonsutical yehi
$1,101,500 i i

670, 200

18. Techmlogy whilization

Construction of lacilities:
2. Goddcrd Space Flight
Kenne:
5 Manne
b. Marxhalln pace Flight
12& 900

Sublntal. SSA 565 ?Bﬂ No change...

9. 5 vehicle systems__
. Electronics systems.
. Human faclor systems
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Mr. Chairman, I wish to join my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TeacuE) in support of funds
in the amount of $298.5 million added to
the manned space flight program by the
Subcommittee on Manned Space Flight
and the full committee. As you know,
the NASA request for the Apollo pro-
gram for fiscal year 1971 is $729.6 mil-
lion less than fiscal year 1970. The budget
as proposed by NASA terminates Saturn
V production and reduces the launch
rate to two lunar exploration flights per
vear. The total increase proposed for the
Apollo line item is $145 million; $45 mil-
lion will be used for long lead produc-
tion payloads for the sixth and seventh
Apollo flights. This will augment the sci-
entific payloads and contribute to an in-
creased stay time on the lunar surface.
These same funds will provide for pro-
duction of spacecraft components and
definition of science payloads for an
eighth Apollo flight.

One hundred million dollars was also
added to the Apollo line item for the
Saturn V to provide long leadtime com-
ponents and to start fabrication of im-
proved Saturn V systems. For several
years I have strongly urged that NASA
undertake efforts to improve the Saturn
V system so that it will not become an
obsolete vehicle. These funds will provide
for this activity particularly for vendors
and subcontractors who are now being
phased out of the program and for en-
gine work which requires the longest
leadtime. The leadtime to build the Sat-
urn V is approximately 4 years. If we are
to have Saturn V vehicles available in the
mid 1970's to lift such payloads as nu-
clear flight stages and space station
modules this leadtime must be minimized.
The $100 million included by the com-
mittee in this bill will reduce this lead-
time and make more efficient and less
costly the reinitiation of the Saturn V
production in the mid 1970’s.

Space flight operations was increased
by $155 million over the NASA request

for fiscal year 1970 in the area of Apollo
applications workshop, now called “Sky-
lab,” and for the space shuttle, and space
station—$75 million of this increase will
provide for augmenting the development
and qualification of spacecraft and work-
shop subsystems for long duration mis-
sions planned for 1973, This same money
allows for initiating development for ex-
periments for the Skylab which have
been excluded because of funding limi-
tations.

I have insisted that adequate attention
be paid by NASA to the earth resources
and medical areas. These funds will pro-
vide for experiment emphasis in these
areas. Within this $75 million preliminary
design for a second mission will also be
undertaken, A thorough examination will
be made of incorporating artificial
gravity in a second mission if it is ap-
proved in subsequent years.

A low-cost space shuttle is the single
most important component of our total
national space program in the 1970's. Be-
cause of this $80 million was added on my
insistence to the space shuttle and space
station effort for 1971. The $80 million
will provide for more extensive analysis
and engineering studies, long leadtime
payload definition effort and advanced
testing and fabrication of preliminary
designs for both the shuttle and the sta-
tion, If we are to reach adequate decisions
on the timing and emphasis in the low-
cost shuttle program and space station
it is important that during fiscal year
1971 that the detailed design effort be
carried out so that sufficient information
is available to the committee and the
Congress to make decisions on proceeding
with the development of the low cost
shuttle and space station.

MNASA requested $25 million for ad-
vanced missions studies for fiscal year
1971. After reviewing this program and
at my insistence this line has been re-
duced by $!r5 million. After considering
all of the information it was obvious that
NASA could conduct sufficient studies in
the advanced missions area with an au-

thorization of $1 million for fiscal year
1971 utilizing unobligated funds remain-
ing in this program for fiscal year 1970.
If we are to have a strong space program
in the 1970's that will pay substantial re-
turns on the large investments made in
the past decade it is important that the
Members of this body support the bill as
recommended by the committee.

I would like to quote an excerpt from
a statement issued by the House Repub-
lican policy committee, which was sup-
ported unanimously, and which shows
the measured pace of the space program
under Prerident Nixon's decisions.

The first year of the Nixon Administra-
tion witnessed the culmination of the great-
est scientific effort of the American people,
the magnificently perfect lunar landings of
Apollos 11 and 12. The United States
achieved in full measure the goals set and
the commitments made for the decade of
the sixties.

President Nixon has now called upon the
Congress to join in charting a new course
in space for the seventies. He has chal-
lenged America to forge ahead and to con-
tinue our progress and leadership in lunar
exploration, in satellite communications, in
navigation, meteorology and medical re-
search, The President has presented to the
Congress an effective and balanced pro-
gram which insures the achievement of the
nation’s long-range goals.

The Republican proposals for FY 1971
emphasize: (1) preservation of U.S. tech-
nological, engineering and sclentific leader-
ship, (2) maximum economy and efficiency
in all space programs, (3) development of
practical, usable benefits, (4) broadening
the contribution of technology and re-

search advances to the U.S. economy, {5}
maintenance of balance between manned

and unmanned space flight programs to
achieve maximum scientific results with
minimum expenditures, and (6) safe and
efMiclent conduct of aeronautics research

programs including air pollution and nolse
abatement studies.

For several years I have been critical
of NASA's planning schedules for the
production and launch of Saturn V
vehicles.

Last year NASA planned to maintain
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a production rate of three Saturn V
vehicles for fiscal year 1970 at the
Michoud Assembly Facility. Although
this would not have resulted in the op-
timum production rate, it at least re-
duced the production costs per vehicle
considerably from the $250 million cost
per vehicle at a production rate of two
per year as was the previous plan.

During testimony received this year,
however, we learned that Saturn V pro-
duction will be suspended for an in-
definite period after the completion of
the original 15 vehicles planned. This
means that the Mississippi test facility
will revert to a mothball status in early
1971, and the Michoud Assembly Fa-
cility with its production capability will
be placed in standby status.

It is unfortunate that budgetary re-
strictions have forced these two installa-
tions to a skeleton-force type of opera-
tion. We should try to keep these instal-
lations partially active and hold as much
of the technical team together.

There is no question in my mind that
we will need eventually more Saturn V
launch vehicles for future missions, both
manned and unmanned.

It was for this reason that I recom-
mended that we add $100 million to the
Apollo request for fiscal year 1970 to start
long leadtime procurement on Saturn V
components and to start on the develop-
ment of an improved Saturn V system.
Since it is the only large booster we have,
we must continue to upgrade it to pre-
vent it from becoming obsolescent.

I am not advocating that we resume
production now. This should not be done
until we have specifically defined mis-
sions. With long leadtime and improved
components on hand, the startup time
for the production lines will be re-
duced and we will be in a position to start
production of an improved version of the
Saturn V.

But when production is started, we
must be prepared to produce the vehicles
at or near the optimum economic rate,
and in any case no less than three per
year.

Likewise, we must pay very careful at-
tention to launch rates. According to Dr.
Paine’s testimony this year, the Apollo 20
lunar exploration mission has been can-
celed. Apollo flights 18 and 19 missions
have been delayed until 1974, and the
Apollo applications workshop, now called
Skylab, has been slipped by 4 months.

The limited budget available has
caused the launch schedule to be
stretched out to a maximum of two per
year, with only one flicht in 1972 and
none in 1973,

My analysis of launch operations costs,
including those incurred at the Kennedy
Space Center and the Manned Space-
craft Center, indicates that the more
launches you have per year, the less the
operating cost per vehicle. For example,
if only one launch per year is scheduled,
the cost per launch is $260 million. If
four launches per year are scheduled, the
cost per launch decreases to about $106
million per launch,

Our present rate of two per year works
out to about $143 million per launch. It
is apparent that the space budget will
not permit us to attain the optimum in
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launch rate costs for the immediate fu-
ture. However, with some minor resched-
uling, the cost per launch could be con-
siderably reduced.

My recommendation is that the launch
rate should be stepped up slightly to 212
launches per year, or five every 2 years.
Then operating costs savings of about
$20 million per launch could be realized.

Likewise, the frequency of launches
has much to do with safety and the risk
of accidents during the launch phase. If
launch crews are not exercised often
enough, they tend tc become rusty with
attendant risk of accident. We must keep
the launch crews and supporting per-
sonnel sufficiently busy to maintain top
proficiency. This can be done with a
launch rate of 214 vehicles per year.

Over the years the committee has con-
sistently emphasized the need for addi-
tional research and development in the
propulsion field. It is unfortunate that
these words have not been heeded and
that our advanced propulsion technology
in high energy liquid fuels, solid fuels,
and engine components has not been
pursued at a faster pace. This country’s
space program has always been propul-
sion limited. The effects are dramtically
shown in the recent Apollo 13 abortive
mission. A sounder policy of research in
this field would have resulted in a larger
payload capability, longer mission capa-
bility, improved storable fuels, and more
efficient propulsion systems.

The unprecedented management by
NASA of the limited resources available
to our astronauts in the Apollo 13 is a
tribute to the techmical competence of
the NASA team. But it is also an indica-
tion of the limitations caused by lack of
propulsion capabilities that have forced
the program to operate very close to the
ragged edge of the weight limitations.
This, of course, is caused by lack of pro-
pulsion capability. One simple example
to show this fact—the lithium hydroxide
filters which were used to purify the air
in the service module and in the LEM are
of two different sizes. They, therefore,
presented some problems in the jury-
rigged lifesaving arrangements that
were made in the return flight. Why were
they of different sizes? Primarily, they
were of different sizes because of weight
saving requirements. There are numerous
other weight limiting factors. For ex-
ample, there were no spare oxygen tanks
for use with the fuel cells after the
failure of the first tank,

It would seem to me that somewhere
in our future planning we should provide
more than enough propulsion capability
to prevent our programs from being
weight limited. With an adequate pro-
gram in the chemical propulsion field,
we could have more “push per pound”
merely by the application of a relatively
small amount of funding in the areas
that are so critical to the mission’s suc-
cess; namely, propulsion and space elec-
trical power generation. I have consis-
tently pushed for further development of
the large solid rocket booster which has
now been completely phased out of the
NASA program. This is being done in
spite of the obvious simplicity and more
economical “push per dollar” that is in-
herent in the large solid program.
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Previous testimony has shown that the
Russians are expected to have a new
booster of more than 10 million pounds
of thrust. The Russians have always had
a forward thrusting development pro-
gram with respect to large boosters, and
their new booster is almost one-third
larger than our Saturn V rocket. They
have learned that it is folly to be limited
on booster capability. Why cannot we
wake up to this same obvious fact?

In addition, we have not pursued the
development of space-storable fuel at a
very impressive rate, NASA has at my
prodding continued work in the fluorine-
oxygen-methane program and in the
fluorine-diborane program. These new
technologies offer many advantages in
propulsion efficiency, storability and sim-
plification of total mission payloads.
However, this program has been limping
along at a reduced rate. Additionally,
NASA has year by year reduced the
amount of money available in the chemi-
cal propulsion research area. It is ex-
tremely difficult for me to understand
the thought processes which could arrive
at this type conclusion.

From this brief discussion it is obvious
that there are a number of areas which
are being completely overlooked and by
the application of a relatively small
amount of money could give our country
the propulsion capability it needs to stay
foremost in the space field. With the
paucity of effort that is now being ex-
pended, we will be fortunate if we do not
slip further behind the Russian booster
effort.

The NERVA nuclear rocket program
continues to progress according to the
schedule dictated by reduced funding
over the past 3 years. We are achieving
technology that will give this country a
vitally necessary capability in explor-
ing the outer reaches of the solar sys-
tem. Already the NASA-AEC team has
successfully test-fired the NERVA at
present maximum power of 50,000
pounds of thrust for over an hour, in-
cluding 10 cycles of shutdown and re-
start. The ultimate development objec-
tive, which is already within reach, is
75,000 pounds of thrust with 10 hours of
operation and having the capability of
multiple shutdown and restart. To get
some understanding of what that means,
the longest we can operate a chemical
fueled rocket is about 6 minutes.

The key to success in space is propul-
sion, thrust power to lift the payloads
necessary to accomplish our objectives.
It is as simple as that. It is also the one
factor that forced this Nation to come
from behind and overtake the Soviet
Union, because for many years we
could not match their rocket power. We
must never be caught in that position
again. The NERVA is intended for op-
erations after 1978, when we will be ap-
proaching really ambitious missions
which are already well into develop-
ment. Those missions will include close
investigations of the outer planets, lunar
orbiting manned spacecraft, the manned
orbital laboratory, and so forth—all
those missions that require long duration
of thrust and are much more economical
if the engine is reusable.
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NASA requested $38 million for fiscal
vear 1971 for nuclear rockets, $1.5 mil-
lion more than was programed for fiscal
year 1970. In my view, the request is
really a very minimal amount to carry
forward the schedule. Personally I
would have preferred a more substan-
tial funding level, increasing the NERVA
to approximately $50 imillion. However,
I am also deeply aware of the budget-
ary strictures this country is experienc-
ing at this time. NASA has given assur-
ances that the agency can make signifi-
cant progress with NERVA under the
present budget request. The commit-
tee, therefore, approved the authoriza-
tion request of $38 million by virtually
a unanimous vote and I support it
completely.

In any event we cannot afford to ham-
string the program without paying a
tremendous penalty in our program or-
ganization and in funds to make up lost
ground in the not too distant future.

No American could have been prouder
than I last July when our astronauts
landed on the moon. I have stated, from
the very beginning that man's explora-
tion of space will not end with the lunar
landing. We must continue to take ad-
vantage of the almost limitless possibili-
ties of space exploration and the bene-
fits to mankind it offers.

You may recall that I served on the
select committee formed in 1958 to chart
a course of dynamic action in our Na-
tion’s space endeavors. The wisdom of
the committee that went into formulat-

ing the National Aeronautics and Space
Act of 1958 is attested to by its durabil-
ity. The goals and objectives started
nearly 12 years ago are still valid today.

To date, our Nation’s space program
has provided unparalleled gains in sci-

entific knowledge, communications,
weather observations and predictions,
navigation, and improvements in na-
tional security. Our Apollo lunar landing
program alone has produced remark-
able scientific and technological ad-
vances. Then there are the achievements
that are not so easy to put your finger
on. We can speak of national pride and
international respect as side effects from
recapturing the technical/scientific
leadership from the Soviet Union. We
can speak of the proof of our country’s
ability to set a formidable goal and to
stick by our guns until that goal is
reached. We can speak of the revolution
in American education sparked by the
space race. These gains cannot and must
not be lost.

If these gains are not to be lost, what
then must our national space program of
the future be? What then is the course
that America must chart to stay at the
forefront of space exploration and devel-
opment? What must we do to provide a
steady flow of returns in science, appli-
cations, and technology from our na-
tional investments in space?

This bill now before us supports the
conviction that the groundwork for fu-
ture, more diversified and productive ac-
tivities must be laid—although in more
modest aspects.

The legislation before you outlines a
national space program that will be con-
tinued at a steady but moderate level.
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There are no crash programs but rather
wide-ranging space goals for the nine-
teen-seventies. These goals are explora-
tion, the gathering of scientific knowl-
edge and the practical application of the
lessons of space to life on earth.

The unmanned space programs have
formidable goals but goals that must be
reached if we are ever to understand our
universe. A more viable and diversified
planetary program is needed. The devel-
opment of carefully conceived plans, not
only for the exploration of Mars, but for
Venus, Mercury, Jupiter, Saturn, Uranus,
Neptune, and Pluto, as well as the As-
troid Belt should be strongly supported.
The U.S. space program for the next
decade will include unmanned flights to
all the planets in the solar system, in-
cluding the ground tour mission to the
five outer planets.

The legislation before you today is pre-
sented by an administration unhampered
by channel vision. It is based on the
recommendations of the President's
Space Task Group—recommendations
which are bold and forward looking—
recommendations which are broad and
balanced. It is legislation that is sup-
ported by NASA, supported by me, and I
am confident, supported by the American
people.

For mankind on earth, our exploration
of space has had far-reaching conse-
quences which only now are we begin-
ning to grasp and appreciate.

Since its establishment, NASA's pro-
gram of space exploration has been vis-
ible in its constructive effects on almost
every section of our society and every
area of the Nation. It has spawned new
communities and new jobs. It has ad-
vanced both education and the educated
man.

To demonstrate this, let me turn your
attention southward to Huntsville, Ala.,
once known only a decade ago as the
Watercress capital of the world. Its popu-
lation then was less than 20,000. Today
Huntsville is the home of the Marshall
Space Flight Center where the Saturn V,
the rocket that boosted men to the moon,
was designed and fabricated; and it has
a population of more than 140,000. Where
only one small fire station operated,
there now are nine modern stations. In
1958, there were only a very few century-
old churches in Huntsville; today there
are more than 40 new churches and two
new synagogues.

Since 1960 an average of one classroom
a week has been added to Huntsville's
public school system; and the growth is
one of quality as well as quantity. More
than 80 percent of the city's high school
graduates who have competed for Na-
tional Merit scholarships in the past b
years are numbered in the top 25 percent
above the national average. The educa-
tional level of Huntsville’s residents is far
above the national average. The level at
Huntsville is at least 2 years of college.

The influx of personnel, both govern-
ment and contractor, has brought to
Huntsville a new mix in population and
new ideas. The city boasts its own sym-
phony and its own observatory. The
Huntsville Branch of the University of
Alabama has developed into one of the
Nation’s best graduate schools in science
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and engineering. Through education and
the educated community of Huntsville,
resulting from the impact of space, the
problem of race has been mitigated.

The story of Huntsville is not an
isolated one in the Nation. Space ex-
ploration has brought new life and pro-
ductivity to areas from New York to
California; and, indeed, the influence
also extends beyond our national bor-
ders. Our achievements in space have
stimulated worldwide a new apprecia-
tion of the values of the American demo-
cratic system and the capabilities in-
herent in citizens working in a free so-
ciety. The effect of this, its significance
for the future with respect to the polit-
ical direction of many of the newly
emerging nations is beyond measure.

The success of our effort to reach the
moon provided a new view of earth. We
were able to see it as a whole; and this
new view provided us with a deeper ap-
preciation of its bounty. I am certain
that this view has contributed to our re-
cent intensified concern for our environ-
ment and the growing resolve to decrease
pollution by managing the life-support
systems of “spacecraft earth” as care-
fully as we do those of the Apollo space-
crafts. Space has given us a greater
awareness of our mismanagement of
earth and an increased regard for our
future and our destiny.

Our voyages into space have been
voyages of discovery. How does one ex-
press in dollars the incentives for
achievement this provides? How does one
measure in material terms the growing
hope, the confidence that if we will it, a
better world is no dream? Perhaps this
is the most important achievement of
our reach into space—this spur that has
been provided to encourage us to set
goals for improving man and his condi-
tion and then plan to achieve them.

NASA has shown how to manage and
integrate worldwide thousands of peo-
ples, countless skills, various industrial
teams as well as groups from the uni-
versities, research centers and govern-
ment in order to pursue and achieve a
great goal. We must apply the lessons we
have learned from our efforts in space to
fulfill our aspirations on earth.

Our reach for the moon has given us
an increased regard for the future. The
best part of that future is in our chil-
dren—and the more than a billion chil-
dren born all over the world since 1958.
Our view of earth and space, new and
startling to us, will be and, indeed, is
already familiar to them. Gravity that
for most of our lives has confined us to
earth no longer is a barrier.

Today’s children will in their time go
farther and faster than any of us have
ever thought probable. Because of the
space program, the young people who
are part of that future, will master new
sciences, learn new cosmology, and will
have a new view of man and his ulti-
mate destiny in the universe. The full
consequences of this is now beyond our
perception; but we can be certain that
the promise of a future rich and produc-
tive beyond belief will be within their
reach.

The funds this Nation has invested in
NASA programs are paying off in ways
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no one could perceive when we started
back in 1959, The Intelsat communica-
tions systems already a reality is based
principally on the work NASA has done
in communications satellites. The exist-
ence of the Comsat Corp. is solely due to
the technologies that have been evolved
through the NASA-contractor teams.
One of the great accomplishments we
expect to achieve is widespread use of
this media for educational purposes.
NASA is participating in the creation of
an educational system by satellite for
the Indian Government, this system is
to be tested within the next 2 years. An
applications technology satellite will be
placed in synchronous orbit precisely at
23,300 miles over the Indian Ocean and
will beam down experimental educa-
tional programs to inexpensive television
receivers located in 5,000 villages. These
programs on farming, family planning,
conservation, the three “R’s,” and many
others will initially be transmitted by
India’s Government stations and will be
seen by more than 5,000,000 people. The
later operational system will reach the
400,000,000 citizens of India who live off
of the earth. Such efforts to help under-
developed nations to make their people
self-sufficient in the basic needs of hu-
man existence is, from our point of view,
well worth the investment.

Additionally, the Canadian Govern-
ment is planning a similar satellite to
cover the wide expanse of that relatively
thinly populated country. In addition,
there are now 75 countries of the world
participating in Intelsat system. This
shows that not only do the underdevel-
oped countries have an output from
NASA spinoff, but also the developed
countries as well.

NASA programs such as these should
continue to receive vigorous support.
Soon to come into being are the earth
resources satellites, which will bring un-
precedented benefits. These unmanned
craft will be able to pinpoint early indi-
cations of crop disease, previously undis-
covered sources of fresh water, the be-
ginnings of locust swarms in barren
country, not to mention global weather
patterns.

Not only are such programs of direct
benefit to ourselves and other countries,
but NASA is participating in space-
related activities with more than 70
other nations around the globe. These
ventures are either conducted jointly or
on a reimbursable basis. To me, this
policy is an excellent example of enlight-
ened self-interest, and goes far to give
strength and support to the international
objectives of the country.

The space program and particularly
the manned space flight portion thereof,
has brought the biomedical scientist and
engineer to closer conjunction than any
other endeavor in the history of the
earth. The hostile environment of space
including the weightlessness, the radia-
tion, the great distances involved and the
loss of earth’s influence on man’s nat-
ural periodicities has made it mandatory
that the technology of measuring man’s
physiologic and psychologic reactions to
the space environment be reported in real
time or as close real time as possible.

Because of the weight, volume and
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power limitations of spacecraft and be-
cause techniques traditionally used on
earth are not acceptable and in many
cases not feasible in space, much effort
has been expended in developing new and
advanced techniques of measurement
and of instrumentation. These advances
affect almost all man’s bodily systems,
but the cardiovascular system has been
found to be one which is highly suscep-
tible to the environments of space and,
of course, is a key system in maintaining
man in a healthy, effective state.

Many of the developments which have
risen directly from the space program
and have been used therein, have had
other offshoots into terrestrial cardio-
vascular assessment and treatment func-
tions.

Today, there are a number of these in
actual use in the United States and some
have been tried abroad. Examples are the
spray on electrode. Normally, when one
has an electrocardiogram, the technician
applies a metal electrode to the chest and
moves it about. In addition, he connects
wires to the wrist and ankles. These elec-
trodes are all right for short contacts,
but in doing dynamic monitoring of the
heart they have proven to be inadequate.
Under NASA sponsorship, a spray on
electrode was developed. One merely
sprays this electrode over the end of a
lead wire which has been greatly minia-
turized and these are connected to the
electrocardiogram machine. The applica-
tion of the electrode doesn’'t require the
removal of heat and this then flexible
layer of material will contain the elec-
trode, even though the patient is moving
about. This is particularly useful in chil-
dren,

Because of the need for good com-
munications and receiving data from
space, the equipment has been adapted
for use in not only ambulances which are
not attended by a physician—in moving
a cardiac patient from his home on to a
treatment center, so that the physician
on the other end can give instructions to
the ambulance attendant, but in addi-
tion, is being utilized today in a number
of mobile cardiac treatment vans which
are operational in various places.

Another development which is proving
to be of use on earth, is enhancement
of X-rays by means of a computer.
X-rays, particularly of deep unaccessible
portions of the body hidden behind boney
areas, are often distorted and unclear.
The use of a computer technique of con-
verting the X-ray picture into digital
forms and converting each point of the
picture into a number proportionate to
the film’s optical density has resulted in
the ability to reproduce them with much
more clarity of detail and these are being
used in studies of the heart and great
vessels, as well as of the vessels in the
brain.

Today, in many places, catheters used
to do pressure studies and analyses of
the cardiovascular system and the heart
are equipped with pressure transducers
which are miniaturized and have been
adapted for measuring these pressures in
humans. These transducers originally
were designed for pressure survey probes
in wind tunnels and for telemetry of
pressure data from small flight models.
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They have greatly increased the sensi-
tivity and increased the data returning
from these very important measure-
ments.

Another interesting technique which is
still under development, but which has
been used by cardiac surgeons, both in
this country and abroad, is a technique
for measuring the output of the heart by
means of a four-electrode impedance
plethysmograph. Normally, to measure
the heart output, one must put a catheter
directly into the outflow tract of the
heart. This is still somewhat a dangerous
procedure, even though done almost rou-
tinely today, and this technique shows
extremely high degree of promise of
either replacing or complementing the
dye dilution techniques which are used
today.

Another somewhat recent development
is a technique for improving the image
of the contractions of heart muscle tis-
sue in doing heart research. This partic-
ular method was developed because a
closed circuit television being used to
monitor muscle movement produced a
degraded and distorted image because a
muscle moves rapidly, and the image
storage time in the camera tube was
wrong.

An engineer at one of the NASA cen-
ters suggested and developed the method
of synehronizing a rapidly flashing light
with the closed TV system, and as a result
markedly improved images were obtained
utilizing these stroboscopic principles.
Although no catheters or tubes have been
placed into any of the astronauts today,
the research going on related to the car-
diovascular system has resulted in the
production of a miniature semiconductor
transducer capable of transmitting pres-
sure variations which help to assess car-
diovascular function. This particular
pressure transducer is about 200th of an
inch thick and uses less than 500 mil-
lionths of a watt of electrical power and
is a particularly attractive device which
advances the state of the art in monitor-
ing blood flow changes in cardiac pa-
tients for coronary inclusion.

A new type of artificial heart con-
troller has been developed in cooperation
of one of the space research centers with
other medical groups, and consists of a
pneumatic control system which supplies
a driving pressure for either a cardiac
assist pump or for a total replacement
artificial heart. The system is still rather
large, but continuing work is going on
to make it small enough so that it can
be useful outside the great institutions.
This particular control system responds
to very small variations in the atrial
pressure of the heart, and results in a
normal regulation of the artificial heart
outflow system.

Going somewhat beyond the cardio-
vascular system, there are at the current
time in use in several places in this
country an automated monitoring sys-
tem which can collect several channels
of physiologic data from as many as 64
hospital patients and transmit it in digi-
tal form to a central control station for
processing by a computer. A variety of
conventional medical sensors can be used
with a patient unit and these include
EEKG, temperatures, blood pressure,
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peripheral blood flow and certain other
physiologic parameters, such as depth
and rate of respiration.

Another method of measuring pe-
ripheral blood flows using ultra sound
techniques and the doppler phenomenon
are also under development and show
great promise.

A further advancement is the discovery
that some high purity, high strength
carbon forms which were developed for
the aerospace activities are chemically,
biologically, and physically compatible
with fluids and tissues within the hu-
man body. In addition to their high
strength and long term compatibility,
these forms of carbon can be fabricated
easily into variable shapes and easily
sterilized. Because of these characteris-
tics, these materials may very well be
the next order of materials used in surgi-
cal implantations for corrections of vari-
ous pathological body conditions result-
ing from disease and/or injury. They well
may be used for implantation splints,
bone extensions, circulatory bypass im-
plants, replaceable heart valves and
other implantable prostheses which can
probably be used more safely than the
materials available today.

No one knows what the future will
bring, but the space program continues
to drive technology to find ways of meas-
uring cardiac and vascular functions in
man by noninvasive techniques and to
develop the means of communicating this
data over great distances rapidly in a
form that will be easily interpreted.

It is likely that in the next 20 to
30 years, a number of new diagnostic or
detection methodologies will be derived.
Looking toward the future, a number of
likely advancements are in sight. With
the capability of imprinting microcir-
cuitry on very small discs, it is entirely
possible that a man’s complete medical
history—to include EKG's, cardiac out-
puts, peripheral blood flow, venous com-
pliance, state of certain peripheral ves-
sels, that is rigidity, and so forth, minia-
turized pictures of the heart and vessels
of the brain, plus every significant com-
ponent of his physical examinations can
be imprinted upon a disc as small as a
quarter. This disc could then be used in
place of the physician taking a history
each time. Merely by inserting it into a
small machine, he could pick out those
elements which were significant as he
reviewed the case in question.

Another advancement is that by the
use of early detection of disease tech-
niques, upon which the space agency is
working very hard, one may be able to
detect those subtle early changes which
indicate that the cardiovascular system
is beginning to get into trouble. With
the advancement in communications and
monitoring devices, I can foresee that
rather than go to the doctor’'s office for
a lying down examination, the patient
may very well be able to pick up a moni-
toring device and wear it for several
days, either transmitting directly to a
receiver or deliver a very tiny recorder
to a physician’s office that can then be
analyzed.

The development of new material and
new technigues for pumping and regu-
lating pressures may very well result in
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the ability to produce devices which can
take the load off the heart if it is dis-
eased, while the body goes through its
normal function of repair.

There has been mention many times of
a hospital in space where the weightless
environment would take the load off of a
diseased heart and, that while the pa-
tient was recovering from a heart diffi-
culty they could be in this environment.
This may come, but the stresses of re-
turning to a gravity environment might
very well limit the usefulness of this
idea.

If, however, one can reduce the stress-
es of insertion into orbit and return to
earth, this has a possibility in the fu-
ture. Because space flight makes it im-
portant that we understand the various
subtle and basic changes which occur at
the cellular and even molecular level, the
research being done and to be conducted
may well lead to a much deeper under-
standing of the total function of the
cardiovascular system and its relation-
ship to other systems, so that more effec-
tive preventive means can be devised for
patients with heart disease.

One development currently of great in-
terest, but not yet far enough along to
predict when it will come into effect, is
one called “integrated medical behavior-
al laboratory system.” This is a mod-
ularized flexible system which would
have the capability of—at one sitting—
measuring a good many physiologic and
psychologic factors and integrating them
into a picture of the individual’s total
well-being very rapidly. This system is
being developed in its first form to fly in
a spacecraft in the mid or late 1970’s.
This should prove a great boon to hos-
pitals and physicians’ offices—in th=t it
would simplify and speed up the process
by which the biochemical, behavioral and
physiologic measurements are being car-
ried out today. It might well be the great-
est breakthrough in diagnostic instru-
mentation that we will have seen with-~
in the past 100 years.

In the NASA fiscal year 1971, the con-
struction of facilities budget request of
$34,600,000 is the lowest budget for new
facilities that NASA has submitted.
Their low budget program has been sub-
mitted in consideration of economy in
spite of testimony before the committee
on the need for more facilities for re-
search.

Repeatedly, I have emphasized the
need for forward-looking research pro-
grams and am well aware of the de-
mands for newer facilities to meet the
new research needs. I am, however, in
agreement with this year's request and
support it without change. My colleagues
should be reminded that more research
facilities are a must if this country is to
maintain its predominance in space and
aeronautfics in the future. NASA must
closely review its future needs and pre-
sent them to the Congress in their proper
order of priority.

Mr. Chairman, I conclude by compli-
menting our Apollo 13 astronauts, the
officials of the NASA mission control,
and the whole NASA team on bringing
the Apollo 13 astronauts safely back to
earth. They showed the world that we
really can operate in space, that we are
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first in space and first in technology in
this country,

Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MOSHER).

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, before
we approve H.R. 16516, the NASA au-
thorization bill, I believe it should be
substantially amended. I oppose it in its
present form.

Frankly, I have hesitated to grab this
tiger by the tail. I particularly hate to
stand here against the position of the
gentleman from Texas, OLIN TEAGUE,
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Manned Space, for whom I have great
admiration and respect. I hate to dis-
agree with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, GEORGE MILLER, chairman of our
full committee, for whom I have a very
special personal devotion.

Also, I regret being in disagreement
with my distinguished minority colleague
on the committee, Jim FurToNn, of Penn-
sylvania. I salute Jm Furrton for his
personal courage, his devotion to duty,
and his devotion to NASA's missions, as
indicated by the fact that he has risked
coming from the hospital in order to
participate in our action here today.

We all recognize that the superb sue-
cess of the moon landings, the Apollo
program of the 1960’s, owes much to the
wise and vigorous leadership of Con-
gressmen MILLER, TEAGUE, and FULTON,
as well as the persistently strong support
of all members of our committee, and the
Congress as a whole. We continue to
persist.

Personally, I certainly do support a
continuing, strong manned flicht pro-
gram. At the same time, I urgently sub-
mit it should be supported at a lower
priority level, and slower paced.

Therefore, I regret and oppose the ac-
tion of our Science and Astronautics
Committee in proposing nearly $300 mil-
lion for manned flight programs over
and above the administration’s NASA
budget requests, in this authorization
bill.

I suggest that any such tremendous
increase above the administration’s budg-
et request is not only unwise because of
our crucial inflationary problems and the
whole question of national priority needs,
but also because it would to an unfor-
tunate degree tend to distort the shape
of NASA's overall effort, would distort
the mix or balance of its various
elements.

Therefore, I urge that we hold this
NASA authorization much closer to the
level requested by the administration,
and that our amendments should pro-
vide wiser balance, direction, and tim-
ing for the whole space program.

This is 1970. Our original commitment
for the Apollo program in the 1960's has
succeeded magnificently. Now new needs
and goals, other opportunities, demand
our greater attention and support in this
new decade.

Among those opportunities, relatively
neglected thus far and crying for greater
attention, are those so very evident in
the greater use of unmanned, automated,
instrumented space flights.

At this time of severe budget restraint,
when our dollars are so scarce and must
be spread so thin and wisely, I argue
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strenuously that we must put relatively
greater emphasis on those aspects of the
space program whence the practical re-
turns, the fruitful returns, are the great-
est. I mean usefulness to human beings
right here on the earth. And all the evi-
dence clearly shows that we achieve by
far the greatest return in usefulness, in
potential dollars profit for every dollar
invested, from the unmanned space
programs,

There was abundant evidence this
yvear before our Subcommittee on Space
Science and Applications that encour-
aged us to increase the authorizations
for unmanned flight. We could have pre-
sented strong, valid arguments here for
such increases. But in view of the Na-
tion’s other crucial needs, and other
NASA programs, we felt obligated to stay
strictly within the NASA budget request,
and that is what we did.

Similarly, in the Subcommittee on Ad-
vanced Research and Technology, they
faced strong arguments for increases,
but they too held the line.

But the $300 million increase proposed
for manned flicht broke that policy. I
repeat, it thus tends to distort the whole
program. I am confident there are many,
many more places where that $300 mil-
lion could be put to better use.

I believe that the $315 billion—I re-
peat, $3.30 billion—requested by NASA is
adequate for that agency's needs in fis-
cal year 1971. It will be argued that is
the smallest NASA request in many
years. But that is as it should be. Right
now should be a period of transition, a
time for rethinking plans and priorities;
not a time for rushing headlong into
major expensive new programs, but a
time for relatively very low budgets. I
submit that a proposal for $3.3 billion is
not very low. And, three hundred added
millions is much too much.

Mr. Chairman, the Apollo 13 crisis of
last week was a tremendous test of
NASA’s planning and skills. NASA’s
crews, both ground control and the astro-
nauts themselves, came safely through
that harrowing test with superb courage,
skill and success. All of us are profoundly
grateful for that; and we are immensely
proud of the NASA performance. The
accident does not diminish our faith in
the space program; in fact, that faith is
strengthened by the way NASA’s men
overcame it.

Nevertheless, Mr. Chairman, I believe
the Apollo 13 accident inevitably may
require some slowdown in the manned
flights, and that in itself weakens the
argument for added funding right now.
All the more reason for holding to
NASA's original budget request.

If thorough investigation of the Apollo
13 accident proves the need for added
funds, then a supplemental authoriza-
tion should be warranted, but not until
we have the special investigating board’s
report.

Incidentally, I believe an excellent re-
view board—headed by the extremely
capable and conscientious Ed Cortright—
has been named to do that investigation.

Mr. Chairman, I expect to support
amendments which will be offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr, KARTH),
chairman of the Subcommitiee on Space
Science and Applications, on which I
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have the privilege of serving as ranking
minority member.

Mr. EArTH will of course explain his
own amendments later, in detail. But, in
general terms, I understand he expects to
propose cutting, not all of the exira
money added to NASA’s budget request
by the committee, but a substantial part
of it. His amendments would cut a total
of about $240 million. Some $190 million
of that would be cut from the proposed
space shuttle development.

We argue that advanced research for
the shuttle should be funded for the next
fiscal year, but that it is too early to
spend millions upon millions for its de-
velopment, Far too many basie, beginning
questions seem to remain undetermined
as yet about this major new program. We
argue this is a transition year in which
we should move slowly, carefully, a time
for a lot of rethinking, especially in rela-
tion to other national and NASA needs,
not the right time for a huge new pro-
gram start that inevitably will cost
countless billions of dollars.

I doubt most Members of the House
fully recognize that, if we authorize
$190 million for beginning develop-
ment of the space shuttle next year, it
may well be the first step, a commitment
for a $40 to $60 billion—yes, billions—
dollar program in the next 6 to 8 years.
Implied here, I submit, are annual NASA
budget levels of $6 to $7 billion or more,
vear after year in the near future.

I urgently believe this is not the time
to make any such new start.

Mr. Chairman, please note that I have
not emphasized here the argument which
several other Members undoubtedly will
speak very eloquently, that our society is
suffering today from several other hu-
man needs which should have a much
higher priority, above the NASA pro-
grams, in our very limited national bud-
get.

I understand and sympathize with that
argument. However, in reality, I do not
believe a reasonable NASA budget is in
conflict with, or steals from these other
budget needs. In fact, I believe the NASA
program so vigorously bolsters our econ-
omy, stimulates our technology and
points the successful way by which great
public problems should be attacked, its
beneficial “fallout’” is so great and so
varied, I do not see it as a rival but as
an essential ally to other positive, crea-
tive programs. But, I repeat, that as-
sumes that the NASA authorizations
should be held down to the administra-
tion’s requested budget limits. I believe
it very healthy for NASA itself, that it
be held to a very lean budget in these
difficult times.

In closing these remarks, I repeat my
strong feeling that the really big poten-
tial return for dollars invested in space
effort is in the unmanned programs, and
that is why I tend to resent any action
here which seems to overcommit us away
from the unmanned flight opportunities,
already too much neglected.

I submit that an overwhelming por-
tion of the scientific knowledge produced
thus far by NASA has been based upon
data produced by unmanned, automated
spacecraft.

Similarly, most of the practical appli-
cations of space technology, such as com-
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munications, meteorology, navigation
and earth resources survey, have been
and will continue to be achieved by us-
ing unmanned satellites. In my judgment
it is these efforts which should receive
relatively much greater emphasis in the
decade of the 1970's, and many of the
most responsible, knowledgeable assess-
ments of our full space program by oth-
ers, also emphasize the need for that
change of emphasis.

In the earth resources satellites pro-
eram alone, there is literally billions of
dollars of return possible in benefits for
agriculture, forestry, mineralogy, geology
and geography, oceanography, air pollu-
tion controls, better weather controls,
and so forth, the entire spectrum of ac-
tivities for the conservation, enhance-
ment of our natural resources and en-
vironment. And yet we are supporting
only a very limited beginning Earth Re-
sources Technology Satellites (ERTS)
effort by NASA.

I am very glad, in these days of lim-
ited funding, that H.R. 16516 does include
some authorizations for the unmanned
programs—for lunar and planetary ex-
ploration, physics and astronomy re-
search, bioscience experiments and space
applications. But these are very limited,
“bare bones” programs, even though they
are in several respects very much needed
as preliminary to later manned flights.

All the more reason why we should not
approve here today the adding of nearly
$300 million over and above NASA's
budget request for manned flights, the
most expensive and least productive as-
pect of our national space effort—least
productive both in terms of scientific out-
put and in practical applications.

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. MOSHER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr, Chairman, I wish
to compliment the gentleman for his
remarks.

Mr. Chairman, my record of support
for the space program, I believe, is sec-
ond to none in this House. I have con-
sistently voted for this program over the
last 12 years and it goes without saying
that I have the highest possible personal
regard for all our marvelous spacemen,
from Dr. Von Braun and Colonel Glenn
right through to all of the heroes of the
Apollo 13 flight. These brave men in
space and those able and dedicated tech-
nical geniuses on the ground that made
the successful recovery possible gave all
Americans here on earth a tremendous
moral lift.

Ifavor and will continue to support the
further continuation of the space pro-
gram, However, I cannot in these days
of grave domestic national concern over
such earthly problems as environmental
pollution, erime and drug prevention, and
the need to rebuild our cities, support the
expansion of the space program. I will,
therefore, vote to support cuts in the hill
before us today in those areas where I
deem the program reqguirements as ex-
pansive. Specifically, I am for deleting
the $190,000,000 provided for the manned
space shuttle/station at the expense of
other unmanned programs of greater
value.

In addition, I shall vote to eliminate
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the $100 million whick is provided by
the committee for the long lead time
procurement of hardware for an im-
proved Saturn V rocket. It seems fo me,
Mr. Chairman, that the current Saturn V
which has done such a fine job in mak-
ing our Apollo flights so successful, is
sufficient for the present time. Research
should of course continue on improve-
ments for the future but I do not think
now is the time to begin a large pro-
curement effort. We have landed Amer-
icans on the moon. Our only competi-
tors in this field are the Russians and
they have admitted our primacy in tech-
nical excellence and achievement.
Therefore, I feel that we are entitled at
this point to relax somewhat our effort
in this area and concentrate our main
assets on those grave national domestic
concerns, some of which were voiced so
dramatically yesterday on the first Earth
Day.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KARTH),

Mr. EARTH. Mr. Chairman, it is with
sincere regret that I am unable to sup-
port the bill (HR. 16516) as reported
by the Commitfee on Science and Astro-
nauties. Our distinguished chairman, Mr.
MirreEr of California, knows that I have
been a strong supporter of the national
space program over the many years it
has been my privilege to serve under his
able leadership. I have supported large
NASA budgets, even in the face of other
urgent needs of our Nation and our
citizens, because I am convinced that
the space effort represents the leading
edge of America’'s technological ad-
vancement. As a nation we must remain
in the forefront of the world's technol-
ogy, for to fall behind, in my judgment,
is to assure that we will shortly become
a second-rate nation.

Yet, as Chairman MiLLErR has pointed
out, this is a year of budget austerity.
The Subcommittee on Space Science and
Applications recognized this fact and ob-
served the stricture in considering
NASA’s request for space science and
applications funds, and in making our
recommendations to the full committee.
We approved the exact amount that the
administration requested, which is
$565.7 million for research and develop-
ment for the Office of Space Science and
Applications for fiscal year 1971. That
amount for this important work is a little
over one-fifth—21 percent—of the NASA
budget for research and development. To
me, this is a reasonable approach to the
budgetary problems which we face at this
session of the Congress. I hope that the
House will sustain our recommendations.

I want to assure the Members that our
subcommittee, in arriving at this judg-
ment, gave very careful and detailed at-
tention to each of the five major pro-
grams in our jurisdiction, and to the
money authorizations requested for each
program. These are the line items identi-
fied in the bill as “Physics and astron-
omy, lunar and planetary exploration,
bioscience, space applications, and
launch vehicle procurement.”

The subcommittee met for 3 days in
executive session to evaluate each pro-
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gram, weigh the possibilities of reduc-
tions in the stern administration budget,
and appraise the benefits of possible in-
creases in certain items. I think I can
speak for all the members of our sub-
committee in stating to the House that
we feel strongly that the space applica-
tions program—the practical, end-result,
benefits-on-earth type of space activi-
ties—needs greater emphasis and atten-
tion than if has had in the past. We be-
lieve increased expenditures for these
purposes can be justified. Nevertheless, as
I said earlier, we did not increase that
portion of the NASA R. & D. budget
within the subcommittee’s jurisdiction.

We did, however, make one minor
change in the form of a fransfer of $5.6
million from one program to another.
Frankly, in order to find a little more
money for space applications work, we
searched diligently for an item that
might be cut slightly so that an increase
of a like amount would not change the
overall total and would not thereby rock
the austerity boat. We found it, I think,
in the Explorer program which comes
under the line item, “Physics and astron-
omy.” The Explorer satellites constitute
an on-going program which is important,
but which at least to some degree, is de-
ferrable. So this is where we took away
the $5.6 million, The Explorer item is
thereby reduced to an even $20 million
for fiscal year 1971, which approximates
the Explorer funding level for the cur-
rent fiscal year under NASA's operating
plan, and accordingly the line item of
“Physics and astronomy” is reported at
$110.4 million instead of $116 million as
presented in the original budget.

The transferred amount—$5.6 mil-
lion—is added to the applications tech-
nology satellite project, to bring it up to
$36.7 million—which is still less, inci-
dentally, than the current fiscal year
budget for this project. The purpose of
the transfer is to permit the timely
launching of two specific satellites, called
ATS-F and G, under the original sched-
ule of 1972-74, rather than to postpone
the launchings for perhaps a year. The
effect on the bill before you is to make
the “Space applications” item $172.6 mil-
lion instead of $167 million as in the
original budget.

Mr, Chairman, please observe that we
have resisted the temptation to increase,
at this time, the highly popular tre-
mendously vital earth resources survey
program which also comes under the
heading “Space applications.” The rea-
son for this restraint is not that I have
lost my zeal for what many Members
consider one of the most important of
all space projects; the reason simply is
that NASA finally has made a good start
on development of an earth resources
technology satellite, and proposes to con-
tinue its work on this project in fiscal
year 1971 under a reasonably adequate
budget request of approximately $50 mil-
lion. I wish it could be more, but I rec-
ognize the realities of the current situa-
tion, and the need to curtail Government
spending in the face of inflation.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, our budget
recommendations for space science and
applications are moderate, noninflation-
ary, and at the same time at a level that
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should keep the program moving ahead
on an even keel.

Why then do I oppose this bill in its
present form? My opposition might be
based simply upon the fact that almost
$300 million was added by the Science
and Astronautics Committee to support
a more vigorous manned space flight pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, it should be recognized
that the sustained effort on the Apollo
project during the last 8 years and its
attendant high costs, taken together with
5 years of declining NASA budgets, has
caused the space program as a whole to
be thrown out of balance.

I supported the large expenditures for
Apollo during this period, not only be-
cause I approved of the objectives of
Apollo, but also because to have done
otherwise would have disrupted the pace
of the program, introduced inefficiencies,
and resulted in dramatic increases in
costs.

Furthermore, I am as happy with the
successful conclusion of the Apollo proj-
ect as anyone in this chamber,

Now that the Apollo mission has been
accomplished, however, the time has
come for a reassessment of the space
program, and it seems appropriate that
primary emphasis should be placed upon
achieving a better balance between the
manned and the unmanned aspects of
the program.

Unfortunately, the program presented
to Congress by NASA this year is not
calculated fto redress the imbalance in
the space effort; rather, it constitutes the
initial step in pursuit of an extremely
ambitious space program for the decade
of the seventies, with all increases in
future budgets going toward manned
mission. NASA's projected budgets go
from $4 billion in fiscal year 1972 to $6.8
billion in fiscal year 1979, but the un-
manned effort will remain at a constant
level of effort.

While I oppose increasing the NASA
budget for fiscal year 1971 in general,
and especially for the manned space
flight program, I submit that Congress
has an unusual opportunity this year to
participate in developing basic policy for
the Nation’s space program for the next
decade by making selective cuts in the
aldmmis' tration’s request for authoriza-
tion.

NASA proposes to begin large-scale ex-
penditures in fiscal year 1971 for de-
velopment of a so-called space shuttle/
station program. This program is direct-
ed toward development, first, of a reus-
able chemically fueled two-stage shuttle
which will operate between the surface
of the earth and low earth orbit in an
airline-type mode.

Second, the project looks to develop-
ment of a space station module which is
conceived to be a permanent structure
in orbit designed initially to support six
to 12 occupants. By joining together such
space station modules, NASA proposes
ultimately to erect a space base capable
of accommodating 50 to 100 men. But
what 100 men in earth orbit would be
called upon to do that 12—or even six—
cannot do, is not explained.

NASA's preliminary cost estimates for
development of the space shuttle/station
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total almost $14 billion. However, NASA
officials readily concede that these pre-
liminary estimates are not to be relied
upon., Testimony was received by our
committee to the effect that “studies of
the space station and shuttle, which are
in progress during fiscal year 1970 and
will continue into fiscal year 1971, will
provide a much more comprehensive defi-
nition of the development of operational
programs with a related improvement in
the quality of our cost estimates. Experi-
ence indicates a strong probability that
these more refined cost estimates will
vary significantly from the preliminary
values shown,”

Mr. Chairman, I agree with that state-
ment by NASA officials. In fact, I have no
confidence in those cost estimates. Ten
years' service on the Science and Astro-
nautics Committee has convinced me
that preliminary costs estimates are uni-
formly low, often only a fraction of ulti-
mate costs.

In any case, it is my contention that
NASA proposes to embark this year upon
8 new space program based upon new
hardware almost entirely in support of
manned missions with a manned Mars
landing as the ultimate objective. For
example, it is estimated by NASA that
68 percent of its total budget will be
spent on manned space flicht missions
in fiscal year 1979 with $1 billion spe-
cifically designated for the manned
Mars landing in fiscal year 1979.

While I am not opposed to the even-
tual development of a space shuttle, the
large space station, the chemical space
tug, and the nuclear transfer stage, I
submit that it is unwise to undertake an
accelerated program of the type envi-
sioned by NASA during the next decade.
I believe that the next few years should
be a period of consolidation of the gains
made in the space program to date, a
fuller utilization of existing hardware
and technology, and with special empha-
sis on a more aggressive exploitation of
our space capabilities for useful appli-
cation. Space systems have already dem-
onstrated their enormous potential for
direct economic payoff in such fields as
international communications, naviga-
tion and air traffic control, analysis and
forecasting of weather, and in surveying
the earth’s resources.

Let me now turn to the specifics of the
fiscal year 1971 NASA budget. The Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics
adopted a report offered by the Manned
Space Flight Subcommittee which in-
creased the administration’s request of
$110 million for the space shuttle/station
development project by $80 million, for a
total of $190 million.

I would propose to cut these funds out
of the authorization bill under consider-
ation, and at an appropriate time I shall
offer an amendment to accomplish this.
The purpose of my amendment is not to
kill the project, but simply to establish a
realistic pace for development. I want to
point out that NASA officials have testi-
fied that as much as $80 million will be
spent during fiscal year 1971 in direct
support of the space shuttle/station by
the Office of Advanced Research and
Technology.

I fully support the research work pro-
posed to be done by OART in this regard.
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Before the space shuttle can be a real-
ity, many difficult technological advances
must be made in such areas as configura-
tion and aerodynamics, heat protection,
guidance and control, and propulsion, to
name some of the more obvious ones.
While NASA officials appear optimistic
that these technical problems can be
solved, they admit maximum innovation
from the aerospace industry will be re-
quired, and that alternative approaches
to these difficult problems will need to be
studied.

As a matter of fact, NASA officials are
divided on the fundamental question of
whether the space shuttle should be a
fully reuseable two stage vehicle, or sim-
ply a recoverable orbital stage launched
by an expendable first stage. Dr. Wern-
her von Braun seems to favor the latter
approach, while Dr. Thomas Paine and
Mr. Dale Myers have testified in support
of the former.

In short, Mr. Chairman, development
of the space shuttle may prove to be far
more difficult than NASA anticipates.
Many technical questions must be re-
solved before the Nation embarks on such
a difficult and explosive undertaking.

Most important, it is far from clear
that the space shuttle is needed; NASA
has not defined the program of the fu-
ture in terms of numbers, and size, and
cost of payloads that will require a space
shuttle.

Even if the space shuttle were now in
existence, and the cost of operation of
the space shuttle were extremely low, the
high utilization rate needed to justify its
high development costs and its high pro-
curement costs would require a consider-
able expansion of the scope of U.S. space
activities during the late seventies and
the eighties. Specifically, NASA officials
have testified that the space shuttle will
provide a capability for placing 50,000
pounds in orbit, and that they anticipate
a minimum of 30 flights per year by
NASA and an equivalent number in sup-
port of DOD programs, During the en-
tire decade of the sixties, NASA exceeded
30 launches per year only once—36 in
1966—including Scouts and Saturn V’s,
which are not to be replaced by the space
shuttle. Assuming the space shuttle’'s
payload capacity would be fully utilized
on each of the projected 60 yearly flights,
this adds up to 3 million pounds of pay-
load launched into orbit each year. Could
the United States afford such an ambi-
tious space program? Would the Ameri-
can taxpayer be willing to support such
an ambitious space program?

How do 3 million pounds of payload
in orbit compare with the space program
of the past? In terms of cumulative pay-
load launched, 1969 was NASA's biggest
year with 442,358 pounds, over 97 per-
cent of which was attributed to the four
Apollo flights. It follows that space shut-
tle advocates must anticipate a greatly
expanded manned space flight pro-
gram—30 flights per year by NASA
alone—one which the Nation might be
unwilling or unable to support. Note that
the NASA budget has declined each year
since 1965. It would have to increase dra-
matically during the next few years to
support the development project if the
space shuttle is to fiy by 1977, and then
increase even more after the shuttle be-
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comes operational in order to support the
kind of ambitious program it is designed
to serve.

The Titan III experience may be in-
structive. Development of Titan III was
undertaken in the expectation that, once
operational, there would be 50 to 100
launches per year. This high utilization
rate was the justification for investing
$1 billion for development. Currently,
there are three Titan III launches per
year.

Mr. Chairman, we may someday need
a space shuttle, I believe we must all keep
an open mind regarding the nature and
scope of the space program in the fu-
ture. Accordingly, I support the basic re-
search work to be done by OART on
space shuttle/station technical problems,
But $80 million during fiscal year 1971
seems adequate, even generous.

We should proceed with caution, rec-
ognizing that these new developments
will ultimately cost the taxpayer many
billions of dollars. Before we embark
upon this new phase of the manned space
program, we should be sure it is tech-
nically feasible, that there is a genuine
requirement and public support.

In short, the United States can have
a meaningful manned space flight pro-
gram using existing equipment during
the next decade. The space shuttle,
which is designed to replace much of
this existing hardware, should be de-
veloped in an orderly fashion, the basic
technological problems should be re-
solved prior to design and development,
and the cost effectiveness of the entire
system should be clearly established be-
fore the project is undertaken.

Mr. Chairman, 7 intend to offer a sec-
ond amendment to reduce the NASA
authorization bill by $50 million, which
is one-half the amount added by the
Science and Astronautics Committee,
and not requested by the administration
for Apollo.

The line item “Apollo” was increased
by $100 million for “long leadtime hard-
ware” for improvement of the Saturn V
launch vehicle. For the Congress to au-
thorize additional funds for “improve-
ment"” of Saturn V, a vehicle which will
go out of production by the end of this
calendar year, makes no sense whatever,

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I regret the
decision of NASA to discontinue produc-
tion of Saturn V launch vehicles after
No. 515. The decision to suspend produc-
tion of Saturn V launch vehicles in or-
der to make funds available to begin de-
velopment of a space shuttle/station in
fiscal year 1971 seems to me especially
unwise, The Saturn V is a proven launch
system which NASA concedes probably
will be needed for future manned mis-
sions, and for testing of the nuclear
stage in which NASA is continuing to
make large investments. Suspension and
restart of production of Saturn V ve-
hicles has been estimated by Dr. Wern-
her von Braun to cost additional hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. In spite of
this, the decision to suspend production
appears to be firm.

In view of the enormous costs involved,
if production is in fact discontinued,
there is no assurance that it will be re-
sumed. Yet, the Science and Astronau-
tics Committee also authorized an addi-
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tional $100 million, under the Apollo line
item, for “long leadtime hardware” for
improvement of the Saturn V launch ve-
hicle. It makes no sense whatever to au-
thorize additional expenditures of $100
million in fiscal year 1971 for “improve-
ments” to a launch vehicle which may
never again be produced.

However, in view of the circumstances
of the Apollo 13 flight, I have decided to
offer an amendment to reduce that
amount by only $50 million so that the re-
mainder might be applied to the Apollo
spacecraft system.

Mr., Chairman, the Nation is fortunate
that the lives of the Apollo 13 astronauts
were spared. There is no doubt, however,
that because of the equipment failure,
their lives were in jeopardy. Whatever
needs to be done to give astronauts on
future missions greater assurance of
safety and success should be undertaken
immediately. Accordingly, with the un-
derstanding that the remaining $50 mil-
lion of the committee increase will be
applied for this purpose, my amendment
will propose a reduction of only $50 mil-
lion below what the bill provides.

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

Mr. KEARTH. I shall be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Chairman, I have
always been a strong supporter of the
space program, and I am now. In my
opinion it has accomplished a great deal.
It is going to accomplish much more in
the future. This is the first time, how-
ever, that I concur in the minority views
with reference to any part of this pro-
gram. However, I do think the position
which the distinguished gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Earte) has taken on
this particular issue is a correct one, I
intend to support him in his effort.

I feel it is necessary, of course, to ex-
plore the moon, but I question how much
exploration should be done on that
planet. I think I am rather more inter-
ested in our technology which has en-
abled us to get to the moon than I am as
to what the moon is composed of or its
relationship to the earth. I feel that
other things have to be taken in terms of
priorities. I feel that the gentleman from
Minnesota has made a distinct contribu-
tion along this line.

Mr, Chairman, I deeply regret that the
administration has seen fit to delay the
launch of the Viking project from 1973
to 1975. Such a delay is estimated to cost
us an additional $150 million. Moreover,
we shall also be delayed 2 years on the
acquisition of valuable knowledge and
technology which would be derived from
the exploration of the planet Mars. This
is the planet which scientists say offers
the best available possibility of deter-
mining whether extra-terrestrial life
exists there.

Deferring funding for the planned
Viking launch in order to accommodate
a major new start in the manned space
flight program appears to me fo be an
unwise move. I do not believe that it is
necessary or prudent from a standpoint
of economy, to authorize seven more
moon landings through 1974,

To me, the real achievement in land-
ing a man on the moon was the fact that
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we had the technical knowledge to get
him there and bring him back, It is a
matter of some interest to know that
some positions of the moon are over 4
billion years old. We rather suspected,
even prior to the flight, that the moon’s
surface was barren and hostile. But I do
not think we should continue seven more
manned space flights to confirm these
facts.

I would rather see us now direct our
efforts in a new direction with new goals
in mind. If we find life on Mars, then
we have a whole new ball game so far
as the space program and space funding
is concerned. Personally I am con-
vinced that extraterrestrial life does exist
somewhere in space. It may not be tech-
nologically reachable for years but that
should be our thrust.

In the meanwhile I am concerned that
we should expend more effort to make
the magnificent technology which we
have acquired available, for the better-
ment of mankind. The flow, in my judg-
ment, from knowledge to use is too slow.
The practical benefits to mankind de-
rived from our knowledge of space, con-
tinue to be rather nebulous so far as the
general public is concerned. This is not
to say that we have not already received
many useful benefits. The ability to
miniaturize, for example, has given the
medical profession tiny televisior. trans-
mitters which can be swallowed for
visual examination of the inner stomach.
Exotic lubricants have been developed
which will benefit everyone. Soon we
will be able to purchase a “space blanket"”
which will fit in your pocket but will
provide warmth and comfort in the
coldest weather. We have discovered how
to use the energy of the human body as
a source of power for hearing aids and
for the direction and control of artificial
limbs. The fact that we already have
instantaneous world television coverage,
worldwide communication capability,
world weather forecasts and other bene-
fits are so commonplace that we tend to
forget that they came as a result of the
space program.

There will be many more dramadtic
and important developments, as we con-
tinue our space effort but again the flow
is too slow. We must intensify our ef-
forts in this regard to bring these bene-
fits to the people as quickly as possible.

I reconfirm my faith in the goals of
our national space program. In my opin-
ion, it is not only desirable but neces-
sary that we continue to fund a viable
progressive program now and in the
vears ahead. Noft to exploit what we
have been able to conquer would be a
historic failure.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, last Janu-
ary I relayed to the Administrator of the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration a request from the University of
Northern Iowa for a specimen of moon
rock to be displayed at the university.
The request was rejected.

Recently I learned that there was on
display at the Stardust Motel and gam-
bling casino in Las Vegas, Nev., a speci-
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men of moon rock. I wonder if the gen-
tleman would care to comment on that
kind of procedure?

Mr. EARTH. I am not sure that I can
enlighten the gentleman as to the rea-
sons for that decision, nor can I en-
lighten him as to the reasons for its dis-
play in Las Vegas. It may have been dis-
played in connection with some scientific
conference. I really do not know. But I
want to assure the gentleman that I have
not had much to say about who gets one
of the moon rocks for display purposes.
Ido know, however, that—and in all fair-
ness I think it is the right decision for
NASA to have made, NASA has dis-
tributed rather broadly those moon rocks
to the various scientific communities all
over the world, for exhibition.

Mr. GROSS. I suppose it is more im-
portant to exhibit moon rock to people
on their way to the gambling tables than
it is to display it to university students.
I suppose that is the feeling of the Space
Administration.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, if the
gentleman from Iowa will formally write
to me and cite his authority I can assure
the gentleman that we will look into it,
and quite thoroughly, because it is the
first charge of this kind that I have ever
heard of, although I have had to turn
down many people who had good reasons,
and many institutions who wanted moon
rocks, because there are not enough to go
around.

I would like fo have the facts to pre-
pare a protest to NASA in this case.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, why does not the gentle-
man from California go and get the
facts? That is what I have to do.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 additional minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

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

Mr. KEARTH. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman and say to the
gentleman I am going to support the
amendments which the gentleman will
offer. I recognize how difficult it is for a
subcommittee chairman and a member
of the Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics fo stand on the floor and urge a
reduction in the committee’s appropria-
tion. I am a member of that committee
and as I say I can understand how diffi-
cult it is to urge the body to reduce the
appropriations requested, but I think it
is in the national interest, as the gentle-
man in the well has indicated, for us to
do that, because of national priorities.

Mr. Chairman, I have been on the
Committee on Science and Astronautics
a little more than a year, and in the
course of that experience one thing has
become crystal clear, and that is that the
only reasons that we have manned space
flight which costs five times that of un-
manned space flight is to see what the
effect of space would be upon man, and
to give a psychological uplift to the Na-
tion. I think that those things would be
fine if there were money enough to do
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everything we needed, then we might
continue with that, but so long as there
are rats in the apartments in the ghettos
of his country I think it is esoteric for us
to ascertain through manned space flight
whether or not there is microbiotic life
on the planet Mars.

So, because of that I intend to support
the amendments to be offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota which would
reduce the appropriations requested for
manned space flight. Indeed, I believe
the appropriation should be reduced to
an even greater extent.

The administration has requested au-
thorization for more than $3.3 billion
for the space program in fiscal year 1971.
A majority of the Science and Astro-
nautics Committee have increased this
amount by almost $300 million, with
the entire increase designated for the
manned space flight program.

Expenditures for space must be con-
sidered in the context of the total needs
of the Nation. This raises a question of
national priorities, and it seems absurd
that the space program should rate so
high when measured against other pro-
grams of Amreican society which are in
desperate need of attention.

So many of society's most pressing
needs are not being adequately funded
that the list seems endless. Both the
administration and the Congress have
failed to fund sufficiently the urgently
needed programs in education, housing,
mass transit, pollution abatement, and
crime control, to name only a few. Nor
do prospects for meeting the cities’ ur-
gent needs seem very bright. Yet, to con-
tinue to ignore these problems is surely
a perilous course, particularly while the
government proposes to spend more bil-
lions on cpace ventures.

There are some who defend these ex-
penditures by saying there is no assur-
ance that if these vast resources were not
spent on space, they would be applied to
the accumulated needs of our cities and
our fellow citizens. I believe this is too
pessimistic an attitude, and I think that
we can work together in the Congress
and redirect these funds to meeting our
needs here on earth.

Rather than increase the NASA budg-
et, I would recommend that it be re-
duced. While much of the space pro-
gram is worthy of support, there are sev-
eral projects in the NASA program
which seem particularly unjustified.

The most obvious among these ap-
pears to be the space shuttle/station.
This is the first year substantial amounts
have been requested to start the develop-
ment of this ambitious new vehicle. The
amount earmarked in this bill for the
space shuttle/station is $190 million. If
Congress approves these new manned
space flight projects, the United States
will be embarking upon developments
that will cost many billions of dollars
during the decade of the seventies—ap-
proximately $14 billion according to
NASA’s own estimates—and many
knowledgeable persons believe NASA’s
estimates are unrealistically low.

I would urge that, during the next dec-
ade, NASA emphasize the use of auto-
mated spacecraft, rather than manned
programs. At a fraction of the cost, auto-
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mated spacecraft have proven to be much
more effective in the acquisition of scien-
tific knowledge as well as having prac-
tical applications, such as communica-
tions, air traffic control, weather pre-
diction, and earth resources survey.

A second project, ill justified in my
judgment, is the Viking program. Two
Viking spacecraft are scheduled to be
launched to Mars in 1975 with the pri-
mary objective of acquiring information
relative to the possible existence of extra-
terrestrial life on the planet Mars. Viking
is not expected to provide a final defini-
tive answer to the question, but should
reveal more detailed information about
the environment at the Martian surface
so that scientists can speculate as to
whether that environment could support
life.

We already know enough about Mars
to know that if life exists there at all,
it must be in the simplest form. I cannot
justify approving moneys fo find out
whether or not there is some microbe on
Mars, when, in faet, I know there are
rats in Harlem apartments, The cities in
this country are ¢an fire; and the people
living in the slums are furious at how
little is being done to meet their needs
while so much is being spent on space
explorations.

While the objective of Viking may
be very exciting to members of the scien-
tific community, it is not a matter of
great urgency to most Americans who are
preoccupied and concerned with domestic
problems.

NASA currently estimates the total
cost for Viking will be almost $900 mil-
lion. That cost estimate has more than
doubled during the past year, If history is
any guide, expenditures for Viking surely
will ultimately exceed $1 billion.

Finally, there is the NERVA project.
To date the United States has spent well
over $1 billion on development of the
NERVA engine. More than $1 billion
additional dollars will be needed during
the next few years to complete work on
the NERVA engine and the stage with
which it is to be integrated.

Since the decision has been made to dis-
continue production of Saturn V launch
vehicles after vehicle No. 515, and since
the nuclear stage is designed as an up-
per stage for Saturn V, if and when
such nuclear stages come into existence
toward the end of this decade, there will
be no way to flight test it. Once discon-
tinued, there is no assurance that Saturn
V production will be resumed and the
NERVA engine will be grounded.

Even more to the point, the nuclear
rocket has never had a mission assigned
to it. It does not have a mission today.
And there are no approved missions for
the future which will require the nuclear
rocket. It has been argued that much
larger, heavier payloads can be launched
using the nuclear rocket but no mission
has been defined involving such large
and heavy payloads. In short, the need
for NERVA has not been demonstrated,

Again, unless the NERVA project is
canceled, the United States will end up
with an extremely expensive, unlaunch-
able, and useless piece of equipment.

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York. Let me
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just say in conclusion that the amend-
ments I will offer will not, in my judg-
ment, do damage to the national space
effort. T am concerned about one new
start program, a multibillion-dollar
starting program that is a line item for
the first time this year. I am interested
in reducing the level of expenditure to
begin the start of that program.

I will explain the reasons when we get
under the 5-minute rule, but the simple
reason I feel so strongly about this par-
ticular program is the agency itself, the
experts, those who are going to be
charged with the responsibility of over-
seeing it, are not at this point in agree-
ment.

So, Mr. Chairman, I will, at the proper
time, offer the amendments and explain
them.

Mr., FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the very
competent gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ROUDEBUSH) .

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairm:n, I
rise in support of H.R. 16516, the NASA
authorization bill for fiscal year 1971.

As is the custom in our committee,
we are again bringing a clean bill with-
out committee amendment before this
body. All of the many amendments
which were considered in committee are
incorporated in this bill. The purpose
of this is to save the time of this body
in considering the various amendments.

The NASA bill referred to the commit-
tee amounted to $3,3.3,000,000, The com-
mittee action, as reflected in the bill I
speak for, indicates an increase in the
authorization to $3,630,875,000 or $297,-
875,000 more than was approved by the
Bureau of the Budget for NASA activi-
ties in fiscal year 1971.

The preponderance of this increase
falls within the realm of manned space
flicht, with the exception of about $1'%
billion in the field of research and pro-
gram management. In view of this in-
crease over the amount requested by
NASA, I feel a further explanation is in
order.

This year’s request for the space pro-
gram is the lowest space budget sub-
mitted to the Congress since fiscal year
1962. I am sure we are all aware of
our troubled fiscal condition. NASA was
thus required to present to Congress a
very austere budget.

Actually, the original request from
NASA to the Bureau of the Budget was
for $4,500,000,000. This was to implement
the recommendations contained in the
President’s Space Task Group Report.
The President’s space budget submitted
to Congress was $1,200,000,000 less than
the recommendations in that report.

Personally, I am a great believer in the
authorization committees of this House.
I do not suppose there is any group of
men more familiar with our space pro-
gram than the House Committee on Sci-
ence and Astronautics. The committee’s
considered judgment was that a portion
at least of the original recommendations
by NASA to the Bureau of the Budget
should be restored. And, of course, this
restoration is contained in the bill we
present to you today.

I do not think I need to remind you
that we have had extraordinary success
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in our space program. Probably the
greatest achievement of our Nation dur-
ing the past year was the exploits in out-
er space. And I am sure you all joined
with me and thrilled with me as we
viewed television’s presentations of the
Apollo 11 and Apollo 12 flights. Without
question, these were a great step forward
for man and proved witnout fear of con-
tradiction that the technical develop-
ment of our Nation far exceeds that
of any competing against us.

I say this without regard to the prob-
lems experienced on the Apollo 13 flight.
I am sure that every Member joined
with me in my personal anxiety for the
safe recovery of our astronauts during
this perilous experience. Their safe re-
covery with pinpoint accuracy, I per-
sonally think is a tribute to their own
skills as well as the skills of those men
at the Manned Space Center who impro-
vised the use of their equipment and di-
rected their safe recovery. This, too, even
in partial failure emphasizes the excel-
lence of the engineering and technology
involved,

I have read that more than 500 mil-
lion persons in every developed country
of this world watched the first landing
on the moon and listened to the words
of Neil Armstrong as he became the first
man to set foot on the lunar surface.
The fact that this caused a great rise
in American prestige is not refutable.

The President clearly indicated this
by sending the astronauts to many coun-
tries of the world as envoys of this Na-
tion. I personally feel that the moon
landing was the greatest scientific
achievement ever accomplished by man.

The success of Apollo 11 was followed
by Apollo 12, which was every bit as
successful and perhaps more s0.

Sometimes I wonder if we have a com-
plete appreciation of the contributions
of our space program. I realize full well
that many consider our space effort
largely a waste of effort and money. I
know I hear this often in my own good
State and congressional district. But
during my past 10 years of service on
this committee I have noted a revolu-
tion in man’s education and the many
“fallouts’” benefiting mankind.

So far, I have spoken mostly about
our manned space programs, and this is
as it should be since manned space flights
have accounted for the bulk of the money
allocated. But I do want to say just a
few words about that other category of
our space program which does not re-
ceive the publicity and notice. NASA's
unmanned space program, including the
scientific satellites, has enriched man’s
knowledge immensely in the past 10
years. In physics, astronomy and the
many scientific disciplines we have had
a great leap forward.

These unmanned vehicles have proved
to have a variety of practical uses for
the betterment of life for all mankind.

We are all familiar with our communi-

cation satellites, handling a great
amount of our international communi-
cations today. Our weather satellites
give us a much more complete and ana-
lytical look at weather.

When I began my remarks, I spoke
of increases in the budget rendered by
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the committee. It might be well to re-
view just briefly those increases author-
ized by the committee.

The committee has recommended an
increase of $145 million for the Apollo
lunar exploration program in fiscal year
1971. This figure was reached in the fol-
lowing manner: $45 million was added
for the initiation of long leadtime pro-
duction of payloads for lunar explora-
tion flights after 1973, and to start pro-
duction of the spacecraft and payloads
for one more Apollo lunar exploration
flight in addition to those currently pro-
gramed. It is necessary that we author-
ize these funds at this time because of
the leadtimes involved.

In addition, we have added $100 mil-
lion to start procurement of long lead-
time hardware to begin fabrication of an
improved Saturn V system. This includes
the beginning cost to vendors and sub-
contractors who have been phased out
of the Saturn V program. Engine fund-
ing would have the highest priority be-
cause, from experience, we know the de-
velopment of new engine systems has a
leadtime of many years.

The committee has recommended an
increase of $155 million for space flight
operations in fiscal year 1971. Of this
amount, $75 million has been added fto
augment the spacecraft and subsystems
for a low earth orbiting laboratory called
Skylab. This additional funding would
give emphasis to earth resources and
medical experiments, and would permit
work to commence in the field of design
for a second orbiting workshop.

The committee further recommends
an additional $80 million for the analysis
and engineering studies needed for the
preliminary space shuttle and space sta-
tion programs.

I do not think one needs a complete
knowledge of the space program to real-
ize that the success of this Nation's fu-
ture space program lies in the develop-
ment of a relatively low cost recoverable
and reusable space transportation sys-
tem.

Here I have spoken of our space pro-
gram and the moneys needed to carry
out a well-rounded program, If this
money can be authorized by this House,
I feel our future is bright.

Many of the undertakings of our space
agency have materially and significantly
worked for the betterment of man liv-
ing in earth’s environment. I think of the
research being carried out in navigation
and air traffic control satellite systems.
Unmanned vehicles now being designed
will survey earth’s resources and provide
a great deal of information for farm-
ing and forestry, the maritime and fish-
ing industries.

We could talk of the efforts of NASA in
the areas of aeronautic research, pollu-
tion, and noise abatement. However, I am
sure the Members of this body are aware
of this good work.

I believe HR. 16516 is a good bill. I
recommend its passage to the Members
of this body and do hope it will have the
approval of this committee and this
House.

In the past year, every American citi-
zen held his head high as Neil Armstrong
and Buzz Aldrin first set foot on the
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moon. The world reacted with astonish-
ment and utter amazement and every
nation once again looked to the United
States as the undisputed leader in science,
technology, and management. There was
no doubt that our country had recap-
tured the lead in a contest that could
have been lost 10 years ago if the Presi-
dent and Congress had not promptly re-
acted to the challenge.

Our achievements in space, however,
represent much more than adventure
and our pride that America has taken
once more its rightful place of leadership.
Our efforts in space have encouraged the
development of new products, new proc-
esses, and new technology, much of which
has been made available to American in-
dustry and our defense organization. We
have trained and developed a national
resource of engineers, scientists, and
other specialized workers in industry,
government, and the universities, with
skills vital to our economy and national
security.

With this vast reservoir of technological
talent and space science know-how, our
great Nation cannot afford to sit back
and rest on the laurels of past accom-
plishments. We have all seen how our
space endeavors have brought about an
unprecedented revolution in American
education processes. We have seen science
and engineering expertise excell fto
heights which we thought were impossible
a few years back. We have observed a
spirit of dedication and commitment
rivaled only by the Nation’s efforts in
World War II. It is unthinkable to me
that now, with this remarkable capa-
bility, we would not forge ahead in fur-
ther exploration and exploitation of our
new frontier.

The vast possibilities of many peace-
time benefits to man here on earth have
been demonstrated by observations and
photographs of the Gemini and Apollo
programs. These observations from space
can tell experts the location of mineral
reserves, the status of crops, the sources
of air and water pollution, the flood po-
tential of snow cover in a mountain
range, and much more than was ever
known about the weather. At the same
time, our country is working to assure
that all of the potential national security
benefits of space are explored. We are
conducting programs to protect us
against hostile activities and to assure
that space is not employed as a medium
for aggression against us or our allies.

Our Polaris submarines fix their posi-
tion beneath the high seas with the aid
of the Transit navigation satellites.
Ships at sea, aireraft in flight and forces
at remote military bases depend on
weather information obtained by satel-
lites. A space satellite monitoring system
helps us to maintain vigil against viola-
tions of the nuclear test ban treaty and
the world's communications, both mili-
tary and civil, have been revolutionized
by communications satellites.

America has no ambition to turn space
exploration into a destructive battle-
ground. As the Apollo 11 crewmen noted
on the plaque deposited at the landing
site in the Sea of Tranaquility, they “came
in peace for all mankind.” We must keep
in mind, however, that others can have
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different motives. More ominous state-
ments were being made by the leaders of
the Soviet Union not too long ago when
their sputniks and their cosmonauts
were in the spotlight of world attention.
It behooves us to work to seek to deny
them the occasion to make such state-
ments again.

Too much is at stake to allow leader-
ship to revert again to another nation;
particularly to one that does not share
our ideals or our way of life.

The ultimate benefits of this country’s
space acomplishments will fully justify
the cost.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 8 minutes to the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr, HECHLER).

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, the Subcommittee on Ad-
vanced Research and Technology rec-
ommended to the full committee an
authorization of $775,271,000 for that
portion of the NASA request considered
by the subcommittee each year. This is
$10,376,000 less than the fiscal year 1970
programed amount.

‘While this is the overall fotal requested
by NASA, we did not “rubber stamp”
this budget. We reordered some priori-
ties within the request by emphasizing
certain areas of research that will have
a more immediate return to the tax-
payer. We recommended an increase of
$3.7 million for aeronautics research and
$500,000 for technology utilization, to be
offset by a reduction of $4.2 million in
the tracking and data acquisition pro-
gram.

The total amount is to be utilized in
the following areas:

[In millions]
R ch and develop
Construction of facilities
Research and program manage-

202. 921

T75. 271

The changes to the program were spe-
cifically to add: One, $1.5 million to
electronics systems; two, $400,000 to
human factor systems; three, $400,000 to
basic research; four, $500,000 to tech-
nology utilization; and, five, $1.4 million
to research and program management.

The subcommittee held extensive
hearings both in 1968 and 1969 on the
aeronautical R. & D. The evidence pro-
vided in these hearings—along with the
testimony given in this year’s authori-
zation hearings—make a strong case for
increased support for aeronautics-re-
lated work by NASA. In relative terms,
the aeronautics part of NASA’s budget
request is still only 5.6 percent of the
total—despite modest increases for the
aeronautical vehicles program since the
mid-1960’s.

The recommendations reflected in
this section stem from the conclusions
and recommendations contained in
House Report 91-932 of March 23, 1970,
entitled “Issues and Directions for
Aeronautical Research and Develop-
ment.” I recommend this report to you
as pointing to the need for additional
emphasis and attention to aviation mat-
ters in the United States. The purposes
of the hearings and of the report were:
First, to identify the priorities and prob-
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lems in Aeronautical R. & D., and second,
helping to focus the attention of the
Nation’s leadership on the urgency of
greater emphasis on aeronautical re-
search in the solution of critical aviation
problems.

The conclusions and recommendations
of this report are in consonance with the
longstanding policy and recommenda-
tions of the Committee on Science and
Astronautics. The committee has always
sought greater recognition of aviation
problems and greater support for the
necessary R. & D. to help solve the prob-
lems that are within the purview of
NASA. In spite of the efforts of the com-
mittee, NASA this year reduced the aero-
nautics-related work in the electronics
research area by 45 percent. The action
of the committee was to add funds for the
important items that we believe should
be emphasized.

The small amounts added will provide
for additional work in the area of flight
safety including work on aircraft wake
turbulence, clear air turbulence, pilot
warning indicators, air crew workload,
and tension stress and in reducible noise
and pollutants from aircraft engines.
Also, the actions of the committee reflect
this emphasis by providing additional
funds to train and encourage new per-
sonnel to move into aeronautical re-
search; to continue the development of
flight safety items in the vital avionics
area that would not have been continued
because of the closing of the Electronics
Research Center by NASA.

In considering the imbalance of space
and aeronautics-related effort and the
backlog of critical unmet needs in avia-
tion, the subcommittee would have pre-
ferred to make a substantial increase in
aeronautics-related areas. However, in
balancing this desire with the realities
of the total Federal budget and the need
to curb inflation, the subcommittee felt
constrained to recommend a modest in-
crease for aeronautics which was offset
by the reduction in tracking and data
acquisition.

I remind the House that the advanced
research and technology program pro-
vides the reservoir of new technology for
our aeronautics and space programs of
the future. It is a program that has been
declining for the past several years as the
NASA budget declines. Each year I have
emphasized the need for continuing this
basic work with increased emphasis on
long-range needs as well as meeting cur-
rent pressing “payoff”’ problems that lend
themselves to immediate solution.

One of the roadblocks that has long
distressed the committee has been the
inability of NASA, particularly in the
advanced research and technology
centers, to maintain an inflow of young
scientists and this has been notable in
the aeronautical research area. Testi-
mony taken in December 1969, indicates
that the inflow has dropped from 179 new
hires of young college graduates in 1966
to only 23 in 1969. With the serious short-
age that exists in NASA today and with
a continuation of this trend, the capabil-
ity of NASA to provide the needed re-
search could greatly diminish and the
impact on the aerospace industry and the
country could be disastrous. It would be
tragie, indeed, if the country falled to
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maintain its world leadership in aviation
which is being seriously challenged to-
day. For example, while the net contri-
bution of the aerospace industry in 1969
to our international balance of payments
was $3 billion, there is no guarantee that
this favorable result will continue. Our
competitors are pushing hard and have
equaled or surpassed us in a number of
areas.

To reverse the trend in new personnel
hires and to encourage younger person-
nel to involve themselves in aeronautical
research, the committee recommended
an increase in research and program
management of $1.4 million to be used
specifically for: 50 research fellowships
with NASA, 100 additional summer jobs
at NASA centers, and 100 graduate and
undergraduate scholarships.

We believe that the use of this rela-
tively modest sum in this manner and
continued for a few years will provide
the impetus that can stimulate the inno-
vative research needed to keep NASA and
the country in the forefront in this vital
industry.

In the area of technology utilization
which is the program whereby NASA
makes available to industry and to the
public new discoveries and ideas result-
ing from their research, the committee
recommends an inerease of $500,000.

The subcommittee has always consid-
ered this area to be highly important.
The budget request was $4 million—or 20
percent lower than for fiscal year 1970.
To carry on the modest, but important
work in disseminating the results of the
space program to the taxpayer, the pro-
gram was increased by $500,000. Em-
phasis will be placed on results from
space research which contributes to the
solution of urban problems and to the
reduction of pollutants and noise in our
environment. Specifically, these funds
will provide:

An additional applications technology
team to work specifically on the prob-
lems of transferring NASA technology
for the solution of urban development
and environmental quality problems.

Additional effort in disseminating the
results of space-related research to the
general public and through trade as-
sociations.

Our review of the tracking and data
acquisition program showed that it is
soundly based; however, a judgment was
made that a small 1.4 percent reduction
could be made to offset the $4,200,000 in-
crease for aeronautics and technology
utilization. The principal impact of this
reduction will be to defer certain equip-
ments which must be acquired eventually
to modernize the worldwide networks.
Although the committee is fully aware
of the excellent work that has been per-
formed by the tracking networks and the
need to update equipments, it was con-
cluded that the problems discussed above
are more pressing at this time.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this important portion of the space and
aeronautics program.

APOLLO 13 FLIGHT

The flight of Apollo 13 was unques-
tionably a tribute to the astronauts’
courage and ability. It was equally a trib-
ute to the dedication and skill of the
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managers, technicians, and engineers at
Houston who guided the crippled space-
craft through its 4-day ordeal. But
most of all, it was a tribute to the train-
ing, which from the very beginning, has
been the very backbone of the Apollo
program.

The years spent as test pilots developed
in the astronauts a sense of coolness in
response to emergency. Continued jet
flights enhanced this ability.

In the Apollo program, engineers, sci-
entists, and managers were constantly
keyed to anticipating the worst situation
that could possibly occur—and solving
the problem beforehand.

In the aerospace industry, hundreds of
people were constantly performing sys-
tems engineering checks. All systems
were tested “off nominal” to design and
build in alternative modes of operation.

The astronauts were also involved in
this process, with simulations on the
ground and in flight. In fact, John Swi-
gert wrote the technical manual on Com-
mand Service Module emergency pro-
cedures. In each Apollo mission, hours
and days and months, and even years of
practice preceded the flight. Complete
missions, with emergencies and alterna-
tive means of mission accomplishment,
were simulated.

It had been proven in previous flights
that the lunar module could provide
emergency propulsion and serve as an en-
vironmental shelter. On the Apollo 9
earth-orbital mission, Jim MeDivitt and
his crew deliberately ran the lunar mod-
ule through the lifeboat operation that
was to save Apollo 13.

Simulations and computations on the
ground were performed during the Apol-
lo 13 flisht to verify other emergency
procedures. Scientist Astronaut Anthony
England tried the emergency lithium
hydroxide air purification setup on the
ground before this method was relayed
to the astronauts. Computers checked out
the necessary operational changes in the
mission before they were attempted by
the Apollo 13 crew.

The first indication of how all the
training in depth paid off for Apollo 13
was when John Swigert replaced Tom
Mattingly as the third Apollo crew mem-
ber just 2 days before launch. But per-
haps the most vivid demonstration was
when the three astronauts, without the
least indication of panic, prepared to take
shelter in Aquarius knowing that the
fragile craft designed only for lunar
landing operations would be responsible
for their lives until they once again ap-
proached earth.

TECHNOLOGY UTILIZATION

Mr. Chairman, the great technologi-
cal advances made since the beginning
of the space program are resulting in
major benefits. Many of these benefits
have been made possible by our work in
advanced research and technology. We
have produced new materials with prop-
erties heretofore deemed impossible. We
have found new processes and techniques
that are more reliable and have greater
precision, and we have vastly increased
our computer, communications, and
data-handling capabilities.

Aside from the direct inputs for spe-
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cific space programs, there are many
additional dividends from our efforts.
These are variously called spinoffs, fall-
outs, or technology transfers—many of
which take place under NASA's technol-
ogy utilization program, The transfers
range over a wide field—medicine, ma-
terials, safely devices, electronics, tools,
fire-resistant foams, and paints—and
some may become the nucleus of new
industries.

Clearly, the major output of NASA is
technology. At the beginning of the space
program, for instance, we had tape re-
corders that could handle 200 bits of
information per inch of tape; we now
can record 28,000 bits per inch. We have
instruments capable of magnifying ob-
jects 20 million times. We have a dia-
mond knife that can dissect away por-
tions of a molecule or cut a hair to 10,000
lengthwise strips.

In order to get to the moon, NASA
required advances in every technical dis-
cipline. Enowledge gained is applied over
and over again in all fields of engineer-
ing, and this leads to advances in related
technologies. The computer industry is a
good example of the impact of space
technology. NASA is the largest user of
computers in the world. We must have
large computer systems of great com-
plexity, size, and speed, and we must
have great flexibility in the use of com-
puters. In order to meet planetary
launch window dates, it is necessary for
us to have hundreds of thousands of
items on schedule. We also must be able
to monitor dependably our space mis-
sions. All of this, from automated check-
out functions to inventory management,
is done by computer.

Stimulated in large part by space de-
mands, our Nation met the challenge for
computers so well that the U.S. com-
puter industry now dominates the world.
It does about $8 billion worth of busi-
ness a year. Its exports have increased
more than 1,400 percent in the first dec-
ade of the space age. It not only pays
the highest average wages of any indus-
try, but contributes a large positive in-
ternational trade balance.

Another field that has felt the effect
of the NASA-sponsored technological
progress is aviation. History has taught
us that we cannot drag our feet in this
sector. We did so after the Wright
Brothers invented the airplane and, as
a result, our pilots were forced to fly
French and British planes in World
War I. International competition in avi-
ation is intensifying to such a degree
that a strong aerospace industry is a
matter of national survival. On our lead-
ership hangs our future national
security.

This present leadership is evident at
airports around the world; 75 percent
of commercial aireraft fiying all over the
world are American-built. American air-
craft, whether ecivil or military, reflect
the technical contributions of NASA re-
search in aerodynamics and engines, ma-
terials and structures, guidance and con-
trols.

Aerospace is now Ameriea’s largest
manufacturing industry. Last year it did
a $27 billion business, with a $28 bil-
lion backlog. It is one of our great pro-
ducers of national wealth, exporting
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more than $3 billion worth of aircraft
and parts in 1969 alone.

Much of our progress has resulted
from the effective way in which NASA
has organized and managed research
and technical development, getting prac-
tical results into the hands of people
who can use them. Individuals, cities,
universities, and corporations have
greatly benefited from this technology
transfer. Many people employed on NASA
programs now have taken their knowl-
edge and skills into other fields. In the
Chrysler Corp. for example, automobile
ignition systems were reworked in order
to meet the new Clean Air Act criteria.
This was done by their own personnel
who had developed the automated check-
out and launch sequence equipment for
the Saturn launch vehicle.

Technological transfer and growth
mean much to the Nation, They influence
productivity, wealth, and power. They
bring better and cheaper products, and
they mean more and better jobs with
higher pay. As an example of what I am
talking about, let me give you one brief
comparison. Just 38 years ago, in 1932,
the U.S. population was 125 million. To-
day we have 205 million. Some estimates
suggest that the U.S. population will
reach the 400 million mark by the year
2000. Thirty-eight years ago, in 1932,
the U.S. gross national product was about
$58 billion. Today it is at the $952 billion
level and in the year 2000, if we progress
at nothing more than an average annual
3 percent growth, the gross national
product will be 2 trillion, 500 billion dol-
lars. My point is this—it is no accident
that this tremendous national growth
coincides with a major commitment and
investment by the United States in sci-
ence and technology—of which aerospace
has been a major component.

One level of technology was generated
in response to specific space program
needs. But that was just the beginning.
What has resulted has been a wide as-
sortment of progress, some expected,
some unexpected, and out of it all have
come many wonderful things now be-
ginning to be realized. What lies in the
future, we can only surmise, but I feel
confident the harvest will be rich and
bountiful. Mr. Chairman, I believe that
our national security, economic progress,
and world leadership are values we must
protect by continuing to support our in-
vestment in technology.

For all these reasons, I strongly sup-
port an increase of $500,000 over the
President’s budget request of $4 million
to finance the technology utilization pro-
gram,

Mr, Chairman, I hope this committee
will vote the full amount of $775,271,000
for advanced research and technology,
tracking and data acquisition, and tech-
nology utilization.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
West Virginia yields back 5 minutes,

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr, BeLL), who
has been extremely interested in the work
of the committee on space matters,

Mr. BELL of California. Mr. Chairman,
first of all, the chairman of the full com-
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mittee, the gentleman from California
(Mr. MiLLER), has done an outstanding
job for this committee in his leadership
and ability to anticipate what is going
to happen.

Also I commend the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TeEacuE), for his fine leader-
ship and anticipation and being able to
ferret out some of the difficulties that oc-
curred for the committee, Also, I pay my
respects to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. FurLton) . It is a pleasure to
have him back. He has done an outstand-
ing job in leading the committee on the
minority side and he has a thorough
understanding of the problems of space.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R.
16516 to authorize appropriations for the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration.

This bill was subjected to the closest
scrutiny by your committee in full recog-
nition of the urgent demands of budge-
tary priorities.

NASA is the only agency in the Fed-
eral bureaucracy whose budget continues
to decline each year.

We hear a great deal about priorities
in our Nation, and I fully agree with
most of what is said.

Domestic social ills demand our atten-
tion and our resources.

And they are getting them.

But the cry for a trade-off between
space/defense and domestic social budg-
ets has become so commonplace these
days as to be in danger of losing its
meaning.

It is often overlooked, however, that
in the last 10 years, while defense spend-
ing has gone up by about 73 percent,
domestic social program spending has
increased 222 percent, while the space
program has declined by about 40 per-
cent in the past few years.

Now let me not be misunderstood.

I have supported both in my commit-
tees and here on this floor these moves
to reorder our national priorities.

But as in any other endeavor, let us
beware of shortsightedness.

And let us also be aware that we are
not discussing annual increases in
NASA’'s budget, but annual decreases,
and how large those decreases should be.

I might point out that this is a highly
unusual procedure in this body.

Mr. Chairman, the level of spending
authorized in the bill before us is the
minimum level at which we can main-
tain the chance for optimum return of
the taxpayer’s dollar. Now that - - have
had some difficulty in our recc.: an-
ned-space flight to the moon, a few
Members may think it popular to try to
cut our effort. That would indeed be
shortsighted.

Why is it that at the very height of
our space success we want to say “forget
it—forget the billions we've spent—for-
get the tremendous technological know-
how we've developed.”

Unless we approve this legislation, our
Nation will have no manned space flight
capability after 1974,

No matter how we would view our Na-
' tion’s requirements in space, we would
have cut off our options; we would have
lost the leadtime necessary to regain
launch capability.
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You have heard before, on this floor,
the enormous and unwarranted costs
which would be incurred from a stop-
start, stop-start operation.

It is no less true today.

Mr. Chairman, in my own district,
which is the home of so much of the
talent that landed Americans on the
moon, I have witnessed, personally, the
devastating decline of a technological ca-
pability that is essential to the mainte-
nance of our Nation’s competitive posi-
tion in the world—not only of today, but
of the future.

We are literally destroying our ability
to provide our Nation with the scientific
and technological prowess essential to
our survival,

This is happening not just in south-
ern California but in many areas across
the country.

We must not allow American leader-
ship and expertise to be reduced to the
vulnerable level it is otherwise headed
for.

This legislation offers us the opportu-
nity for a moderate continuation of our
space program, a balanced level which
permits not only salvaging of our pool of
technological talent and facilities, but
the maximum return on our space
investment.

Without it we may all of a sudden
wake up and find ourselves totally un-
prepared for tomorrow’s challenges, and
then it would be too late.

I cannot urge more strongly that my
colleagues support the bill as reported
by their Committee on Science and
Astronautics.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
has expired.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. The gentle-
man has been an excellent member of
the Manned Space Flight Subcommittee,

I kind of have the feeling, when the
chairman of another subcommittee and
the ranking minority member of that
subcommittee came in to offer amend-
ments to cut what was done by this sub-
committee unanimously, there must be
some curiosity as to what our subcom-
mittee did. Will the gentleman from
California tell the Members of the House
something about how we operate, about
how we get information and how we
learn about what is going on in the
manned space program?

Mr. BELL of California. I shall be
happy to do so.

We make a thorough study of all the
aspects of expenditures in the space pro-
gram and the space expenditures under
the NASA authorization.

We travel about various parts of the
Nation in which the programs are being
developed by the different aerospace
plants. A thoroughgoing study is made
of the operations of those plants.

I could go on for hours to tell the
Members about the amount of time and
effort that is placed in the work of pro-
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graming the space effort. It is not some-
thing we go over very hurriedly. It is
something highly technical. It requires
a great deal of understanding and study.

As the chairman of the subcommit-
tee has said, this is the type of opera-
tion you must understand, it is a highly
technical subject that must be studied
carefully. It is difficult to understand
how someone can quickly say they are
opposed to this particular proposal,
without being a member of the subcom-
mittee.

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

Mr. BELL of California. I yield to my
colleague from California.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman for his work on
the Science and Astronautics Commit-
tee. I have great respect for his ability
and join in his statement.

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

Mr. BELL of California. I am happy to
vield to the gentleman from Mew York.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman for his statement.

Mr. Chairman, it is significant that
earth day came only 6 days after the
most hazardous of space flights has end-
ed. I am happy as anyone to find our
three brave astronauts safely back home
on earth again. They met the challenges
of their dangerous flight with distine-
tion and bravery.

They are now back down on earth for
a while. In the days and months ahead,
they will have to face another hazard,
the dangers and the rigors of earth travel.
Riding behind a bus in the middle of a
trafic jam is the American version of
death in the afternoon.

Our earth stands out among the plan-
ets in our solar system. Its blue cast sig-
nifies the presence of water—and, as we
know, water is the mark of the exist-
ence of life. Indeed, life as we know it
emerged from the sea millions of years
ago. From miles away in space, we cannot
see the water turning brown from pollu-
tion. We cannot see the objects floating in
that water. Water, once the source of life,
is now killing the life actually contained
within it.

Earth Day signifies that cooperation to
combat the crisis of the environment is
needed; it is needed between levels of
government, between industry and gov-
ernment, and among all citizens. Dead-
lines for ending pollution are too far
into the future. I call upon all to act now
so that in the years ahead there will be
no need of an earth day.

While people are talking about the
problems of the environment, there must
be some determination as to what are
adequate standards for a “clean” envi-
ronment. Goals must be established so
that we have a direction for our activity.
If our methods are spelled out, we can
act to keep pollution indices low.

Thus, environment, ecology, and the
quality of life on this planet have be-
come the concerns of the 1970’s. If they
are ignored any longer, some scientists
say that there will not be a decade of
the 1980's and 1990s.

There is a public mandate for speedy
action. Polls have shown that more than
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85 percent of the population in this Na-
tion is concerned with environmental
pollution, Three out of four are willing
to make additional sacrifices to improve
our surroundings.

The entire issue is a new departure
for the United States. It is a mass effort
to improve the quality of life. It is time
to put American know-how to work in
this effort. If pollution recognizes no po-
litical boundaries, we must cross admin-
istrative boundaries to fight pollution. I
would like to elaborate and to give you
further proposals on this matter. I pro-
pose that we use the technical know-how
of the National Aeronautics and Space
Agency to help solve the problems of this
planet.

Several months ago, spokesmen for
General Motors announced that fume-
free automobiles would be available for
mass public consumption by 1980. I think
that 10 years is simply too long to wait
for such an important technological
breakthrough.

In 1953, automobile companies began
to work on antipollution devices. Seven-
teen years, and millions of dollars later,
our cities are blanketed by automobile-
caused smog, carbon monoxide, and sul-
fur dioxide. The once crisp outlines of
buildings now fade into the grayness of
the air.

In the past, the automobile industry
has had an almost total monopoly on
the research and development facilities
in this area. When the American public
was quoted & date or timetable for an
automotive antipollution device, having
no other source of information, they
could do nothing but accept the work
of the industry.

I believe that there is cause for some
scepticism in their pronouncements. I
feel it is nome to inject some competition
into the development of an automobile
that does not pollute the air. The Ameri-
can public deserves faster service.

The year 1953 marked the beginning
of the automobile industry’s efforts to
develop an antipollution device. It also
marked the beginning of the U.S. Space
efforts. In the intervening 17 years, the
United States, in what ean justifiably be
called the achievement of the last decade,
landed four men on the moon.

The National Aeronautics and Space
Agency has met all the challenges pre-
sented to it. The technological feats re-
garded as science fiction several years
ago have become the accepted reality of
today. At NASA the impossible seems to
take only a little longer.

As a member of the Science and As-
tronautics Committee, I have observed
NASA's achievements first hand. On
Earth Day, I have called upon NASA, the
Agency that has conquered the chal-
lenges of space, to help us conquer some
of the problems here on earth. Literally
interpreted, space begins right above our
hands, and lately this area has become
more and more unpleasant. I am calling
upon NASA to take up the challenge
posed by our polluted environment.

The American public is rightfully de-
manding some solution to these prob-
lems and NASA spokesmen have said
they seek the application of space tech-
nology for the direct benefits of all man-
kind.
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What could be more beneficial than
using a portion of NASA's 35,000 em-
ployees, including some of the Nation’s
top sclentists, engineers, propulsion, and
electronics experts to solve the prob-
lems of our earth's atmosphere?

With the proposed cutback in NASA
appropriations for fiscal year 1971, some
of the NASA people may remain idle.
There are too many problems as yet un-
solved for idle scientists. Federal funds
should be given to NASA for the express
purpose of developing an antipollution
device for automobiles.

One of NASA's objectives for the
1970’s is “the expansion of human
knowledze of the phenomena in our at-
mosphere and space.” Sulfur dioxide,
hydrocarbons, and carbon monoxide—
thanks to the internal combustion en-
gine—have become phenomena of our
air space. Let NASA set the pace for the
development of a clean engine, starting
from Earth Day, April 22, 1970. It would
be another “giant leap” for the health,
and the well-being of mankind.

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

Mr. BELL of California. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. Berr), has served
with me on the Education and Labor
Committee where he is acknowledged to
be one of the most thoughtful, construc-
tive, and useful members of the com-
mittee. I value his counsel highly.

I am impressed when he cites the prob-
lem of trying to develop important na-
tional programs on a “fits and starts”
basis.

It is certainly quite true that, to reach
the moon, America had to do the whole
job. We developed a highly sophisticated,
comprehensive master plan to do the
job—the whole job—by a predetermined
timetable. No “on again, off again” ap-
proach could work for space exploration.

Mr. Chairman, neither will such a re-
luctant, dispirited attack by half-meas-
ures help us conquer earth problems
either. We have lost ground steadily in
our war against the despoilation of our
environment. We are fighting a standoff
in our war against poverty. We have long
since been outmaneuvered and outgen-
eraled by our own profligate, haphazard,
heedless “growth for the sake of
growth"— in our feeble effort to ereate
livable cities.

I am exhilarated by the marvelous new
scientifie insights which our space pro-
gram has gained for us. I deeply believe
in mankind’'s eternal quest for knowledge
for the sake of knowledge. But the cost,
and utility, of this new body of knowl-
edge must be balanced against the com-
parable costs and the comparative ben-
efits of earth problems which need to be
squarely faced, and earth programs
which must be vigorously prosecuted.

I believe that, econsidering the urgent
programs at home which have been
stretched out, thinned out, trimmed
down, cut out, and starved on the vine,
we must seriously consider eliminating
or drastically reducing the expensive
manned-space program. Likewise, we
must consider some stretching out and

April 23, 1970

temporarily cutting down of the entire
maultibillion dollar space program.

I hope the day will eome soon when
we will have diverted enough resources
from a wasteful and futile war in Viet-
nam to finance not cnly a sound and
comprehensive body of education, hous-
ing, health, welfare, joo training and em-
ployment, and conservation and environ-
ment programs here at home, but also a
long-term space exploration effort which
will further probe vhe mysteries of the
Universe.

But, until we serve earth better, so far
as I am concerned, the stars will have
to wait.

I must vote against this authorization.

I thank my colleazue for yielding.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Fogqua).

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the chairman of the committee
yielding me this time. I wholehearfedly
support the bill before us today.

First of all, I want to commend the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from California, for his interest and
in supporting this great space program.
I also wish to express my thanks to the
chairman cf the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Texas, for the time and ef-
fort that he has put forth in behalf of
manned space flight.

We have gone into this bill very thor-
oughly and visited many of the centers
around the country. I think we come to
this House with some knowledge of what
we think we need to do im our space
program. 2

Mr. Chairman, World War II chal-
lenged this Nation as it had not been
challenged before. A long-time depres-
sion was supplanted by a thriving econ-
omy as the factories, and the people went
back to work. For the war activated our
production, and the weclth of a nation is
its productive capacity.

The demand for aircraft made the
aviation industry the major manufactur-
ing employer of the Nation. And we pro-
duced over 70 percent of all aviation
equipment throughout the world. But
time passed, and volume production was
no longer the criterion for success. The
British produced the first pure jet air-
craft—the Comet, and if it had been
suceessful the United States would have
lost the market. It is not valid to attrib-
ute success to the failure of others,
but, because of the failure of the Comet,
the United States gained the time neces-
sary to produce the 707 which now dom-
inates the world jet market.

While the production equipment of
West Germany—financed by the Mar-
shall plan—became the most modern and
efficient in the world, the producing
plant of the United States fell into ob-
solesence. By the beginning of the Ken-
nedy administration, the industrial plant
of the United States lagged behind the
other leading industrial nations of the
world. Volume had been achieved during
the war—but innovation in eguipment
and in concept had fallen behind.

One of the early moves to improve the
physical plant was the legislation which
permitted a T-percent tax write-off in
the year of purchase of new capital
equipment. But this was only part of
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the problem. It was also necessary to
upgrade the technology of mass pro-
duction induced by the volume require-
ments of the war. What was needed was
a major challenge to bring U.S. indus-
trial technology up to its historical
standards of world leadership.

The International Geophysical Year
presented such an opportunity and the
United States joined the leading tech-
nological nations of the world in the
quest for new knowledge which was ex-
emplified by the thrust into space. The
efforts of this country were not rewarded
by immediate success. The first satellite
to be launched into orbit was Sputnik I
which stunned a nation accustomed to
first place in the technological world.
However, many aware people were not
surprised. The price of leadership has
always been daring, risk, innovation, and
the United States had not been engag-
ing in any of these pursuits.

Belatedly we realized, as a nation, that
in order to keep our industrial house in
order, we must innovate, we must en-
gage in fundamental research, we must
tread new ground and lead rather than
follow. When the U.S.S.R. put the first
man into earth orbit we all knew that we
would have to compensate for the years
of neglect with a erash program for prog-
ress. The lunar mission was assigned in
1961. It was performed in 1969, within
the time and cost constraints presecribed
by the President.

And the lunar landing accomplished
all of its aims. It gave this Nation the
new capability to operate in space; it up-
graded the physical plant of the United
States, not only in the aerospace but also
in other sections of basic industry; it
challenged the university, industry, gov-
ernment team to work together in un-
precedented combinations of talent; and
it finally returned this country to first
place among the nations of the world, in
the essential concommitant of industrial
and social progress—technology.

At the peak of production for the
Apollo program, in 1966, over 400,000
people in government, industry and over
200 universities throughout the country
were engaged. Twenty major manufac-
furing eompanies subcontracted to al-
most 20,000 smaller or allied manufac-
turers. Every aspect of our economy was
involved in this national effort. From
food to fabrics; from parachutes to
plastics—U.S. industry grew and ma-
tured in response to the lunar landing
program. Since there is still no way to
spend money in space, the $21 billion
used for Appollo was all spent here on
earth. Most of the money went to pay
the salaries of the men and women who
made up the government, industry, uni-
versity team which accomplished this
miracle of engineering. Less than 5 per-
cent of the total amount was actually ex-
pended on materials which went into
space.

As a result, the United States can now
boast the most modern and most sophis-
ticated plant, on a physical and techno-
logical basis, of any nation in the world.
Our aerospace industry, still the largest
manufacturing employer in the Nation,
has the most modern equipment from
clean rooms to wind tunnels; from laser
cutting techniques to 80 billion a day
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computer calculation capacity. In the
international arena of space, this coun-
try can claim a well-rounded capability
to operate in every space regime—auto-
mated, manned, near-earth, synchro-
nous orbit, polar orbit and planetary.

The challenges of our space program
have prepared our industrial base to
stand in the forefront of the world of
nations. And since industrial capability
is synchronized with economic viability,
we can expect that our industry will be
able to maintain its supremacy in the
light of expanding population and social
pressures. Only with an expanding in-
dustrial capacity can we expect to main-
tain our scale of living, and maintain
our population in rewarding activity.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Washing-
ton (Mr. PELLY).

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, the first
question one asks oneself in considering
H.R. 16516, is how does the accident and
near-tragedy of the Apollo 13 flight
change the space program.

As for me, my answer, as far as the
manned lunar-landing program is con-
cerned, is that no accident at this late
date should deter the United States from
continuing to expand man’'s knowledge
of the moon and solar system. As the re-
port of the committee indicates, the
moon is the only planetary body, other
than the earth, which man can investi-
gate in detail. I think we should con-
tinue fo study the moon by further land-
ings and exploration. But, certainly, the
Apollo 13 accident means a delay and as
such I see no need to authorize the in-
crease of $145 million recommended by
the committee for the lunar exploration
in fiscal year 1971. I think NASA's re-
quested $956,500,000 for its continuation
is more appropriate.

Likewise, the recommended increase of
$155 million for space flight operation
seems unnecessary, and, anyway, I do
not think the Appropriations Commit-
tee would approve the money or, even if
they did, the administration would
spend the money.

On the other hand, I don't think that
NASA has asked for enough money for
aeronautical research. If we had done
the necessary research 10 or 15 years
ago, the Nation would have avoided
much of the difficulties of airport con-
gestion and other problems that exist
today.

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, I am greatly
disturbed by our past submersion of ac-
tivities in advanced research and
technology. I have been an active mem-
ber of the ART Subcommittee for 8 years
and have supported the need to strength-
en the entire area of aeronautics so that
the Nation would not be faced with the
air traffic problems that are proving so
unmanageable today. Are we waiting for
a tragic air fatality to draw our atten-
tion to the priority of aeronautical re-
search and development? I certainly
hope not. If we are to continue to rely on
our airways in the future as we have
in the past and continue to accept the
Government’'s involvement in this field,
then the time has come to implement this
priority.

The United States has always ranked
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at the top in nearly every phase of aero-
nautics thanks greatly to the effort of
private industry to concentrate so much
effort on advanced research, but I de-
plore the suppressing of Government
support that squeezes and cripples this
advanced research in the name of either
economy or the stress demands of more
immediate practical application.

In the report of the Subcommittee on
Advanced Research and Technology
entitled “Issues and Directions for Aero-
nautical Research and Development™
seven conclusions and recommendations
were reached.

First. Our Nation should establish a
national aeronautics and aviation pol-
icy—with particular emphasis on aero-
nautical research and development.

Second. The pattern of Government
agency-industry roles and relationships
requires clarification.

Third. The Department of Transpor-
tation should be a statutory member of
the National Aeronautics and Space
Counecil.

Fourth. With overall U.S. research and
development effort in aeronautics and
aviation declining, there is reason for
concern about maintaining our long-
term world leadership.

Fifth. There is a broad range of unmet
needs in aviation and aeronautical re-
search and development. Not only must
we rebuild our technological base but we
must use our existing technology more
fruitfully.

Sixth. Positive action must be taken by
Government and industry to encourage
younger scientific and technical person-
nel to enter and remain in the aero-
nautics field.

Seventh. In the past airports have not
been considered as a part of aeronautical
R. & D.; however, they are becoming
more and more related to both R. & D.
and operational areas.

It is easy to understand how far we
have advanced in aeronautics over the
past 12 years when we are reminded that
commercial jet flights had just begun in
1958. Yet, in this same period of 12 years
there has been a real increase of only $75
million for aeronautical research and de-
velopment within NASA. This just does
not make good sense.

Whether we are talking about civil air
transport, noise abatement, air pollution,
safety, congestion, or improvements in
aireraft themselves, we definitely need
more research effort, intelligently or-
ganized and directed.

If we accept Government control of
civil aeronautics, then we had better
think seriously about Government’s re-
sponsibility to support the necessary re-
search and development in aeronautics
and supply the funds required.

It is incongruous for the Government
to create and support increasing de-
mands for air service without doing the
same for the necessary research and de-
velopment needed to fulfill these de-
mands.

Government must be consistent and
comprehensive in its activities.

Mr. Chairman, as I said at the outset,
I do not think the Apollo 13 accident
should be used as an excuse to halt or
delay America’s exploration of space.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
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Chairman, will the gentleman from
Washington yield?

Mr. PELLY. I yield to the gentleman
irom West Virginia.

Mr, HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to compliment
and commend the gentleman from
Washington for his statement and for
the leadership that he has helped to
provide in this vital area of aeronautics.

Mr. PELLY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for time.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. Frey) who
very actively represents the Fifth Con-
gressional District of Florida in which
Cape Canaveral is located.

Mr. FREY. I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. Chairman, first let me say this, it
is an honor to serve on this committee
with Chairman Mrirer and the chair-
man of my subcommittee, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. TeacUE), as well
as the ranking Republican member on
the committee, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. FuLToN).

Mr. Chairman, there have been several
questions raised today. In my opinion
one of the questions we are asking our-
selves today is, do we want to stay in the
manned space flight business? It has
been stated by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KarTH) that the amount au-
thorized by the committee for this pur-
pose is too great and that we should
support the amendment which he will
offer under the 5-minute rule because
the gentleman feels that we should slow
down a little bit in this program.

However, Mr, Chairman, as of today,
right now, with this budget we will be
out of the manned space flight business
in approximately 3 years, from 1975
through 1977.

In the budget request of NASA for the
so-called space shuttle and space station
program, they requested $268 million.
Our committee, through its action, low-
ered this amount to $190 million. This
lower amount itself has cost us valuable
time. Further, if I understand Mr.
KarTH's amendment correctly it will go
toward knocking out the entire $190
million and it will go to knock out
manned space flight for not just 3 years
but probably 4 or 5 years.

Now, during this period of time, what
are we going to do with the facilities
that we have, approximately $4.5 billion
worth? What are we going to do about
people and teams that we have put to-
gether? How are we going to keep this
team together? I might add parentheti-
cally that the team has been lowered
from 420,000 people 3 years ago to ap-
proximately 190,000 today, and it will
reach approximately 144,000 at the end of
fiscal 1971. There is certainly very little
fat, if any, in our space program.

You are going to hear a lot about the
space shuttle today. Everybody says that
in the space program we should use our
money better. I think we all agree with
that, and that is the reason for the space
shuttle. The space shuttle is the way to
use a vehiecle over and over again. It will
have a booster and orbiter, and it will
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move men and satellites into orbit, and
both the orbiter and booster will return.
‘The reguirement is that you can use it
at least 100 times. It will carry about a
50,000-pound payload.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FREY. I yield to our distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MILLER) .

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to congratulate the gentle-
man from Florida on his last statement.
I would like to point out to the House
that we have to start building this space
shuttle, and we have to do it because we
have some very expensive satellites that
are now in spaee, such as the space com-
munications satellites and the other
satellites that we have all heard about.

Yet when one of those goes dead now
it is dead. It is lost forever. Eventually
we have to have a vehicle that can go to
these satellites and refurbish them, per-
haps change the powerplants, or to do
repair work. They have to be given the
same kind of treatment as any other type
machine needs. So that is the theme
that we are working for, and are looking
for in this field now.

I am very much of the impression and
opinion that within the next 10 years
we are going to see vehicles of this kind
that can take off perhaps with regular
eonventional power, go through the
earth's atmosphere, and turn on a dif-
ferent type of power, perhaps nuclear
energy—that is one of the things we hope
for—and that can then pick them up and
bring them back to the earth’s atmos-
phere. Instead of having to splash down,
be able to land on conventional runways
just as we now land our planes.

This is the development that we wish
for, and hope for, and I am satisfied one
that will come about.

Again I want to thank the gentleman
from Florida for introducing this aspect
of the space program.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chalrman, I thank our
distinguished chairman for the leader-
ship that he has exercised in the growth
of our space program, and for his con-
tinuing leadership under which our space
program will continue to develop.

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

Mr. FREY. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. HUNT. Mr, Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and I take this
opportunity to congratulate the gentle-
man from Florida for his foresight.

Prior to the gentleman coming to Con-
gress I served on the Committee on Seci-
ence and Astronautics for 2 years. I was
a hardliner on costs, mainly because I
wanted to see something practical devel-
oped whereby we could recover vital
hardware that time and time again we
have lost. The explanation the gentle-
man has given today I am sure will not
be lost on this august body.

Those Members who have fought hard
against the costs of the program and who
have screamed about the loss of vital
hardware I believe would now have to
support the shuitle that the gentleman
is talking about.

To me it is very important to be able
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to go up into space and photograph
something in space and then come back
and have that objeet retrieved and be
able to use it all over again.

The statement the gentleman has
given us is one of the best explanations I
have heard in quite some time. His con-
tribution to a sensible project is com-
mendable.

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

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania, Mr,
Chairman, I yield 3 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. FREY. Today the cost of putting a
pound in space runs between $500 and
$1,500.

The space shuttle will hopefully allow
us to put the same pound into space at
$50 a pound or less.

Many people believe that this is really
the PC-3 of the future—well, no one
really knows. But it is certainly possible.

If we cut out $190 million in the
manned space portion of the budget for
the shuttle, we are really cutting out
money that goes to research and design.
This is not hardware money. This is
money necessary to look into the question
to see if we can build a shuttle and see if
we can do it economically; to see if we
can develop the engines, wings, and ma-
ferials necessary.

I certainly believe in economy. I cer-
tainly believe we need the space program,
I think that with the space shuttle, these
two items are wedded.

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

Mr. FREY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. A few moments
ago the gentleman spoke about a reduc-
tion in personnel. I think it should be
pointed out at this time that that redue-
tion the gentleman from Minnesota voted
would be in effect even if the full amount
that the committee requested is granted
and it could be even more if a further
reduction is made in the program.

Mr. FREY. I thank the gentleman and
Istand on that statement.

For instance, in our Cape Eennedy, if
we have a gap of 5 years in the space
program, it has been reduced to over
10,000 people now, and I foresee it just
down to a skeleton crew, if we do not
continue the manned space program. We
have $4.5 billion in facilities, as pointed
out before, and not to expend this $190
million we are going to lose more of that
in plain operating costs in mothballing
and in the teamwork we have built. This
cost would be much greater than the
$190 million for the space shuttle.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania, M.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
desire to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WYDLER).

Mr. WYDLER, Mr. Chairman, when
the first trouble appeared on the Apollo
13 flight, what the public expected to be
a routine mission to the moon became
instead an exciting and dangerous ad-
venture,

The three American astronauts found
themselves aboard a spacecraft whose air
was limited and polluted, and whose wa~
ter and other life support systems were
in danger of contamination and extinc-
tion.
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In many ways, the condition of the
astronauts in their spacecraft was simi-
lar to the condition that mankind finds
himself facing on earth. Their environ-
ment was endangered. The astronauts
did not respond to this serious problem
with despair, although they had every
reason to react in that way. They did not
radio Houston to the effect that they
wished to be returned to the earth now
and demand that all their problems be
immediately solved. They did not allow
themselves to become objects of self-pity
but instead went to work with ingenuity
and determination to improve their con-
ditions and save their environment.

This past week we have celebrated as
Environmental Week, including Earth
Day. Individual effort and sacrifice will
be necessary to clean up our air and wa-
ter, but new technology is necessary to
see that we can maintain the benefits of
industry without the horrors of pollution.

No program offers greater hope to pro-
duce the necessary technology for this
effort than the space program. It can be,
and is, our scientific leading edge in the
fight against environmental polution. Its
spin-off, in the areas of medicine, com-
munications and weather reporting is
already paying dividends for a better life
here on earth. Americans can be proud
of our astronauts and their bravery and
the competence and resourcefulness of
our space team.

They succeeded and, in so doing, gave
to America a lesson it could well take
advantage of in this decade of ecology.

From Long Island's point of view, the
most significant fact was the magnificent
performance of the LEM module, which
took over the job it was not designed to
do and became the “lifeboat” that re-
turned our three astronauts from the far
reaches of space to an almost perfect
splashdown in the Pacific. This perform-
ance by the LEM and Long Island tech-
nology once again establishes beyond
question our area's competence in space
work and nationwide leadership in future
space programs and business.

I intend to see, as a member of the Sci-
ence and Astronautics Committee in the
House, that the Congress is made well
aware of Grumman's and Long Island’s
past contribution to the space program
and the necessity that such performance
be rewarded by our area’s inclusion in a
major role of the space effort of the
1970’s.

The value of moon rocks is now clearer
than ever and we on Long Islana will be
able to see one of these rocks displayed in
Town Hall in Hempstead during the
week of June 9 to 18. I was glad to ar-
range this, with the cooperation of
NASA and the presiding supervisor of
the town of Hempstead, Ralph G. Caso.
Long Island will have a chance to see
some of the rock that was gathered on
the face of the moon by astronauts who
landed there on Long Island-built space-
crafts. We on Long Island are especially
proud of our performance in what was
one of the finest hours of the American
spirit.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
use to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PRrICE).
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Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of H.R. 165186.

As a member of the Science and Astro-
nautics Committee, I feel I have gained
a certain insight in this bill that I would
like to share with my colleagues.

H.R. 16516 authorizes appropriations
of $3.63 billion to the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for
fiscal year 1971. As such, the committee’s
recommendation represents a total in-
crease of $279.9 million over the NASA
budget request for the same period.

This increase, however, is a selective
one, The commitiee added $145 million
for manned space flight in an effort to
improve the scientific return from lunar
exploration. An addition of $75 million
was made to reduce the leadtime nec-
essary to take up the program slack
when production of the Saturn 5 vehicle
is resumed. The committee provided an
extra $80,000 to increase the return to
be gained from establishing and operat-
ing an orbital laboratory, and to devel-
op a low-cost space shuttle and space
station for operation in this coming
decade.

In perspective, the committee action
has given the manned space program
a needed selective infusion of operating
capital. These dollars will help the pro-
gram yield even more valuable benefits to
mankind, as well as help reduce the risks
inherent in manned space travel.

History has handed this generation of
man the unique opportunity for our
species to escape the earth’s surface and
to begin exploring the solar system. What
we will find we do not know. We do know,
however, that this Nation stands poised
on the threshold of a great opportunity,
one which will not go unavailed of if we
turn our backs on it. Russia is still trying
to surpass our space efforts, and if it
does, experience indicates the Commu-
nists would not hesitate to use this
achievement as a lever in their quest for
world domination.

In addition, as was made fully appar-
ent during an extended discussion on the
House floor this past Tuesday, the
manned space program has yielded a
giant harvest for mankind. At the pres-
ent time, more than 2,500 technological
products have originated directly from
our space program, and thousands more
have profited from space research activi-
ties. To name but a few:

Miniaturization advanced for the
space program has been the source of
tiny appliances, improved color tele-
vision, and surgical instruments.

In major hospitals throughout the
Nation, tiny television transmitters
which can be swallowed in a capsule are
being used for visual examination of the
inner workings of the human stomach.

Refrigerators which move at a touch,
aid the housewife.

Sportsmen have been provided with a
“space blanket” which fits in a shirt
pocket to provide him with warmth and
comfort,

Space research has discovered a way
to use energy generated within the body
to provide power for hearing aids and
for the direction and control of artificial
limbs.

Operational meteorological satellites
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now assist in the analysis and forecast
of the world'’s weather.

Forecasting weather up to 2 weeks in
advance is considered a realistic goal
using advanced meteorological senors al-
ready under development,

Surveys of the surface of the earth
from orbiting spacecraft will soon lead
to more effective exploration, manage-
ment, and conservation of our natural
resources.

Military defense satellite systems keep
a constant watch on our enemies looking
for military movements and arms build-
ups.

Finally, the most important thing to
remember about fhe applied benefits
from the space program is that com-
pared to this coming decade, the present
yield from space research and activities
is but a trickle, The future holds a store-
house of value from space research. We
need but vigorously pursue our efforts
and the rewards will be ours.

Mr. Chairman, the committee has rec-
ommended authorizing approximately
$3.63 billion for NASA operations in fiscal
year 1971, This amount should be con-
sidered in light of other Federal and pri-
vate expenditures, This is less money
than the welfare program that passed
the House last week cost. It represents
but 5 percent of our defense budget. On
the consumption side of the ledger, the
$3.63 billion is less than the Nation
spends for pet food each year. And, it is
only 10 percent of what is spent annually
on women’'s dresses. In terms of per
capita cost, the space program costs less
than 40 cents per person per week.

As regards the question of whether
space spending should be deferred until
our domestic problems are solved, let me
say this, If the Initiatives taken by West-
ern man throughout history were forced
to meet this test, we still would be paint-
ing our bodies blue to ward off evil spirits
and diseases, and living in mud huts and
hillside caves.

Historically, progress has not been the
hand servant of social ills. The reason for
this is clear. Progress creates new wealth,
which in turn provides society with an
increased ability to distribute its wealth
and beneficence. In present times, man’s
efforts to conquer space represent the
epitome of technological progress. It is
a significant means by which social prog-
ress and social justice ean be brought in
greater measure not only to Americans,
but to people throughout the world,

Mr. Chairman, these are but some of
the possibilities that await for us as part
of our space program, a program which
can only function in accordance with the
money the Congress provides it. The
Science and Astronautics Committee has
worked long and hard in arriving at this
austerity budget for NASA; I urge my
colleagues to support the committee’s
recommendations.

(Mr. WEICKER (at the request of Mr.
Furron of Pennsylvania) was granted
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. Chairman, the op-
ponents of the space program repeatedly
beat the drums in an effort to reduce the
Nation’s space work. They ask what has
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the space program done for the man in
the street? )

The space program has been eminently
successful in meeting national goals in
addition to providing an output of value
to our taxpayers. This goal of placing
America first in aerospace technology
and assenting the Nation's preeminence
in space research, in fact rather than
inuendo or propaganda, has been clearly
demonstrated. As a result, we have con-
crete benefits that have resulted from
this challenging work.

I realize that we proponents of the
program have talked about the educa-
tional impetus, the interest in science and
technology, and the enthusiasm gen-
erated in our Nation by the space pro-
gram as well as our space accomplish-
ments. These issues are genuinely felt by
our taxpayers and these feelings are
higher than most of you think. We have
not heard very much about the techni-
cal excellence that must be an accom-
plished fact to have a successful space
mission. I ask my colleagues just what
value do they place on interest by both
consumer and manufacturer on the
demonstrated reliability of technical
equipments, electrical and mechanical,
that have to perform as designed to carry
out these goals? These accomplishments
are readily appreciated by industry.
Manufacturing and testing techniques
are incorporated into consumer prod-
ucts as rapidly as possible consistent
with the economics involved. NASA has
established the Office of Technology
Utilization which has in turn estab-
lished—dissemination centers to speed
the flow of this and other innovations
into the economy. This flow of material
has grown year by year and this year the
Committee on Science and Astronautics
recommended an increase in funds to be
used specifically for speeding the flow of
technology relating to the solution of
urban development and environmental
quality problems.

Now, if you ask me when the man
in the street will realize benefits from
improved reliability and improved ur-
ban and environmental quality due to
space spin-off, the answer is they have
and are continuing to benefit from space
work. If you ask when the man in the
street will begin to appreciate these
space-related improvements, the answer
is, “when you tell him about them.” You
should join the team and give these rea-
sons as influencing your support of a via-
ble space program. From my association
with the NASA program I am convinced
of the value of this work and believe
that the request of 1.6 percent of total
Federal budget for fiscal year 1971 is well
worth its expenditure for space.

It must be emphasized that space re-
search is not, and cannot be primarily
oriented toward producing immediate
benefits to our citizenry. Long-term gain
is generally the result of any technologi-
cal improvement and this should be the
expected results of the space program.
I ask, do we expect the same immediate
benefit from other Government expend-
itures or from other technological ad-
vancement? Has this been true in any
other technological expenditure?

Lest my colleagues forget or believe
that there is only long-range gain from
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the space program, let me remind you
of the multimillion-dollar space com-
munications industry that has grown up
as a direct result, the weather forecast-
ing and storm warnings that have saved
our Nation and the world untold lives
and millions of dollars. Is it expected that
every year NASA must discover a new
and startling space business equal to
these two contributions to our Nation?
I should remind you also that 99.9 per-
cent of the space appropriations are spent
in this country and that the thousands
of space workers and their families do
not believe that such innovations of the
magnitude of these two need be forth-
coming each year for the program to be
beneficial to them. A large portion of
the aerospace industry, employing over
1 million people with an annual payroll
of over $14 billion is supported direct-
ly and by the research and the technol-
ogy transfer supported by this program.
To reduce the program and not support
this important segment of our industry
would be a folly which would seriously
weaken a vital national resource.

You have heard of the potential ad-
vantages of space related research for
worldwide navigation improvements for
aircraft and ships, a better understanding
of weather and weather phenomena, an
opporfunity for better cooperation be-
tween nations bceause of scientific inter-
change, mutual economic worldwide ad-
vantages in education and technology
and many, many other thoughts that
have broad impact. Have you, however,
heard of the following:

A NASA developed accelerometer
which is the key item in the development
of a direct reading drilling direction
indicator, a tool that is expected to have
major impact on the entire well-drilling
industry.

A device for precise positioning of
spacecraft models in test rigs has been
applied to the design of a commercially
marketed digital clock.

NASA research on foam and honey-
comb core sandwich construction has led
to development of a new process in the
production of truck body construction
material.

In-space eating research brought forth
the commercially available “space food
sticks” whose marketing success inspired
development by the producer of a whole
new line of nutrition foods.

Hand-sized TV cameras, developed to
photograph rocket stage separation, are
being used to monitor industrial proc-
esses, and for crime detection and
prevention.

A method of damping vibration of
engine compressor blades has found ap-
plicability in the manufacture of clutches
for heavy duty trucks to overcome prob-
lems of virbration in gear trains.

In the field of medicine which has been
a prime beneficiary of space research,
the following has resulted:

A NASA developed system designed to
monitor pilots’ heart action can be at-
tached by spray action and used to radio
electrocardiogram signals to hospitals to
assist in emergency treatment of cardiac
patients. This equipment is commercially
available today.

A method of measuring breathing
functions especially applicable to in-
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fants and small children who suffer
breathing difficulties, allowing immedi-
ate corrective action to prevent brain
damage due to lack of oxygen.

The fluid-cooled undergarment for the
space suit is used to cool the body and
slow body processes for surgery and
therapy.

The lunar gravity simulator has been
used as a rehabilitation aid for long bed-
ridden patients who must learn to reuse
muscles in order to walk.

In addition, there are many other items
such as minature telemetry systems, new
resins for use in bone repair, radio moni-
toring systems for hospital automation
allowing a more efficient hospital design.

In other fields, the leadership that
NASA has displayed in technology trans-
fer is bearing fruit in a number of ways.
Unique and valuable relationships be-
tween NASA, and federal and state agen-
cies concerned with application of en-
gineering and management technology
to medicine, mine safety, pollution con-
trol, law enforcement, and transporta-
tion have been established. These co-
operative efforts are being assisted by
two new technology application teams.
Each team is composed of people from
a variety of scientific and engineering
disciplines. Their assignment is to trans-
fer aerospace technology to areas of con-
cern in the public sector through an in-
terdisciplinary approach to problem
solving. The teams are located at the
Illinois Institute of Technology Research
Institute, Chicago, and the Stanford
Research Institute, Menlo Park, Calif.
These new groups, along with the two
previously formed biomedical applica-
tion teams, constitute a significant new
resource to transfer aerospace technol-
ogy.

The user agencies with which NASA
has worked on the Federal level include
the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration—in the Department of
Justice—the Bureau of Reclamation, Bu-
reau of Mines, and the Federal Water
Pollution Control Administration—in the
Department of Interior—the Bureau of
Solid Waste Management and the Na-
tional Air Pollution Control Administra-
tion—in the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare—the Department of
Transportation; and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. Public
agencies on the State and local level with
which NASA has worked include the Los
Angeles, Seattle, New York, and Chicago
police departments; the Maryland and
Illinois State crime commissions and the
New York Office of Crime Control Plan-
ning; the Bay Area, Los Angeles, and
Seattle air pollution control districts,
plus other local air-pollution authorities:
the Los Angeles and Bay Area Rapid
Transit authorities; and the Chicago,
Boston, and Los Angeles fire depart-
ments.

These cooperative problem-solving ef-
forts have begun to pay off. Among
recent transfers are a compact, self-
powered, easily portable device for moni-
toring dust particles in coal mines: a
sensor for the measurement of low-
velocity air flow in coal mines; a scan-
ning instrument for the detection and
recovery of indented writing in criminal
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laboratories; an instrument to determine
the sensitivity of automobile drivers to
various air pollutants; the application of
NASA mass spectrometers for monitor-
ing air pollution; and the development of
a portable life-support system for use by
firemen.

We have been told over the years and
it is true that U.S. leadership has been
based on our ability to transfer scien-
tific and technological output into useful
instruments for the betterment of our
citizens. This is a cliche. However, be-
cause of our world leadership we should
not abrogate our leadership in science
and technology because we demand an
immediate output that has a short range
objective of meeting an immediate aim,
that of requiring as a prime requisite an
immediate usable output of complex
technology. We should pursue our tech-
nological effort with prudence and with
confidence that our ability to transfer
this technology has not abated.

(Mr, GOLDWATER, at the request of
Mr. Furton of Pennsylvania, was grant-
ed permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the REcorp.)

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, we
are now realizing the tremendous bene-
fits of America's space technology. If
we were to cut off NASA’s budget now,
we would be losing the interest on our
investment.

Early this week, many of my colleagues
and I discussed the numerous spinoffs
from the NASA program. It is not neces-
sary to repeat these facts at this time,
but I would like to insert my comments
in the Recorp following these brief re-
marks.

Certainly, no one can confend that
the NASA budget is large. It is only 1.5
percent of the entire Federal budget.
However, severe and immediate cuts in
the NASA budget would seriously dam-
age our Nation's economy.

My home State of California’s aero-
space employment has suffered tremen-
dously, due to the present reductions.
These reductions are now having a seri-
ous effect on all sectors of California’s
economy.

The State's aerospace/defense employ-
ment dropped by nearly 60,000 in just the
past 18 months, North American Rock-
well has already announced that they
will lay off 8,000 more people between
now and November. Most of these people
are in southern California.

Therefore, the administration has al-
ready cut the budget and any further
reductions will simply do more damage
than good.

America's men of space have rein-
spired the American spirit. Our astro-
nauts have made tremendous sacrifices
for our Nation. Let us live up to the chal-
lenge that they have given us. Let us give
our complete support to America’s space
program.

I include the following:

BENEFITS FROM THE SPACE PROGRAM
(Press release of BARRY GOLDWATER, Jr.)
The launching of Apollo 13 to the moon

is less than a month away and again many
Americans ask: “Is it really worth all that
money?"

Certainly, this is a fair and legitimate
question.

The American people should be reminded
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that this astronomical outlay has not been
wasted, but has paid off in saving the lives
and {mproving the lot of mankind. Fascinat-
ing, indeed, are the bonuses and benefits of
the taxpayers’ investment in space.

Most everyone knows of the more direct
benefits—ecommunication satellites linking
us to all peoples of the world—weather sat-
ellites saving lives by advance warnings of
killer hurricanes—navigation satellites add-
ing to the safety of travel by sea and by
air—surveillance satellites which may soon
strip secrecy from the deadly weapons of ev=-
ery nation—and the prospect of cruising
manned spaceships to fend off enemy attacks
from outer space.

Dramatic as are these direct results, we are
prone to forget that the unplanned, indirect
benefits, by-products of space expleration and
the moon shot, may prove far greater. New
devices for space travel will have a mighty
impact on our dally living. They range ali
the way from the very ordinary to the mirac-
ulous, from a super glue which you can now
buy at the hardware store to the last word
in electronics which before long may vir-
tually restore sight to the blind.

An electromagnetic hammer for fabri-
cating rockets is being tested for construc-
tion of ships and automobiles, shaping
metals without weakening them. It may soon
give you a cheap and strong automobile. A
canopy or “glass sandwich” preventing the
spacecraft from icing will be a cradle cover
affording precise temperature control for
prematurely-born infants. An adult version
is already saving lives of those with hereto-
fore fatal burns. And speaking of tempera-
ture, you may soon use a super-insulated
blanket of aluminized mylar, similar to
metal developed for the Echo Balloon
Satellite. It will keep you cool when it’s hot,
warm when it's cold, and dry when it rains.
It can be a shelter in the forest, or a wrap-
per for the fish you just caught, or a radar-
reflective, air-sea rescue signal; a multi-
purpose item and a potential lfesaver.
Space clothing will make your life more
comfortable., Developed for astronauts to
withstand lunar temperatures, it will lead
to suits that are lightweight and wear-
resistant, Instead of a bulky overcoat, you
may be wearing a thermo-electrical weave
with bullt-in temperature control. Thermal
underwear is already on the market.

Epray-on electrodes will take a heart pa-
ient’s electrocardiogram while he is being
rushed to the hospital in an ambulance and
flash it to the walting doctor, so he will
know exactly what to do the instant the
patient arrives. Sudden clogging of the
tracheotomy tube has strangled many pa-
tients, especlally small ones. A NASA-
developed sensor will sound the alarm with-
in ten seconds of the slightest change in
breathing.

A switch, controlled by the eye, gave astro-
nauts the equivalent of an extra pair of arms.
This has been adapted for the paralytic. By
a flick of his eyes, he can activate a call
board or even manipulate a motor-driven
wheelchair. Similarly, an eight-legged lunar
walker prepared for use on the uneven sur-
face of the moon offers fuller life for the
handicapped, allowing him to go places on
his own where a wheelchair could never go.
Even if he cannot use his hands, it can be
controlled by a chin cup.

Complex electronic components devised by
space research makes possible a small TV
camera, which, worn on the forehead, will
scan a blind person’s surroundings and read-
ing matter. Then, bypassing the sightless
eyes, it would transmit an image to a tiny,
teflon-insulated receiver in the visual cortex
of the brain, enabling the blind to “see.”
The camera might eventually be miniatur-
ized to fit into an eye socket. It may take a
decade to perfect this marvel, but it is well
on its way.

There are numberless other benefits, small
and great—scar-proof, long-wearing, fire-
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resisting paint, a whole new family of plas-
tics which will transform the automobile of
the future and a computer filter process
which provides infinitely clearer X-rays, add-
ing speed and precision to medical diagnosis.

The total number of benefits are too nu-
merous to mention here., However, as the
Apollo 13 lifts off for the moon on April 186,
let us take a moment to remember the tre-
mendous benefits that America’s space pro-
gram has brought us—right here on earth.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minute to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. TEAGUE).

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I take this time to read a letter which I
was afraid I would not have the chance
to read later.

This letter is from probably the most
knowledgeable person in our country so
far as manned space flight is concerned.
He is Dr. George E. Mueller who was as-
sociate administrator of manned space
flights up until the time when we first
landed man on the moon.

This, Mr. Chairman, is his letter:

WasHINGTON, D.C., April 15, 1970.

Hon. Orin E. TEAGUE,

Chairman, Subcommitiee on Manned Space
Flight, Commitiee on Science and Astro-
nautics, House of Representatives Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear MRr. TeacUE: I am pleased to re-
spond to your request for my thoughts about
the space program at this eritical moment
in the formulation of our future space ef-
forts.

Now before the Congress is the proposal
to proceed immediately with studies for the
development of the space shuttle. These are
the funds necessary to confirm previous
studies which indicate the efficlencies we ex-
pect of this new low-cost space transporta-
tion system. It is my considered opinion that
this single development is the key to all of
our future space activity, both manned and
unmanned. By drastically lowering all costs
of operation in space, we can afford to move
forward rapidly into this new territory for
exploration and exploitation. Our studies al-
ready show that the shuttle will reduce costs
by at least tenfold at the outset, and with
the maturity of the space shuttle, by as
much as twice that amount.

The characteristics of the space shuttle, as
it is being designed, provide for economies
in every aspect of space operations. Reus-
ability is the primary factor. At least 100
round trips into space will replace the one
time use on a one way trip of all present
launch equipment. The ability of the space
shuttle to return men, cargo, and equipment
back to earth will significantly reduce the
cost of all equipment. Pirst, because the low
transportation cost and the benign launch
environment will permit us to use heavier
off-the-shelf laboratory and production
equipment. Secondly, with the space shuttle
in operation, on-orbit malntenance can be
supplemented by return of instruments to
earth for repair. Another special capability
of the space shuttle is its use for space res-
cue.

As we look to the future, it is possible
that the most important role of the space
shuttle will be in nur national defense. There
can be no doubt that the space shuttle is the
key to control and utilization of outer space.
That control may well be decisive In pre-
venting future wars, In that regard, timing
is of the essence. The lead time for carrying
out the development and putting into oper-
ation a new concept of this magnitude is
very long—seven to ten years, We know that
this concept has been under study by many
people in many countries for at least a
decade. Now that the technology for building
a space shuttle is available, we need to im-




12850

plement an orderly program—or we will
again face the necessity of having to produce
such equipment as a crash program at much
greater expense. I believe that we, as a na-
tion, cannot afford to delay an orderly devel-
opment program, now! If we should fall to
grasp the initiative, we risk being confronted
with an alien space shuttle which will give
its developer effective control of space.

In summary, the space shuttle will save
billions of dollars in our space activity., It
will provide a barrier to technological sur-
prise. It will be an effective shield for our
national security. I urge you and your Com-
mittee to support the development of the
space shuttle,

Sincerely,
GeorGE E. MUELLER,

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

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Did I correctly understand
the gentleman to say that he is asking
$190 million to further study and con-
firm studies that have already been
made?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. No; not to con-
firm studies but to continue studies that
have been started or are being made.

Mr. HAYS. $190 million, at $25,000
apiece, would give you 7,625 experts to
study it. It seems to me that would be a
lot of studying.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. When Mr.
Nixon became President, he appointed a
very distinguished panel to make a study
of this subject.

Mr. HAYS.
other——

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Let me finish
my statement. That panel came back
with the recommendation of $4 billion
for a space program this year. This
panel came up with $3.3 billion. So our
committee is in between.

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman im-
pressed now?

Mr. HAYS. I am not impressed.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he desires to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr, Bur-
LISON) .,

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, the administration has re-
quested authorization for more than $3.3
billion for the space program in fiscal
year 1971. The Science and Astronautics
Committee increased this amount by
nearly $300 million, with the entire in-
crease earmarked for the manned space
flight program.

The accomplishments of the space
program have been spectacular to say the
least, but that fact alone cannot justify
continued multibillion dollar appropria-
tions. Expenditures for space must be
considered in the context of the total
needs of the Nation. The Government
does not have an unlimited amount of
money to spend. If one program lakes
a large piece of the fiscal pie, other pro-
grams must take smaller pieces. The issue
is: Which programs are most important
to the general welfare of the Nation.

The listing of pressing problems is
stageering. Vast amounts of money are
going to be necessary to clean up our pol-
Iuted environment. Large infusions of
money are needed to restore prosperity
to our rural areas, Local communities al-

He has appointed
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ready saddled with debts are in need of
new water systems and sanitary facilities.
Police forces need upgrading for the fight
against crime. Federal contributions to
education have been inadequate and peo-
ple are waiting in line to get into hos-
pitals that have been forced to keep
patients in hallways for lack of rooms.

In view of these high priority problems
I feel that we have an obligation to take
a long hard look at the money that is
devoted to space exploration, particu-
larly those fantastically expensive
manned space projects. With this in mind
let us examine what is being proposed.

This year $190 million is authorized for
a ‘“space shuttle.” The National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration con-
servatively estimates the total cost at
approximately $14 billion. This space
“bus" would launch 20 astronauts into
orbit and bring them back again, at a
cost of $50 per pound. But before you
begin to see visions of space vacations,
you better take a look at your savings
account.

By the time we add up the ton or more
of life support equipment required for
each person and the program develop-
ment costs the price comes up to about
$1 million per person per trip and that
only if 20 persons go each time, Why we
would want to send up 20 at a time is a
complete mystery.

The most costly program under con-
sideration is Vice President AcNEw’s pet
project, the mission to Mars. NASA pre-
dicts that with a crash program we could
land a man on Mars by 1983. The cost
would be paid in installments. A little
over $4 billion in 1971 climbing ulti-
mately to nearly $10 billion per year by
the 1980's. Some have estimated that the
total cost might reach $100 billion. We
can probably do it, but is it worth the
cost? Dr. Bruce Murray of the California
Institute of Technology and a member
of the team analyzing the findings of
the unmanned Mariner 6 and 7 thinks
not. He called the manned mission to
Mars in the 1980’s a “stunt.” Joshua
Lederberg, a former member of the Space
Science Board of the National Academy
of Science expressed his belief that the
cost of sending a man to Mars far out-
weighed any possible contribution he
could make to the mission,

I think NASA should devote its atten-
tion to the use of automated spacecraft.
At a fraction of the cost, automated
spacecraft have proven to be much more
effective in the acquisition of scientific
knowledge as well as having practical
application such as communications, air
traffic control, weather prediction, and
earth resources survey.

The cost contrast of manned flights as
against automated flights is striking.
Explorer 35, a 2-pound lunar satellite
requiring only seven-tenths of a watt for
power, has been circling the moon since
July of 1967. It never sleeps, requires no
oxygen, no food, no toothpaste, and no
sanitary facilities, The whole surveyor
program which soft landed five vehicles
on the moon cost no more than it costs
to launch a single Saturn V moon rocket.

The United States has spent $50 billion
on space programs in the last 10 years.
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‘The Apollo moon project cost about $2.5
billion per year for that decade. While we
were spending $2.5 billion a year to put
a man on the moon, we were spending
$500 million less than that each year on
elementary and secondary education. To
my mind this is a tragic misapplication
of national resources. We are saying in
effect that it is more important to send
two men to the moon than it is to edu-
cate the more than 55 million children
who are in elementary and high schools
throughout the country, or to keep our
farm economy going. Our Government
pays our farmers very little more than
the $2.5 billion in a year.

We seem to be working on the proposi-
tion that if a thing is technologically pos-
sible it should be done. We have put a
man on the moon, The scientists and en-
gineers tell us it is technically possible
to put a man on Mars. Therefore, we
should do it. Noted physicist and Nobel
Prize winner, Max Born once commented
that the manned space program was a
“triumph of intellect but a failure of
reason.” Intellect he said distinguishes
between possible and impossible. Reason
distinguishes between sensible and sense-
less. To his mind the manned missions
were senseless because their cost so far
outweighed their scientific value and the
money was so badly needed elsewhere.

Mr. Chairman, that is the point I am
trying to make. If money were no object
I would say send a man to Mars. Send
him to Venus. But, we simply cannot do
that. Money is an object and the money
we have is desperately needed for other
programs. On the other hand, I am not
in favor of abolishing the space program.
Some phases of it such as the unmanned
projects have great potential, All T am
saying is that we should not get so car-
ried away with the spectacle of space
travel that we lose sight of what is really
important. In view of all these consider-
ations, Mr. Chairman, I am constrained
to vote against this legislation.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he desires to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. Sy-
MINGTON) .

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished chairman, and
wish to acknowledge my appreciation to
him and to the chairmen of the two sub-
committees on which I serve, Mr. KaARTH
and Mr. Dapparro, for their consistent
courtesy and consideration.

It is tempting, particularly for the lay-
man including Congressmen, to say,
“away with the space program, who needs
it? Whoever needed it?” Tempting, but
not wise. The technology derived from
our space effort to date may have more
relevance to spaceship earth's survival
prospects than any single development
since the discovery of electricity. The
weather warning satellite has already
saved estimated thousands of lives from
the ravages of Hurricane Camille, and
maintains a steady watch now over the
gulf coast and other areas. The commu-
nications satellites will be able to bring
into the remotest corners of earth.
knowledge, information, and education
geared to the economic needs, language,
and culture of every family. Perhaps one
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day, using simultaneous translation, a
weekly conversation between representa-
tives of all the earth's great cultures can
bring into every home a new awareness
of the joint venture we are engaged in,
survival, reducing fear and mistrust, and
just possibly the barren machinations
and weapons systems they generate.
Earth resources satellite, will fly in a few
yvears time and will, with infrared sen-
sors, explore the subsurface of land and
water areas, and tell the farmers of the
world what the soil needs. It could ulti-
mately save, according to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, a billion or more
dollars a year in farming costs in the
United States alone, one-guarter the
current annual cost of the whole space
program. It will monitor the oceans as
well, and warn man against the depreda-
tions of his oil and fishing industries
which disturb the life cycle of the sea,
possibly even jeopardizing the orderly
process of oceanic photosynthesis from
which most of our oxygen is derived.

Now, what of man in space? Yester-
day, Earth Day, I met hundreds of stu-
dents and academicians who voiced the
firm opinion that all investments in
space should cease at once in favor of
investments on earth. Yet, a curiously
dominant thread ran through their pre-
scription for earth: population control,
and the need for Government to take a
more active part in achieving it. It is
clear that those who reject the impor-
tance of space technology claim with
equal fervor that the effort to keep earth
livable cannot possibly succeed unac-
companied by firmly enforced worldwide
population management. Up with
Malthus; down with NASA. And it oc-
curs to me that today we may be im-
plicitly deciding, in a very small way to
be sure, between two alternatives. First,
predictably costly first steps that could
lead in a century or more to the ex-
pansion of civilization into the universe,
Second, an unpredictably costly deter-
mination to contain the expansion of eiv-
ilization on earth. Undoubtedly a benefi-
cent world order will determine which
seeds shall multiply and what spaces
shall be allotted them with appropriate
sanctions to secure compliance.

In the meantime there is another
relevance to manned programs difficult
to tag with a price. It comes in two per-
spectives. The earth as seen by man in
space and the man in space as seen from
earth. The earth was seen and described
on this floor by the first man from the
far side of the moon—Frank Borman—
as a tiny ball hanging in the black still-
ness of space, with no sustaining help
from the galaxies, entirely dependent
on man’s own initiative, and, as Borman
said, his sense of brotherhood. Not a
bad perspective, while cities burn, hun-
gry reach up in Biafra, and bodies float
down the Mekong.

The second perspective we saw last
week in a space shot that failed. Or did
it in all respects? How do we measure
failure, and how success? If an aborted
effort to land and return men from the
moon was failure, we failed indeed. But
the world was used to success. Would
success in that limited sense have focused
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the prayers, hopes, and yearnings of men
too deep to describe? Or did it take fail-
ure to do it? All of us were on that ship,
in the LEM, in the command module.
And we wanted to come home safe, That
tiny struggle in the sky meant more to
the watching world than any part of its
own anatomy of chaos down here, It suc-
ceeded in suggesting that great ventures
should be joint ventures. And I would
hope that as we look ahead to more
Apollo flights, consideration be given to
initiatives to incorporate a Soviet experi-
ment if not a scientist-astronaut on one
of them, or one soon thereafter. The more
we link hands in realizing the joint
dreams of man, the fewer hands we will
have free to fight with, and the less in-
clination to do so. Great wars cost great
sums—hardly compensated by the con-
comitant reductions in population. What
price then may we place on small em-~
braces between great powers? If men on
earth should work together to make their
planet spaceship more livable, and less
likely to blow out a panel, or dissipate its
oxygen, maybe that lesson must come
from men in space. Heaven knows it has
not come from men on earth.

As Teilhard de Chardin holds, “Things
rising converge.” Perhaps that is true of
the hopes of man.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, on Tues-
day of this week, together with other
colleagues on the Science and Astro-
nautics Committee, the space program
was discussed at some length. We tried
to place it in proper perspective. For in-
stance, it was pointed out that the pro-
posed budget request is approximately
1.7 percent of the total Federal budget.
Interest on the national debt for fiscal
year 1970 would be 18.8 billion or close
to 55 times the amount budgeted for
space. In terms of the gross national
product we spend approximately four
times more for alcohol and twice as much
for cigarettes as we do on our space pro-
gram.

We also attempted to detail the di-
rect and indirect benefits of the space
program and what it has meant to the
average American. For instance in 1969,
Hurricane Camille killed 256 persons,
while another 68 are missing and pre-
sumed dead. The hurricane’s damage
was estimated at $1.42 billion. This
deadly hurricane’s path force and ex-
tent were predicted early and accurately
enough by satellite to permit the evacua-
tion of 70,000 people from the affected
gulf coast State. Without this warning,
ESSA estimated that 50,000 people
might have lost their lives. New sensors
will be tested through Nimbus satellites
and application technological satellites
by 1972. If all goes well, we should know
the weather up to 2 weeks in advance by
the end of the 1970’s. In a 1966 speech,
Dr. Seaborg, presently Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, estimated
that if weather could be accurately pre-
dicted even 3 days in advance, man could
save $60 billion a year. This estimate
was based on a comprehensive 17 vol-
ume study made by the IBM Corp. Even
if this prediction is 90 percent in error, a
saving of $6 billion and untold human
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lives a year is a significant return of our
space dollar.

Other spinoff benefits of the space
program were discussed in detail and
included such areas as communications,
the earth resources program, medicine,
education, the NASA information bank,
the management of large urban areas,
information systems, transportation sys-
tems, power generation, collision avoid-
ance, aircraft control, computer tech-
nology, and oceanography, I hope that
those who say “the space program is not
helping on earth” will take time to review
the Recornp of Tuesday, April 21.

I did like to direct my attention to
several points that have been raised re-
garding the future of the Apollo program
and the overall manned space flight
effort.

It has been estimated that we have
spent approximately $22 billion to date
on the Apollo phase of the program.
Some people would have us stop the pro-
gram because of the problems of Apollo
13. These people forget that the purpose
of the Apollo program was not just to
get to the moon but to galvanize the
scientifie, technological, and human re-
sources of this country in order for men
to be able to operate in, survive in, and
understand space. Space is there. If we
are not able to use it, other countries
certainly will. The Russians proved this.
Not to do so would be like Columbus mak-
ing his voyage to the New World and no
one following it up. History teaches us
that the nation that is first in science
and technology has the best opportunity
to create a better life for all its citizens.
Our space exploration program offers us
a chance to recoup material returns of
immeasurable value and to maintain
our technological superiority.

Specifically, regarding the Apollo pro-
gram, we have seven Saturn V's left and
six are programed for moon landings.
The other Saturn V is to be used in the
AAP program in 1972, After this year's
authorization and appropriations, in es-
sence we have paid for all the hardware
needed for the Apollo program. The esti-
mated runout costs for these six remain-
ing Apollo missions after fiscal year 1971
through fiscal year 1975 total $2.710 bil-
lion. It would not make sense to build a
fleet of airplanes and then not fiy them.
We, of course, must first correct the
problems of Apollo 13 before continuing
our flight program. We all realize now
that in any program such as this, the as-
tronauts’ safety cannot be guaranteed,
but we have a responsibility to do every-
thing we can to make our spacecraft as
safe as humanly possible. Those who op-
pose the continuance of the Apollo pro-
gram on the basis of saving money are
in essence asking us to throw $22 billion
away just when technological and sci-
entific returns are beginning. Those who
oppose the continuation of the Apollo
program or think it should be cut back,
are asking us in essence to waste $22 bil-
lion previously spent because they do
not wish to spend $2.710 billion more to
complete the program. This just does
not make sense.

Another question is of course what is
the future of man in space. The future
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as outlined by the space task force group
headed by Vice President Acnew lists as
one of the keys the development of new
capabilities for operating in space. The
emphasis would be on the three factors
of commonality, reusability and econ-
omy. These factors are found in the so-
called space shuttle which consists as
presently conceived of a reusable booster
and orbiter. It will be designed to per-
form at least 100 missions with minimum
maintenance, carry at least 12 passengers
to and from the earth and have a pay-
load capacity up to 50,000 pounds. In-
stead of paying between $500 and $1,500
a pound to get an object in space, we
will hopefully be paying less than $50 a
pound by use of this space shuttle. It is
surprising to me that those who are
complaining about economy in our space
program can find fault with the space
shuttle. Indeed the estimates of the
space shuttle over the approximate 7
years of the development program
amount to $5.7 billion or approximately
20 percent of the Apollo program cost.
The space shuttle will be the DC-3 of the
future. It can be used for transporting
crews to space stations, for carrying and
positioning satellites in orbit, for re-
trieval and maintenance of satellites.
The latter can be extremely cost produc-
tive in that today satellites must be en-
gineered to perfection because of the in-
ability to correct problems in space. Sim-
pler and cheaper satellites can be put
into space when we have the ability to
go fo the source and correct malfunc-
tions. Furthermore, the space shuttle can
serve as an orbital staging platform for
automated planetary probes and space-
craft. Of course, one other important
function which really hit home during
Apollo 13 is that the space shuttle will be
designed so that it can be maintained in
a state of launch readiness for lengthy
periods and be launched within several
hours’ notice. With this rescue capabil-
ity, Apollo astronauts could be rescued
in earth orbit without the need for re-
entry.

Based on our present program, we to-
day face a gap in our manned space
flight program from 1975 to 1977. If the
shuttle money is taken out of this budget
this gap will be stretched even further,
possibly 1 to 2 additional years. When
the money in the budget at the present
time, $190 million for both the space sta-
tion and space shuttle is compared
against the storage and mothballing
costs, the loss of human resources caused
by the delay and the scientific and tech-
nological loss, there can be no guestion
that there is true economy in leaving the
money in the budget for development
for the space shuttle. It should be noted
that the money in the budget for both
the space shuttle and space station is
not for the development of hardware,
The budget includes $12 million for ex-
periment definition, $48.5 million for
shuttle engine definition and design,
$22.5 million for shuttle air frame defi-
nition, $6 million for station definition,
and $101 million for the shuttle station
preliminary design verification. We have
taken the necessary steps to insure that
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we will have economy and reusability in
our future manned space flight programs.

Because of some misunderstanding
that has developed, I wrote a letter to
NASA Director Tom Paine requesting
that he set forth supporting data re-
garding the Apollo program and shutile.
His letter is as follows:

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., April 23, 1970.
‘Hon. Lou FreY, Jr.,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. FreEy: Dr. Paine asked me to
send the attached responses to the questions
you asked of him in your April 22, 1870,
letter.

Sincerely yours,
GERALD J. MOSSINGHOFF,
Acting Assistani Administrator for Leg-
islative Affairs.

Question A: Based upon the President's
FY 1971 space program, what have been the
total Apollo program costs to date, and what
is the estimated runout cost?

Answer: The annual cost of the Manned
Lunar Landing program through July 31,
1969, following completion of the Apollo 11
mission, was $21.8 billion as summarized on
the attached Table. Since that historic event,
additional costs have been incurred through
March 31, 1971, of $1.3 billion, thereby in-
creasing the total costs of this program
through March 1970 to $22.6 billion. This in-
cludes the cost of Apollo 12 and most of the
checkout and other preparations for the
launch of Apollo 13, The $22.6 billion also
funded $1.4 billion of flight hardware which
is now in inventory or in the production line
and available for future missions. It also
provided capital assets of about $2.8 billion,
which are of a continuing national value
such as the manned space flight centers;
unique production, test, and launch support
equipment; the worldwide tracking com-
munications and data acquisition network;
instrumentation ships, ete.

The Apollo R&D program, through March
1970, accounted for $17.8 billion of the total
Manned Lunar Landing costs of $22.6 billlon.
‘The remainder, $4.8 billion, is attributable to
Tracking and Data Acquisition, Construction
of Facilities, and Operations of the Manned
Space Flight Centers.

Apollo program costs for the remainder
of FY 1970 are estimated to be between §375
to $400 million, thus increasing the Apollo
R&D costs through FY 1970 to approximately
$956 million for Apollo R&D in FY 1971. The
funding required to maintain the Apollo pro-
gram through completion in the first half of
FY 1975 is dependent on many factors, How-
ever, under the existing guidelines, schedule,
and assuming early resolution of the Apollo
13 anomalies and no further problems, our
current estimates for the program by fiscal
Yyear are as follows:

Fiscal year: [In millions]
1972

These estimates assume continued lunar
exploration flights through Apollo 19 in late
Calendar Year 1974 and that during this
period, the Apollo program will continue to
bear the costs of maintaining the develop-
ment, production, test, and operational capa-
bilities to meet the common requirements of
all manned space flight programs., To the
extent that new programs are undertaken
and would bear their proportionate ghare of
these relatively fixed costs, 1.e., Space Station,
Space Shuttle, second Skylab, the costs allo-
cated to the Apollo program would, of course,
be reduced.
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Questions B and C: What is the total cost
of the Space Shuttle and the Space Station
programs?

Answer: Current estimates for the Space
Station and Space Shuttle are based on pre-
liminary studies used in developing the
Space Task Group report and can be regarded
only as approximations of the total cost. The
Space Station costs, in particular, are subject
to variation, depending on the experiments
selected for flight. Prellminary analysis indi-
cates that Space Station costs for develop-
ment and initial Aight hardware will be in
the range of 85 billion and that development
and initial flight hardware of the Shuttle
will require about $6 billion. These estimates
are in terms of 1969 dollars. Studiss of the
Space Station and Shuttle, which are in
progress in FY 1970 and will continue in 1071,
will provide more comprehensive definition
of the development and operational pro-
grams and the resources requirements to
support these eflorts.

Question D: Aside from the requested
8110 million identified specifically for the
Space Shuttle/Station in the FY 1971 Space
Flight Operations line item, how much is
included elsewhere In the FY 1971 request
for the Space Shuttle/Station, and what is
the tentatively planned use of these funds?

ANSWER: In addition to the $110 million
identified in Space Flight Operations in the
FY 1871 budget for Space Station and Shut-
tle, a significant portion of the Office of Ad-
vanced Research and Technology effort is
applicable to these same two programs. In
each program between $30 to $40 million
will be applied.

The major portion of the Shuttle and
Space Station eflort was already underway
in OART before a specific program of Shuttle/
Station technology was formulated. Many
program elements have been saccelerated or
amplified in support of these two programs,
but only minor funding is assoclated with
new effort undertaken to meet specific Shut-
tle/Station requirements. Technolugy effort
in the following functional areas has been
identified as being associated with the
Shuttle:

1. Aerothermodynamics and
tions;

2. Structures and materlals;

8. Propulsion work;

4. Integrated electronics; and,

5. Biotechnology.

The Space Station technology development
effort includes the following areas:

1. Information systems;

2. Structures, dynamics, stabilization, and
control;

3. Power generation and distribution:

4. Space medicine and human research;

5. Life support and protective systems;
and,

6. User technology.

Question E: Based upon your projections
as to space funding levels for the future,
what do you foresee as the relative percentile
balances between the manned and unmanned
fiight programs?

Answer: Based on the total NASA budget
for FY 1971, the percentage of R&D funds
allocated for manned space flight activities
approaches 45 percent and nearly 20 percent
for unmanned activities. As you are aware,
our FY 1971 budget request is based on the
STG report to the President which recom-
mended “that this Nation accept the baslc
goal of a balanced manned and unmanned
space program conducted for the benefit of
all mankind."” With the normal growth in
programs already approved and underway for
space applications and planetary exploration
and on the assumpiion that future budgets
(including FY 1871) will be approved at
levels which support the major program ele-
ments in the STG report, the R&D funding
applied to unmanned activities will increase
over the next several years.

configura-
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MANNED LUNAR LANDING COSTS
[in millions of dollars]

April 1961

Actual cost

March 1961 March 1966 April 1969

throu
July 31, l£

Apollo spacecraft
Saturn launch vehicles
Engine development..

Oparstions support-_—. - oo o el

37,945
8,770
854
1,393

$6, 939
7,940
854
1,137

Total MSF R. & D
Tracking and data acquisition
acilities
MSF center operations_.. ... .. __.______

189%2
664
1,830

16, B70

541
1,810
2,128

1,73
730
1,773

I o ME e sy e
Flight hardware available

21, 349
—2, 000

Net total

19, 349

1 Based on assumption of timely initiation of follow-on program.

* Based on assumption that there would not be timely initiation of a follow-on program ; also reflects the effects of program stretchout

Today we stand on the threshold of
the greatest era of exploration in the
history of man. We explore space not be-
cause it is there—but because explora-
tion of the unknown is inherent in man
and a vital part of the American spirit.
The space program is returning more to
us than the money we have invested and
will invest. To stop this space program
which directly benefits and improves the
quality of life here on earth would be to
fail in our commitment to the future
generations of this country.

Mr. EARTH. Mr. Chairman, NASA
officials have testified that initial cost
estimates for development of the space
shuttle are $6 billion. They concede that
this preliminary estimate cannot be re-
lied upon. NASA admits that design and
development of the space shuttle repre-
sents a new and formidable technical
challenge, and will require maximum
innovation on the part of the aerospace
industry. Specifically, the space shuttle
will require advances in technology on
several fronts:

First. Structures and materials, espe-
cially related to reentry heating.

Second. New high performance pro-
pulsion systems.

Third. Integrated electronics for guid-
ance and control.

Fourth. Configuration and aerody-
namics, which will permit vertical
launch, hypersonic reentry, and con-
trolled subsonic horizontal landing.

By contrast, the Saturn V launch ve-
hicle was based upon technology devel-
oped over many years beginning with
the German V-2 rockets of the late 1930's
and extending through a long progres-
sion of missiles and launch vehicles de-
veloped by the United States on which
many billions of dollars were spent. In
short, the technology was well in hand
when development of Saturn V was un-
dertaken. Nevertheless, the cost of devel-
opment of Saturn V was almost $5 bil-
lion.

In view of the extremely difficult tech-
nological problems which must be solved,
the $6 billion preliminary estimate for
development of the space shuttle appears
unrealistically low. Some knowledgeable
people believe it will cost three or four
times that much.

COST OF OPERATION

Proponents of the space shuttle as-
sume that operations utilizing a re-
usable launch vehicle can be carried

out more cheaply than with expendable
launch vehicles. Reusable systems may
or may not result in some savings—that
remains to be seen—but the space shut-
tle will be much more sophisticated and
therefore very much more expensive to
build than throwaway boosters. The class
of launch vehicles to be replaced by the
space shuttle—Delta through Titan—
cost from $3.5 million to about $20 mil-
lion per copy. By contrast, each space
shuttle will cost hundreds of millions.
It should also be recognized that there
will be additional operational costs as
well, not incurred by expendable sys-
tems—namely, costs of recovery and re-
furbishment, and associated ground fa-
cilities and personnel. Finally, the pro-
posed reuse of the shuttle 100 times
seems overly optimistie.

It is even more important to recog-
nize that total mission costs are much
more sensitive to the costs of develop-
ment of spacecraft and experiments,
and to ground operations—tracking, data
acquisition and analysis—than to the
cost of procurement of launch vehicles.
In fact, launch vehicle costs account for
a relatively small part of the total costs
of a given space mission. Launch vehi-
cle costs typically represent from 10 to
25 percent of total mission costs, with the
largest expenditure normally for the
spacecraft. Thus, it appears that if major
economies are to be made in the space
program, they will be achieved by sharp
reductions in spacecraft and experiment
development costs, costs of ground opera-
tions, and not simply by reducing launch
vehicle procurement costs. It should also
be noted that NASA has stated that “ex-
pendable launch vehicles could be devel-
oped that would be considerably cheaper
than our present systems.” This may turn
out to be the most effective way of re-
ducing launch vehicle costs.

OTHER ARGUMENTS DON’'T STAND UP

Even if the space shuttle were now in
existence, and the cost of operation of
of the space shuttle were extremely low,
the high utilization rate needed to justify
its high development costs and its high
procurement costs would require a con-
siderable expansion of the scope of U.S.
space activities. Specifically, NASA of-
ficials have testified that the space shut-
tle will provide a capability for placing
50,000 pounds in orbit, and that they an-
ticipate a minimum of 30 flights per
year by NASA and an equivalent number
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in support of DOD programs. During the
entire decade of the sixties, NASA ex-
ceeded 30 launches per year only once—
36 in 1966—including Scouts and Saturn
V’s, which are not to be replaced by the
space shuttle. Assuming the spaces shut-
tle’s payload capacity would be fully
utilized on each of the projected 60 yearly
flights, this adds up to 3 million pounds
of payload launched into orbit each
year. Could the United States afford such
an ambitious space program? Would the
American taxpayer be willing to sup-
port such an ambitious space program?

How does 3 million pounds of pay-
load in orbit compare with the space
program of the past? In terms of cumu-
lative payload launched, 1969 was
NASA's biggest year with 442,358 pounds,
over 97 percent of which was attributed
to the four Apollo flights. It follows that
space shuftle advocates must anticipate
a greatly expanded manned space flight
program—30 flights per year by NASA
alone—one which the Nation might be
unwilling or unable to support. Note
that the NASA budget has declined each
year since 1965. It would have to in-
crease dramatically during the next few
years to support the development project
if the space shuttle is to fiy 1977, and
then increase even more after the shuttle
becomes operational, in order to support
the kind of ambitious program it is de-
signed to serve.

The Titan III experience may be in-
structive. Development of Titan ITI was
undertaken in the expectation that, once
operational, there would be 50 to 100
launches per year. The high utilization
rate was the justification for investing $1
billion for development. Currently, there
are three Titan III launches per year.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the move
to increase NASA's spending on manned
space flight is another sad example of
scrambled priorities.

Every bit as important as a balanced
Federal budget is a better balance in
what we choose to spend our money on.
We went to the moon in the 1960's. Our
next mission should not be to land a
man on Mars, but to see what we can
do for the United States in the 1970's.

Yet this NASA authorization bill would
give an extra $298 million worth of lift-
off to manned space flight and appar-
ently launches a man-on-Mars mission.

It does this by adding $80 million to
the $110 million requested by NASA for
a space station and shuttle program—a
program to build a permanent space
station for up to 100 men and a reusable
shuttle for transportation to and from
the earth’s surface.

I find this recommendation premature,
to say the least, inasmuch as we have
not yet determined whether man can
live and work in space. A big space sta-
tion has little value unless it is intended
to be a stepping-stone to Mars.

The feasibility of long-termed manned
operations in a space environment will
not be known for 3 years, until we finish
our 8-month experiment with & small
orbiting station to be launched in late
1972,

It strikes me as strange indeed to au-
thorize construction of a giant space
station before we have even fown the
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small one which is supposed to test the
concept of space station flight.

I think we should delete this $190 mil-
lion fiscal booster for the space station
and shuttle. NASA would still have ample
funding for the experimental space sta-
tion, which ought to come first anyway,
as well as $80 million for research and
technology studies for future space flight.

Mr. Chairman, my evaluation of
manned space flight has nothing to do
with the failure of the Apollo 13 lunar
mission. The accident which befell the
Apollo 13 spacecraft was serious and dis-
appointing, but it was not so surprising
that something could go wrong on a mis-
sion of such complexity.

To me it is rather a question of priori-
ties, and not whether a particular mis-
sion succeeds or fails. I believe the space
program should be controlled, not killed.

We are naturally curious about man’s
ability to perform in space, but we can
determine that in a fiscally responsible
manner. Right now, we should seek to
extend man’s capability to live and work
in his cities, and in rural America.

Fancy programs are fine, but how in
conscience can we support added effort
in space when human need cries out all
around us—for hospitals, for doctors and
nurses, and for cleaning up our environ-
ment.

The quality of our education, of our
air and our water will determine
whether we are a great nation—not be-
ing first to land a man on mars. There
simply is not enough money to do every-
thing we would like, and it is a mistake
in values to put the glamor of space
ahead of the realities of our corrupted
environment and our crippled health
care system.

NASA requested $3.3 billion—a not
inconsequential sum. Given our many
terrestrial problems, this is no time to be
generous with our space program. Even
without the inereases recommended by
the committee, the NASA budget is still
too high given our other pressing needs.
We cannot afford to do all the things we
wotld like to do tomorrow. Let us face
that fact and exercise some restraint on
programs such as this, which are mar-
ginal, at least in terms of their contribu-
tion to the welfare of the individual
American citizen.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, today I
rise in opposition to HR. 16516, the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration Authorization Act for 1971. On
July 20, 1969, the United States did in-
deed land men on the moon and bring
them back safely to earth. The challenge
laid before us by President Eennedy in
the 1960's has been fulfilled. Now it is
time to place greater emphasis on other
challenges.

The challenge of our polluted environ-
ment is a great one, one that will re-
quire just as much, if not more, skill and
knowledge in the future as had our space
program in the past.

This country has many brilliant and
talented scientists. I would like to see
more time, more money, and more of
the talented scientists used to conguer
the pollution of our air, our water, and
our cities.

Let me illustrate what I mean. It would
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seem to me that there must be a better
way to clean up oil spillage than by
spreading straw on a polluted shoreline,
or by simply putting a layer of clean sand
on top of an oil-soaked beach. And it
would seem to me that there must be
methods—literally waiting to be discov-
ered—to recycle and make useful a vast
amount of what now passes for waste.
I believe that if we draw on the minds
and the computers that can land a rocket
on the moon or can return a crippled
spaceship from hundreds of thousands of
miles in space, we can certainly find the
answers to the many problems that con-
front us here at home in what appears
to be a long, costly, and difficult battle
to reclaim what we have squandered for
solong.

The decade of the 1960’s was the age of
space and landing men on the moon. The
decade of the 1970’s should be devoted
to cleaning up our home, the spaceship
earth.

Let me make it clear that I do not be-
lieve we should abandon our space ef-
fort; far from it. I believe that we should
continue our space program, but, for the
time being, on a more modest scale. Our
all-out effort to land men on the moon
before 1970 has paid off. We have done it.
Now is the time to reevaluate our goals
in space and proceed at a more reason-
able speed.

In addition to solving the problems of
pollution, it seems fo me that there are
other areas here on earth where the
money could be more wisely spent. For
example, expanded research in cancer
and heart disease, two of our most
serious killers, could possibly yield un-
told benefits for not only our Nation, but
all mankind.

I think it is time for us to devote our-
selves to solving the problems we face
here on earth. I think it is time we began
to clean up our polluted environment and
support research directed at finding cures
for the diseases that cripple and kill
mankind, such as cancer and heart
disease.

For these reasons Mr. Chairman, I in-
tend to vote against the bill presented
before this body today, H.R. 16516.

Mr. DADDARIO, Mr. Chairman, scien-
tific information has increased enor-
mously since Sputnik I went into orbit
only 13 years ago. A study made by
Stanford Research Institute indicated
that astronomy had been most enriched.
However, many other sciences have also
been impacted, One of the most impor-
tant discoveries was that of the Van
Allen radiation belts, result of the first
U.S. satellite.

Since that time we have learned the
true shape of the earth for the first time,
the true distance between the earth and
the moon, the approximate age of the
moon—at least at two sites—some in-
formation about the moon’s magnetic
field and some information about its
mineral content.

One of the most exciting discoveries,
not yet explained, is the behavior of some
plants when lunar dust or soil is added to
their growth medium. Amazing increase
in size and color were noted, but the rea-
sons for these reactions are still a mys-
tery. On another experiment, certain
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viruses, difficult to destroy on earth, were
killed by lunar dust. Virologists are dil-
igently searching for the answers.

The laser-reflector array which was
left on the moon is already returning val-
uable information, never before avail-
able, We have been able to determine rel-
ative earth-moon distance to an accuracy
of 1 foot. Distance measurements can
supply precise information on Iunar
orbital motion and periodic oscillations of
the moon. It is hoped that they will also
lead to understanding the fluctuations in
the rate of the earth’s rotation. The drift
of the continents can be measured with
this equipment as can the variations in
the wobbling of the earth’s rotational
axis. Some geodesists believe that there
is some association between the wobbling
of the earth's axis and major earth-
quakes, Therefore, an understanding of
this phenomenon may aid in the predic-
tion of such disasters.

Among the most important results of
the space program are the innumerable
developments and discoveries which have
biomedical application. The need to re-
motely examine the astronauts while
they were in space has given rise to a
whole new class of aids and instruments,
combining our ability to miniaturize with
our expanded computer capabilities, The
heart monitor is only one of the notable
developments, A group of doctors, the
biomedical applications team, has found
over 200 answers to medical problems
within space medicine. They have as-
sisted in the transfer of information from
space to general medicine.

The need to maintain continuous
study of the men who have been in space
and of those who are preparing to fly
has occasioned the constant medical
supervision of our astronauts. Thus &
body of information about well men is
being compiled, more extensive than any
study previously done. When the Skylab
goes into orbit in 1972, even more in-
tensive work will be done on the three
teams who will man these flights, the
first for 28 days and the second and third
for 56 days each. Because of enhanced
facilities, very much more biomedical
work can be done in SkyLab.

In the research centers of NASA,
where fundamental research is being con-
ducted, two recent discoveries which may
give valuable clues in the conquest of
cancer have been made. They both con-
cern the behavior of cells and their com-
position and are under study because of
our need to know as much as possible
about the behavior of human cells in
space.

Meteorology has probably been more
advantageously affected than any of the
other sciences which affect our daily
lives. The weather satellites which daily
survey the cloud-cover of the earth and
regularly report to earth receiving sta-
tions, have brought exira facility in
weather reporting and weather analysis
to all nations who have chosen to query
them.

It has been possible, using information
from the weather satellites, to predict
some major hurricanes in time for pre-
ventive action to be taken by the people
in their paths. With more sophisticated
satellites scheduled for service, meteorol-
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ogists hope to be able to predict weather
at least 2 weeks in advance.

Earth sciences have already profited
greatly from work done in space. With
the earliest photographs from Gemini,
through those taken on Apollo, and the
extensive multispectral camera experi-
ment performed on Apollo 9, knowledge
of the earth has grown significantly. It is
possible to ascertain the composition of
soil, the kind of growth, the condition
of growth and the extent of forest cover,
all from photographs from near-earth
orbit. Geologists believe that ore con-
centrations can be discovered; hydrolo-
gists expect to be able to predict floods
from analysis of snow-cover, examina-
tion of the temperature of water in the
oceans of the world is another project
of oceanographers which promise to pro-
duce fundamental knowledge about our
environment.

Practically every major scientific re-
gime has been stimulated and challenged
to new research and discovery by the de-
mands of the space program. And one
must realize that this newest area of
man's interest has only begun to return
results. With two new territories for ex-
ploration, the sterile vacuum of space and
the surface of the moon, we can expect
a scientific “golden age” within the next
decade.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I support H.R. 16516 to authorize funds
for the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for fiscal year 1971. There
are those today who say we spent too
much money in our national space pro-
gram. I would like to remind those who
express this view that this money is spent
in the most advanced science and tech-
nology known to man. It pays the wages
to those who push back the frontiers of
the unknown. It betters the skill of over
150,000 Americans. It provided not only
hardware but know-how to tackle the
difficult problems that our Nation faces
in the years ahead. It contributes many
of the management innovations neces-
sary so that we may deal not only with
the complex problems of operating an
adequate space effort but may also help
many of the difficult problems that we
face in environmental improvement,
crime prevention technology, and re-
sources development within our Nation.

When the detractors to our national
space program say that funds devoted
to the space program can better be de-
voted to our social needs I ask all of my
colleagues to consider that this is exactly
what our expenditure for our national
space program does. It aids the solution
of many of our pressing problems in our
Nation today. We need improved com-
munications at a lower cost. Our national
space program is contributing everyday
to this area.

‘We need improved ability to assess the
availability of natural resources. Our
space program contributes to this every
day. We need better management talent
and better management procedures for
complex governmental programs. Our
space program contributes to that every
day. If we are to continue to prosress as
a nation, we must remain in the fore-
front of technical development. Since the
beginning of the industrial revolution our
Nation has depended on its competitive
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advantage through technology to main-
tain its world position in the market-
place. Both in aeronautics and space
flight development NASA is contributing
to this advance of technology. Conse-
quently, this represents one of the most
important reasons for continuing to sup-
port an aggressive national space pro-
gram.

The Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics and the Subcommittee on
Manned Space Flight have worked long
hours and studied thoroughly the bill
you have before you today. We received
testimony from key industrial contrac-
tors and NASA field centers in hearings
before the committee. All of this is a
matter of record in the report of hear-
ings accompanying this bill.

The changes made in the budget pro-
posal submitted by NASA for fiscal year
1971 are largely associated with manned
space flight. In summary these changes
provide for a forward-looking and ade-
quate space effort in the 1970's.

The committee added $145 million to
the Apollo line item reqguested by NASA.
It should be noted that the NASA request
was over $725 million less than that for
fiscal year 1970. It is a budget which
terminates Saturn V production and
reduces the Saturn V launch rate to two
lunar exploration flights per year until
the remaining Saturn V's are expended.
The addition of $145 million by the com-
mittee provides sufficient funds so that
the last two lunar missions with the
sixth and seventh Saturn V vehicles will
have increased scientific payloads and
longer stay time on the lunar surface to
gain the maximum return from these
flights. These same funds would also
provide for early work on a spacecraft
for an eighth lunar exploration and a
preliminary investigation of scientific
payloads for that same flight. In addi-
tion to this the committee added $100
million for long leadtime hardware for
improved Saturn V vehicles. These same
funds would also be used to allow criti-
cal vendors and contractors that have
been phased out of the Saturn V pro-
gram to accomplish sufficient work to
maintain their skills and provide limited
equipment so that Saturn V production
may be reinitiated without delays at a
later date. Particular emphasis will be
placed on work for engine components
since these are the longest leadtime
items associated with the production of
the Saturn V vehicle, The Saturn V is
the only vehicle available to the United
States that lifts payloads in excess of
60,000 pounds into earth orbit.

The leadtime required to build these
large complex vehicles is in the order of
4 years and the funds which have been
included by the committee will material-
1y reduce this leadtime. If we are to as-
sure that this Nation has a large payload
capability in earth orbit and deep space
in the mid-1970’s it is essential that these
funds be included as recommended by
the committee.

In the area of space flight operations
the committee has increased the NASA
budget request for fiscal year 1971 by
$155 million. It was the view of the com-
mittee that the addition of $75 million
for the Apollo applications program
workshop, now called Skylab, would pro-
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vide funds to augment the development
and qualification of the spacecraft and
workshop for long duration missions in
1973. These same funds would also pro-
vide for the development of additional
experiments that will improve the return
on the investment made in the Skylab.
These experiments were excluded from
the program because of funding limita-
tions.

The $80 million was added to space
flight operations to provide for more ex-
tensive analysis and engineering studies
for a space station to follow Skylab in
the late 1970’s and to provide advanced
testing and verification of early designs
in the low-cost recoverable space shuttle
design effort now being undertaken by
NASA. These funds will provide addi-
tional information so that when the Con-
gress is asked to make a commitment to
the development of a low-cost recover-
able space shuttle system the information
will be in hand to make that important
decision. The low-cost recoverable shut-
tle represents, in my view, the most sig-
nificant aspect of the national space pro-
gram in the late 1970’s. Developing a re-
usable space transportation system op-
erating much like commercial aircraft
will provide broad new opportunities to
utilize space and conduct scientific ex-
plorations at a significantly reduced cost.
With such a system available, recovery,
repair, and maintenance of automated
spacecraft, low-cost visits to manned
space stations and the commercial ap-
plication of space not only for expanded
communications but also in the area of
earth resources will be enhanced.

The opportunities for international
cooperation with a low-cost shuttle sys-
tem available will be significantly im-
proved simply by virtue of the fact that
the cost of operating in space will be
brought to a level that many of the de-
veloped nations of the world will find
attractive.

With these facts in mind I urge your
favorable consideration of H.R. 16516.

INCREASES IN THE BILL

Mr. Chairman, so that there will be
no doubt as to the importance or nature
of the increases in the bill I wish to
identify them for the benefit of the
Members.

The proposed $45 million for Apollo/
Lunar payloads will provide funds to
permit effort in fiscal year 1971 on space-
craft and payloads for the Apolio 18, 19,
and 20 missions. This effcrt will include
systems improvements and augmented
scientific payload components to enhance
the data return from these missions
based on experience from earlier Apollo
flights. The proposed additional funds
for Apollo/Lunar payloads will provide
resources for the following:

The sum of $6 million: Funds will be
used to resume work on the Command
and Service Module—CSM 115A—for
Apollo 20. This spacecraft was placed
in storage at the North American Rock-
well plant following initial systems in-
stallation in line with the decisioi: not to
provide funding in the fiscal year 1971
budget for a Apollo 20 mission or follow-
on Saturn V production.

The sum of $7 million: The Lunar Mod-
ule—LM 14—which would be used on
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Apollo 20 is in storage at the Grum-
man plant. In accordance with the earlier
decision to delete Apollo 20, all fabrica-
tion was stopped during structural as-
sembly. Additional funds will be utilized
to reinitiate production of this space-
craft.

The sum of $11 million: These fiscal
year 1971 funds will be applied to the
development of equipment for orbital sci-
ence experiments proposed for Apollos
18, 19, and 20. This equipment includes:
24-inch panoramic cameras; 3-inch
mapping cameras; FAR UV spectrom-
eters; IR SCAN radiometers; and subsat-
tellites with: S-band transponder parti-
cle measurement, magnetometer, and a
laser altimeter.

The sum of $16 million: Development
and initial fabrication of surface science
experiments will also be covered by the
additional funds for Apollos 18, 19, and
20. Funds for this effort and the orbital
science effort were deferred in the origi-
nal budget request. Equipment for sev-
eral of the experiments that would be
funded in this category include: Passive
seismology; lunar surface magnetometer
lunar hand-held magnetometer; mass
spectrometer; gravimeter; and field geol-
ogy investigation equipment.

The sum of $6 million: Funding will
provide for equipment to enhance as-
tronaut aectivities on the lunar surface
including lunar roving vehicles, addi-
tional portable life support systems—
PLSS—Ilunar drills, lunar surface cam-
eras, and other miscellaneous Apollo/
Lunar equipment required for the
Apollos 18, 19, and 20 missions.

The proposed $100 million in funds to
sustain Saturn V production will mini-
mize the production gap, reverse the al-
most complete phaseout of vendors and
subcontractors, and continue to provide
the country with its only operational
launch vehicle capable of placing large
payloads in earth orbit or sending space-
craft on lunar missions in the mid-1970’s.
The additional funds will be utilized as
follows:

The sum of $20 million: These funds
will be used to requalify and reassemble
the vendor and subcontractor structure
of the Saturn V team which have been
completely phased out of the program.
With all of the Saturn V stages nearly
completed, large groups of the prime
contractor’s work force will have to be
reassembled and retrained to assure a
high quality and reliable vehicle.

The sum of $35 million: Engine fund-
ing will have the highest priority due to
the long leadtime associated with engine
production and installation. As the last
Saturn V engine of the present buy was
delivered in January 1970, the engine
production base must be reestablished.
The funds would also be utilized to qual-
ify the J-28 engine and cover the final
design and engineering changes required
to incorporate the J-2S into the follow-
on stages.

The sum of $30 million: These funds
support the purchase of standard ma-
terial and parts, and for the procurement
of critical long leadtime hardware items
such as: actuators, relays, transducers,
pumps, and propellant systems, heat
shield panels, retro-rockets, instrument
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unit components, castings, valves, bear-
ings, and sensors.

The sum of $15 million: Initial pro-
duction efforts, including fabrication of
basic stage and engine parts, by the
prime contractor or contractors, will be
provided by these additional funds. Early
initiation of production in fiscal year 1971
would result in the first delivery in this
buy of Saturn V vehicles in 1974.

The proposed addition of $75 million
to the Skylab program will be applied
to increasing the assurance of Saturn
Workshop I's success, initiating experi-
ments previously excluded from the pro-
gram due to funding limitations, and the
preliminary design of a second Work-
shop mission in which incorporation of
an artificial gravity environment will
be of prime consideration. This effort will
not only enhance the first Skylab mis-
sion, but will provide additional design
studies for an upgraded Skylab Work-
shop II mission. Specific application of
the proposed funds follows:

The sum of $20 million: These funds
will prinecipally be used to increase and
augment the development, verification
analysis, and qualification testing of ma-
jor systems—workshop, spacecraft, and
airlock—to increase success on the first
mission and to provide confidence in
planning missions of longer duration for
future flights.

The sum of $25 million: Funds will be
utilized to upgrade the presently as-
signed experiments program with in-
creased emphasis on identifying and de-
veloping those experiments which prove
to be of significant value in the areas of
earth resources and medicine. Other
experiments previously deferred due to
funding limitations will be incorporated
into the program and will enhance the
scientific knowledge and direct benefit
to be achieved in the Skylab program.
Effort will also be initiated to develop
an on-board biomedical monitoring sys-
tem and an on-board data processing
system for all major experiments.

The sum of $18 million: Funding will
be devoted to the development and quali-
fication of improved life support and
other critical systems. Through increas-
ing both the reliability and capacity of
the major systems and subsystems, not
only will the assurance of mission suc-
cess be increased, but the operational ca-
pacity of the Skylab will be expanded to
a point approaching continuous oper-
ation.

The sum of $12 million: These funds
will be applied to the procurement of
additional hardware and experiment sys-
tems as spares to more fully support the
Skylab program. In addition, the backup
ATM hardware will be upgraded to pro-
vide a qualified flight unit. The present
backup ATM is a refurbished qualifica-
tion unit and some work is necessary
to assure flight worthiness.

SPACE STATION—S30 MILLION

The space station module is conceived
as being the basic element of future
manned activities. The long-duration
subsystems developed for the station
would have application for, not only
earth orbit missions, but planetary mis-
sions, possible future lunar missions,
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and adaptation for use on major systems
for both planetary and lunar surface
bases. In this connection, the additional
funds will be applied to increasing our
understanding of the systems and re-
quirements of this significant undertak-
ing and will be applied as follows:

The sum of $6 million: These funds
will be used to complete studies in areas
in which firm conclusions have not as yet
been reached such as experiment infor-
mation management, both on board the
station and on the ground, and crew
structure and management. Some fune-
tional mockups will be fabricated to be
used for simulation and design testing.
In addition, development of critical sub-
systems will be initiated, such as: fabri-
cation of a completely functional full-
scale prototype of a 25-kilowatt solar ar-
ray-battery power processing system;
initial hardware breadboard and pro-
graming for a high data rate computer
system for on-board screening, editing,
processing, analysis technique computer
system; and improved radiators; coat-
ing and analysis techniques to optimize
space station thermal design.

The sum of $12 million: Funds will be
applied to augmenting the planned ex-
periment payloads definition effort and
the preliminary design work on the ex-
periment module. An early and better
understanding of the operational and
environmental requirements of the ex-
periments will provide the necessary data
which can be incorporated into the de-
sign of the basic space station. Funding
will also be used to identify the station
and experiment module interfaces with
the space shuttle and space tug.

The sum of $12 million: These funds
provide for more extensive and inclu-
sive trade-off analyses, verification of the
selected preliminary design and ad-
vanced prototype and proof-of-concept
testing to increase the assurance that the
design and development of the station is
proceeding on a strong technological
basis.

The primary objective of the space
shuttle is to transport effectively a vary-
ing mix of personnel and cargo to low
earth orbits and return. This system is
considered the key to the success and
growth of future space flight develop-
ments for the exploration and exploita-
tion of near and far space. To this end,
the additional $50 million will be utilized
to provide a much more penetrating de-
sign and performance analysis of
potential shuttle engines and airframe
configurations thus greatly increasing
assurance that the best possible engine
and configuration will be selected. This
greater understanding would decrease the
possibility of significant design difficul-
ties which produce higher costs being
discovered later on in the program. In
addition, as with the space station, funds
will be applied to design verification,
prototype and proof-of-concept testing
to increase the assurance that the design
and development of the shuttle will pro-
ceed on a strong technological basis. The
proposed funds will supplement our
budget request as follows:

The sum of $15 million: These funds
will augment the present engine defini-
tion and design effort to assure the selec-
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tion of the best possible shuttle engine
and to define engine test {facility
requirements,

The sum of $15 million: Increased ef-
fort in defining the most desirable air-
irame configuration will be funded in-
cluding definition of all required ground
support equipment.

The sum of $20 million: This funding
supplements the important preliminary
design verification and proof-of-concept
testing effort.

FUTURE PROGRAMS

The future space programs planned by
NASA are guided by the goals of explo-
ration, scientific knowledge, and practi-
cal applications to man here on earth. To
illustrate the significance of these future
plans to maintaining our Nation’'s pre-
eminence in space, I would like to briefly
touch on each one.

We will continue fo explore the moon.
Present plans call for seven more flights
to different locations on the moon—the
flatlands, the rugged highlands, the
giant craters, and the mysterious chan-
nelways called the rilles. When this phase
of lunar exploration is completed in 1974,
our scientists hope to have information
on which to evaluate the moon’s natural
resources, better understand the history
of the earth and our solar system and
apply this knowledge to problems of the
earth such as predicting earthquakes.
They also believe that we may find that
the moon is a convenient offshore base
for further exploration of the planets.

In late 1972, the Skylab program will
get underway. This program is designed
to capitalize on the techniques and hard-
ware developed in the Apollo program.
The heart of the Skylab concept is the
orbital workshop which is actually the
third stage of a Saturn V launch vehicle
fitted out with a laboratory and living
quarters. Attached to the workshop is the
Apollo telescope mount, a solar astron-
omy module for detailed studies of the
sun whose energy provides the driving
force that controls our environment.

The Skylab program will provide data
on the ability of men to live and work
in space for extended periods and the
experiments conducted will provide ad-
vanced knowledge on improving condi-
tions here on earth. Terrain photography
will improve mapping techniques of the
earth. Mineral, agriculture, and ocean
resource surveys will be made. And ex-
periments with measurements and reme-
dies to reduce pollution in the earth’s air
and water will be conducted.

After the workshop is placed into near-
earth orbit, a Saturn IB launch vehicle
will carry three crewmen aboard an
Apollo spacecraft to rendezvous and dock
with the workshop. These astronaut-
scientists will then enter the workshop
and begin an open-ended 4 weeks of
scientific experiments, At the completion
of this period, the crew will reenter the
Apollo command module and return to
earth, Two more visits to the workshop
are planned, each with a duration of
about 2 months.

With the conclusion of the Skylab pro-
gram, information for evaluating the
need for a second, more advanced work-
shop will be available, Also, the Skylab
program will serve as a progenitor of the
large space station in earth orbit.
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The development of the space station,
in conjunction with the space shuttle,
will form the basis of the next major
advance in manned earth orbital flight.

In the next fiscal year, NASA will con-
tinue space station design studies. The
space station will serve as a servicing and
maintenance platform for both manned
and unmanned spacecraft in earth orbit
or in transit to and from the moon or
deep space. Additionally, the station will
support beneficial space applications pro-
grams, scientific investigations, and tech-
nological /engineering experiments.

The space station will provide living
accommodations for a crew of 12, some
responsible for maintenance and opera-
tion of the station and others for the
conduct of experiments. Further into the
future, the space station could be devel-
oped into a large space base in earth or-
bit by clustering other space stations and
specialized modules. The base would ini-
tially accommodate 50 persons. Growth
to a 100-man capacity would be possible,

In an attempt to slash the cost of space
operation, NASA has intelligently been
looking at less costly and less complicated
ways of transporting payloads into space.
This summer, space shuttle design studies
will be initiated as a followon to earlier
feasibility studies.

With the shuttle for transport, we will
be able to launch automated satellites
and probes, to maintain, refuel, repair,
and refurbish them or to reposition or
retrieve them for return to earth. An-
other major purpose of the shuttle will
be to rotate crews and provide logistic
support to the space station.

The shuttle will be a two-stage reus-
able space vehicle consisting of a booster
stage and an orbiter stage. The shuttle
will be launched vertically by its booster
stage, much as today's rockets are
launched. High above the earth the
booster stage will separate from the or-
biter stage and will be piloted back to
earth for a horizontal, aircraft type land-
ing on a conventional runway. The or-
biter stage then will power itself into
orbital flight. Later, the orbital stage of
the shuttle and its crew can also return
to earth and land at an airport. The
shuttle will be designed for at least 100
round trip flights with minimum main-
tenance.

Development of the NERVA nuclear
engine will continue. This engine, for use
between earth and moon orbits and for
propulsion on interplanetary missions
could be operational by 1978.

In the decade of the 1970’s, NASA will
launch unmanned probes to all planets
of our solar system in attempts to ex-
plore and learn more about our universe.
A Mars orbiter will be launched in 1971,
a Jupiter probe in 1972, and in 1973 a
Venus-Mercury flyby. In the mid-1970’s,
an unmanned vehicle will be sent to land
on Mars and to investigate its surface.

In the last half of this decade the po-
sitions of the outer planets will offer a
unique opportunity to launch missions
which can visit several of them on a
single flight. These “grand tour” mis-
sions will study the planets of Jupiter,
Saturn, Uranus, Neptune, and Pluto.

Present plans call for launching earth
resources safellites in 1972 and 1973.
These satellites will be capable of sur-
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veying crops, locating mineral deposits,
and measuring water resources. They will
enable us to assess our environment and
to use our limited, earthbound resources
more effectively.

In 1973, an applications technology
satellite will be launched with a number
of technical and engineering experiments
aboard. One of these experiments will
be the first large-scale test of instruc-
tional television to demonstrate the po-
tential value of effective mass com-
munications in developing countries. The
United States and India will cooperate
in using this satellite to bring instruc-
tional TV programs to some 5,000 Indian
villages. The international character of
this satellite demonstrates the remark-
able potential that space offers in foster-
ing global cooperation.

These space projects of the 1970's that
I have outlined are not political ven-
tures nor programs for the sheer fun and
exhilaration of exploring the unknown,
rather, they are realistic and responsible
projects for gaining the greatest returns
on the groundwork that was laid
by NASA in the 1960's.

MAN IN SPACE

The magnificent flights of Apollo have
caught the imagination of men every-
where. In the eyes of the world, these
demonstrations of our excellence in sci-
ence, engineering, and management have
restored the United States to preemi-
nence as the leading technological na-
tion.

It is a truism that man relates only
to man. This was emphasized by the con-
trasting reactions of men everywhere to
the daring planetary expeditions of the
US.S.R. and to the manned flights of
Apollo. No single act of the United States
has ever elicited such enthusiasm around
this planet. A recent Gallup poll con-
ducted in 12 countries asked, “Which
nation will lead in science in 19802"
Fifty-four percent said “the United
States.” A similar poll in 1959 gave the
United States only 23 percent against
42 percent for the U.S.S.R. Mechanical
wizardry intrigues us, but the daring of
the men who walked upon the moon, and
the dedication and brilliance of those
who sent them there is truly awe in-
spiring.

Critics of manned space activities es-
sentially have only one objection—that
they are today more expensive than un-
manned operations. Yet tomorrow we
will be able to move men, equipment, and
supplies into earth orbit at a fraction
of today’s costs with the low-cost space
transportation system. The first element
of this system, the space shuttle, is now
in phase B development.

With the activation of this system, we
will be able to make optimum use of men
in space. For man has three sets of ca-
pabilities that make him extremely hard
to replace with any machine: First, he
has a very wide-band set of sensors for
acquiring information, second, he has in
his head a built-in memory and com-
puter for unprogramed calculations that
cannot yet be matched by our largest and
fastest machines; and finally, third, he
has a remarkably versatile capability for
action and physical operations with his
body, hands, and tools. These three ca-
pabilities, as well as his unique talent




12858

for innovation and emergency reaction,
make men such a valuable element in
space science and applications that we
need to take advantage of him at the
site of operations whenever this is fea-
sible.

There are many tasks in space that
we will want men to perform as soon as
the round-trip reusable shuttle is avail-
able. We will want him to hasten the de-
velopment of earth-oriented sensors for
use on automated satellites. At present
extrapolation from man-tended airplane
sensors is being made to sensors to be
flown on automated satellites for a year
or more. Under these circumstances, con-
siderable time must elapse before im-
provements can be made in a next gen-
eration of sensor on a later launch.

In the future, manned spacecraft with
large payload capacity and several
trained crewmen could carry out pre-
scribed tests on a battery of develop-
mental earth-oriented sensors under ac-
tual space conditions. With a versatile
set of equipment modifications and op-
tions planned for the test program, per-
haps in the breadboard stage, the space
crew could carry out a series of devel-
opmental and operational steps on the
sensors in one mission which would have
required several years and many
launches of automated equipment. Such
a program would not only lessen the
cost of equipment development, but
would bring earth sensing activity into
practical use at a much earlier date.

Today, if some failure occurs on an
automated satellite, it must be com-
pletely replaced in orbit. With the space
shuttle in operation it will cost us much
less to send men up to rendezvous with
a complex automated satellite in an ac-
cessible orbit and make repairs there or
return it to earth, than to send up a new
satellite.

In addition to maintenance and re-
pair, men will be needed for the deploy-
ment and calibration of many of the
large space systems of the future, such
as assembly and checkout of large an-
tenna for communications satellites, or
initiating operation of large astronautic-
al satellites.

With respect to selected sensing opera-
tions, we will want to join the advantages
of manned operation to the superb van-
tage point for viewing the earth offered
by space installations. Trained men will
be able to conduct special observations
related to atmospherie circulation, heat
balance, air pollution, and meteorologic
and oceanographic dynamiecs. Thus we
will be able to obtain information not
available from the preprogramed obser-
vations of automated instruments. By
taking full advantage of both manned
and automated conclusions from earth
sensing from space, we will have the an-
alyses as well as unexpected knowledge
in order to make the most rapid utiliza-
tion of new information about our planet.

In the laboratories in space which will
follow the initial workshop, scheduled
for launch in 1972, the effects of the space
environment on men, animals, and plants
will be studied. With increased knowl-
edge of living systems we will be able to
improve certain conditions on earth. The
work of scientist-astronauts in conduct-
ing tests, making observations on man,
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plants, and animals in situ, using miero-
scopes and other scientific eanipment and
returning specimens to earth, will make
enormous progress in the life sciences
possible within minimum time periods.

Manned astronomical observations will
begin in the Skylab workshop with the
activation of the Apollo telescope mount.
For the first time men will be able to ex-
plore the sun using sophisticated instru-
ments from beyond the veil of the earth’s
atmosphere. In later space stations, we
can expect to see a high energy cosmic
ray and a high energy physics labora-
tory. Studying the cosmic rays for their
own properties will tell us something
about the nature and origin of the uni-
verse; such observations cannot be made
from earth or even from high altitude
balloons. Letting the rare but extremely
high energy particles from the cosmic
rays interact with chosen forms of mat-
ter, such as hydrogen, astronaut-physi-
cists may test theories on the nature and
properties of nucleii. Such a high energy
physics laboratory, at a modest incre-
mental cost to a space station, could ac-
complish studies impossible with the
largest nuclear accelerators which may
have been built on earth by that time—
and perhaps even at a lower cost.

Another set of space laboratory studies
which will demand the innovative and
inventive powers of man will be research
into the behavior of materials in the
vacuum, sterility, and weightlessness of
space, The production of a vacuum with-
in our “ocean of air” resulted in the
vacuum tube and the age of electronics.
The possibility of escaping from our
“ocean of gravity” may well open a whole
new phase in our technical history.

The development of new materials has
been basic to our industrial progress.
Within the past 50 years advances made
have resulted in new industries, new
products, the development of backward
areas, and to a large extent, our bur.
geoning economy which we enjoy today.

Therefore, experimental work designed
to explore and to use a completely new
set of physical circumstances can be ex-
pected to yield totally new results from
relatively simple research. In the area of
purification of materials, levitation cast-
ing has been effective on magnetic mate-
rials. In space nonmagnetic materials
may be purified by a simple process. Mol-
ten metal, outside of a gravity field,
should be subject to surface tension only
and should take the shape of a perfect
sphere. Therefore, small droplets of mol-
ten steel should form perfect ball bear-
ings. In our mechanized society, perfect
ball bearings, reducing friction to a min-
imum, would be revolutionary.

Large perfect crystals, essentials of the
electronics industry, may very well be
grown in space. The two conditions most
often responsible for imperfections are
convection currents and contamination
from molds or supports. A facility in
space where growing crystals can be
floated free of all supports for hours or
even days, should produce large perfect
crystals. Large perfect mirrors and lenses
might also be produced for use in space-
based astronomical apparatus. The dis-
tribution of gas bubbles can be controlled
in space, making theoretically possible
the production of steel with the weight
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of balsa wood. Very high strength ma-
terials with unique thermal character-
istics may result from uniformly mixing
ceramic crystals in a metal, not possible
in earth’s gravity.

When we realize that the production
of even one new fundamental material
might justify the cost of the entire space
program, experimental work in this new
environment seems to be a particularly
good idea.

Wherever men go, they pay their way,
from the depths of the oceans to the sur-
face of the moon, and on into the solar
system. Wherever intelligence is re-
quired, men must go. Even our largest
and most sophisticated computers are
only adding machines—designed by men,
built by men, programed by men, and in-
terpreted by men. So far we have not
been able to construct a substitute for
him—on earth, in the sea—or in space.

KEY VIEW ON THE SPACE PROGRAM

Mr. Chairman, because of the impor-
tance of the bill before us today I have
asked six key leaders of NASA to provide
their views on the future of the space
program. Their letters are as follows,
Mr, Chairman:

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1970.

Hon. OLIN E. TEAGUE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Manned Space
Flight, Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DeEar M. CHAIRMAN: This is in response
to your request that I describe the future of
space flight as it appears to me. As you know,
the new work I have recently undertaken on
behalf of NASA's planning for the future is
still in the preliminary stages. However, the
President’s Space Task Group (STG) has
already outlined the basic aspects of our
future in space. The STG's report points to-
ward a broad-based program of exploration
and applications, emphasizing wvalue and
dividends for the people of the nation. Addi-
tional planning and review, in which I have
participated since the report of the STG,
continues to confirm the wvalidity and bal-
ance of the overall programs outlined by the
8TG.

In the next several years, the Skylab Pro-
gram will be able to fulfill its objectives with
a foundation for long-range returns from
space. These returns will be in the form of
increasing capability to use a platform in
earth orbit as an experimental laboratory for
scientific experiments and for applications
work which will help us learn more about the
resources and environment of our planet,
Astronomers in the Skylab Workshop will use
its solar telescope to learn more of the rela-
tionship of the earth to its power source,
the sun.

Automated missions to learn more of the
solar system are being refined so that as we
learn more of our planet with the Skylab and
advanced satellites we also will learn more
about its relationships to the sun and neigh-
boring planets, The flights we have planned
for the seventies will send machines out to
the planets on their fact-finding tours. I
fully expect that man from planet earth will
ultimately observe his sister planets first
hand, building upon the knowledge we hope
to gain in the next decade.

The lunar landing in 1969 climaxed a
decade of development that saw this country
move forward in launch vehicles, spacecraft,
testing and operational facilities, and trained
manpower as it developed a great space capa-
bility. In addition, the space program brought
renewed strength in national leadership, in
security, in education, and in science and
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technology, and in the will of America to
succeed. The temporary setback suffered in
Apollo 13 should serve only to intensify that
will as this country moves ahead with lunar
exploration.

In the final analysis, the key to our future
accomplishments in space will be our willing-
ness to undertake the developments that will
advance this nation to new plateaus of opera-
tional flexibility and will give us the tech-
nological advances needed to assure eco-
nomical operations in space. No one would
question the justification for a jet aircraft
that can be flown over and over again instead
of just once. With the space shuttle and the
space statlon we will have the space age
equivalent of the jet liner.

Many times in the past I have pointed out
my views regarding our current achieve-
ments. Magnificent as they are, they must, in
the long run be considered but a mere be-
ginning in our conquest of space and our
mastery of knowledge that will greatly en-
hance the lives of this and future genera-
tions of this planet. The international leader-
ship of this country is linked with our space
leadership as clearly demonstrated by the
events of this past week and the all but un-
precedented interest in Apollo 13 by men of
good will from all nations. If this nation
views what it has gained in space and con-
slders what space activities can win for us in
the future based upon normal technological
growth, then that future will, I am con-
vinced, exceed our most optimistic expecta-
tions of today.

You have shared my confidence in years
past and you have supported the national
space effort vigorously, for which we at NASA
are most grateful. I am confident that in the
future we will continue to justify your sup-
port of this nation’s efforts to maintain lead-
ership in space.

Sincerely yours,
WERNHER VON BRAUN,

Deputy Associate Administrator,

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., April 22, 1970.

Hon. OLIN E. TEAGUE,

Chairman, Subcommitiee on Manned Space
Flight, Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear M. TEaGUE: I am pleased to respond
to your request for my views on the future
of this nation’s manned space program,

First, I think It important to stress that
the future as I see it will not be clouded
by the difficulties encountered during the
flight of Apollo 13. Much was learned from
that flight, not the least being the flexibility
of the lunar module and the magnificent
abilities of flight crews and ground con-
trollers. We also verified the effectiveness of
the contingency planning for mission emer-
gencles and anomalies, This long-term plan-
ning, in my judgment, saved Apollo 13,

I am confident that we will find the cause
of the accident and that the result will be
a better spacecraft. Dr. Paine has appointed
a Review Board to investigate the incident
and the Board can be expected to move
ahead without delay, Since only one space-
craft subsystem is involved and volumes of
data already are avallable for analysis, the
Board and its supporting teams can go di-
rectly to the problem.

The objectives of the post-manned lunar
landing period are, of necessity, somewhat
different from the clearly defined national
goal of the last decade. The objectives of
the Apollo Program were those of a single
major program which demanded the achieve-
ment of rapid technological progress in the
new fleld of manned space flight. Today, as
we move into the 1970's, we have in addition
to the continued lunar science program of
Apollo, multiple programs with emphasis
on economy and additional uses of space
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technology for the benefit of man. The
realization of these objectives to achieve
greater returns from space for the man in
the street while increasing the economy of
space operatlons certainly is a challenge to
match that of the previous decade.

The Skylab Program, with its experi-
mental space station, is a major step to-
ward the use of space for the benefit of
mankind. It wil! use modified Apollo hard-
ware to provide the first opportunities for
a laboratory environment to learn more of
the earth’s resources and the sun's energy.

The reusable space shuttle will offer many
economies and benefits. It will be available
for use by more than one agency or one
program. Its development will stimulate
both space and aeronautical technology. It
will reduce the cost of payloads by allow-
ing retrieval or repair of satellites in orbit
and the transportation of cargo and pas-
sengers to and from orbit, It will have a
quick response time and significant space
rescue capability. Its design will provide for
100 or more flights without overhaul.

In earth orbit, a space station supplied by
the reusable shuttle will provide additional
economic gains and practical benefits, The
space station will reduce operating costs by
its long life and its flexibility, combining
many operations such as research, applica-
tions, and support of space flight operations,
It will be designed so people on board will
be able to carry out their technical tasks
without special flight training. The space
station modules may be used in wvarious
earth orbits, and ultimately, in lunar orbit
or on a planetary mission.

The operation of the space shuttle and
the space station will permit a considerable
expansion in the scope of space activities
and a steady increase in the number of
visitors into space. The expanded, more eco-
nomical flight activities made possible by
these advanced systems will conceivably
open space to a broad range of public and
private interests.

The future programs I have mentioned
cannot be considered with an awareness of
the management challenges involved. We
must bring available technology to bear in
an optimum manner as we develop new
technology needed in the programs of the
1870's. We must use all resources wisely, in-
cluding the intimate participation of our
colleagues in the NASA Offices of Space
Sclence and Applications, Advanced Re-
search and Technology, and the cooperative
support of the United States Air Force. We
must manage prudently and effectively if
the objectives of this decade are to be
reached.

The Lunar Landing Program in moments
of success and difficulty was made possible
by a strong spirit and dedication that char-
acterized the government, industry, and
university teams. Today there is a need to
maintain this same spirit and dedication
as we focus on our new objectives in the
Manned Space Flight Program of the fu-
ture.

Sincerely,
Dare D. MYERs,
Associate Administrator for Manned
Space Flight.
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION,
MANNED SPACECRAFT CENTER,
Houston, Tex., April 21, 1970.
Hon. OLiN E, TEAGUE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr, TeEAGUE: I welcome the oppor-
tunity to respond to your query concerning
the future course of the nation’s space activi-
ties. This is a particularly significant time
since we have just faced adversity during
Apollo 13 and lead times are such that we
need to move forward toward future hard-
ware developments if we are to maintain rea-
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sonable continuity to our manned space flight
program.

It can be expected that the Apollo 13 in-
cident will necessitate a reexamination of cur
plans., It may also provide the opportunity
for some to suggest that we slow down, de-
fer, or make major changes in our present
and future plans. I am personally confident
that the hardware failure encountered dur-
ing Apollo 13 will be understood and that we
will be able to make timely corrections. The
failure encountered was most critical and the
mission objectives had to be abandoned.
However, it was encouraging that we did have
the systems capability both in flight and
on the ground combined with the teamwork
between flight and ground personnel to safely
return the crew after a major subsystem fail-
ure. I feel that we have put our best possible
efforts into Apollo and that the basic system
is sound. We cannot, however, expect to push
back the space frontier without some dif-
ficulty, When the full report from Apollo 13
is in, I am confident that we will again be
able to fly to the Moon successfully.

In evaluating the possible directions in
the post-Apollo time period, I firmly believe
that the reusable space shuttle and the large
space station are vital elements which must
be developed in our national program., We
are presently completing the program defini-
tion phase on the space station and plan to
complete a similar phase of study of the
space shuttle over the next year. Our studies
to date have given us confidence that both
systems are technically feasible and our defi-
nition work planned over the next year
should enable us to proceed with a decision
on the hardware development phases of these
systems. It now appears that the reusable
earth-to-orbit shuttle is the keystone to our
posi-Apollo activities.

Developing these classes of hardware is, to
my thinking, the next logical step in the
evolution of our space-faring capability and
would put us in a favorable position to
maintain a viable forward thrust to our space
activities. These systems will allow us to ful-
fill many of the national objectives outlined
in the Space Task Group report and capital-
ize during the 70’s on the foundation that
has been developed during our first decade
in space.

In conclusion, I would like to include a
brief comment on funding rate and priori-
ties, Certainly, the space program must be
considered in context with our total list of
national priorities and some time phasing of
new hardware development will be required
in order to meet reasonable budget con-
straints. The transportation system concept,
having the earth-to-orbit shuttle as the key
element, as outlined in the Task Group report
does provide the bullding block approach
that will allow proper funding distribution.
I feel that we are at a critical milestone in
space flight vehicle development and we must
be willing to proceed with the identification
of new vehicle systems if we are to maintain
a viable space flight program.

Sincerely,
RoBERT R. GILRUTH,
Director.
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION, GEORGE C. MaR-
sHALL SpPAce FricHT CENTER,
Huntsville, Ala., April 14, 1970.
Hon. Ormn E. TEAGUE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. TEAGUE: As you know, Dr. von
Braun and his associates at Marshall Space
Flight Center have for some years been plan-
ning extensively for a post-Apollo Program.
This planning included both novel launch
vehicle transportation systems as well as
manned and unmanned payloads. Particular
attention was given to launch vehicle de-
velopment and operational costs for deliver-
ing payloads into earth orbit since present
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day methods seemed in the long run prohibi-
tively expensive.

It became Increasingly clear as we deepened
the post-Apollo planning that we could no
longer employ the high cost expendable
launch vehicle transportation systems used
for previous programs. Technical feasibility
and economic studies conducted in industry
and within the government (NASA and DOD)
indicated that a low-cost, highly reusable
transportation system was the most optimum
meansg for transporting payloads and cargo
from the earth to an earth orbit. We con-
cluded that the answer to the high cost
transportation problem was to develop a
system which operates much like the cargo
and passenger airlines, namely a Space Shut-
tle System.

Some of the main capabilities of such a
system would be as follows:

1. Delivering payloads, propellants, equip-
ment, ete. up to an earth orbit.

2. Supplying a space station and later on
a space base with sclentific equipment, life
support, materials for maintenance, ete.

3. Shuttling scientists, astronauts and
support personnel from earth to orbiting sta-
tions and back.

4, Providing possibilities for final check-
out of payloads in orbit and minor main-
tenance and repair.

5. Taking expensive payloads down from
orbit to laboratories on earth for repair,
maintenance, modifications, ete. (reuseabil-
ity of payloads).

4. Berving as a base for checkout and
launching payloads and space craft into
higher earth orbits and deep space (manned
and unmanned planetary missions).

In summary, such a space shuttle system
combines the advantages of manned opera-
tlons with those of automatic satellites and
spacecraft. It is my opinion that if space-
flight is to continue to expand and to pro-
gress, the development of a transportation
system with above capabilities and of low
cost is mandatory.

The next logical step in bringing this
planning to fruition should be an exhaustive
study leading to a preliminary design of the
Space Shuttle—this is what we call Phase B.
‘We plan to award up to three Phase B con-
tracts for both the Shuttle Vehicle System
and the Shuttle Main Engine so that the
more promising configurations may be exam-
ined in considerable depth. In these stud-
ies, we will harden the concepts, do addi-
tional economic analyses and cost trade-offs,
test selected components and sub-systems,
do wind tunnel testing of models, and pro-
vide a preliminary design for the more prom-
ising configurations. The results of these
Phase B studles will provide us with much
greater insight and confidence in our tech-
nical approach as well as in the develop-
ment and operating cost and thus the eco-
nomics of such a Space Shuttle System.

Upon completion of the Phase B studies,
it is planned that we in NASA with the
support of DOD make & comprehensive eval-
uation of the various configurations investi-
gated for the purpose of selecting the most
economical and technically feasible system.
Such an evaluation will provide NASA with
required information upon which to base
their recommendations for proceeding into
the development and operational phases of
the program.

1 consider the approval to proceed with
the Phase B studies to be a most important
and vital step in the definition of the Space
Shuttle System. The fallure to approve
funds for this activity may well deprive the
nation of Important returns on the invest-
ment already made in space research.

Bincerely yours,
EBERHARD REES,
Director.
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ADDITIONAL REMARKS OF De. KURT H. DEBUS 1IN
RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS AT HEARINGS OF THE
MANNED SPACE FLIGHT SUBCOMMITTEE HELD
AT KENNEDY SpacE CENTER, APRIL 10, 1970

Mr. Chairman, for sake of clarity and com-
pleteness, I will include In this statement
your questions followed by my responses. In
view of your offer to revise and extend my
remarks of April 10, I have included some
thoughts not expressed at that time.

First question. Would you comment on the
following statement? “NASA should defer
large-scale expenditures on the Space
Shuttle/Station until after necessary basic
research can be accomplished on the many
technical problems that may be resolved be-
fore hardware development can be under-
taken effectively.”

Response. Having observed technology de-
velopment over many years and relating this
experience to the Space Shuttle, I am con-
vinced that hardware development can and
should be undertaken as soon as adeqguate
funding can be made available. Technology
development is essential and should proceed
on a broad front. Normally, its scope is de-
termined principally by the interest of the
original investigators and the monies avail-
able for certain investigations. However, in
my considered opinion, it takes a specific and
carefully formulated goal to focus technology
development on those individual problems
that must be resolved to support that specific
goal. Additional studies leading to improved
heat protection techniques is a typical ex-
ample of an area requiring technology de-
velopment in support of the Space Shuttle.
There is no doubt that a great deal of basic
research related to heat protection is now
and will proceed on a very broad front. Such
general research is essential; however, in or-
der to develop heat protection that will be
practical for a given configuration of a reus-
able shuttle, specific designs must be de-
veloped. As an illustration of how hardware
and technology developments can proceed In
parallel, I would like to note that the ulti-
mate scheme of thermal protection is not a
requirement for the first developmental
flights. Currently available ablative thermal
protection techniques could be used while
the development of improved methods pro-
ceeded Independently. An almost identical
method of attack was used by this country
during the course of its ICBM development
program in the mid 50’s.

The first step in the development of a
shuttle must be the identification of the sys-
tem criteria and related specifications. This
step is being taken, specific designs are being
examined, and, we are concurrently identify-
ing areas where technology advances must be
made. This orderly process with periodic re-
views to Insure the proper phasing of parallel
hardware and technology development s, In
my opinion, the most intelligent way to pro-
ceed at this time.

Second Question. Will you also comment
on the following statement? “In addition, it
would seem advisable that cost effectiveness
studies be conducted comparing operation
of the space shuttle with the continued use
of existing expendable launch vehicles be-
fore sizable amounts of money are applied
to the shuttle development project.”

Response. Over the past twelve years, more
than twenty studies have been made by
NASA and DOD on the relative cost effec-
tiveness of reusable versus expendable space
transportation systems. These studies Indi-
cate a varying degree of cost effectiveness
for a totally reusable system that is de-
pendent on the use rate. A low use rate re-
sults In lost cost effectiveness, a high use
rate results in good cost effectivensss and
significant long term economies. Additional
studies at this time will neither prove nor
disprove conclusively the wisdom of pro-
ceeding now with the development of this

April 23, 1970

innovation. For the answer, we must ex-
amine and evaluate the past. We must ask
ourselves the question, “Must the total use
of an Innovation be identified before pro-
ceeding with the development of that inno-
vation?” In all recorded history innovations
have been made without identifying all the
uses and applications. You can almost start
with the wheel . . . the telephone, the car,
the airplane. All these resulted from our
curlosity of the unknown, our instinctive
need to understand our world, and the desire
to contribute to a better way of life. Once
in existence, the innovation is then used by
society in ways that were never predicted
or even predictable. When the airplane de-
velopment was commenced, it was not done
because there were large numbers of people
waiting to be transported across the ocean
in six hours. That utilization developed as
the airplane developed and became a useful
tool. The same is true for the telephane.
The telephone was not created because peo-
ple wanted to have a telephone. but, once
it was there, it quickly became a necessity
for our civilization and society. 1 firmly be-
lieve that once we have openad this new
frontier to space and made its use economi-
cal, then many broad areas of application
will appear that cannot now be forscast
and, therefore, cannot be currently assessed.

In summary, Mr. Chalrman, I am con-
vinced that we should proceed now with
the development of a fully reusable space
shuttle. I acknowledge the possibility that
the course and schedule of such a program
may require modification, depending on the
results of technology developments and the
scope of identifiable uses. However, thesa
possibilities should not prevent immediate
Initiation of this vitally important develop-
ment.

WasHinGTON, D.C.,
April 15, 1970.

Hon. Orin E. TEAGUE,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Manned Space
Flight, Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mr. TEAGUE: I am pleased to respond
to your request for my thoughts about the
space program at this critical moment in the
formulation of our future space efforts.

Now before the Congress is the proposal to
proceed immediately with studies for the de-
velopment of the space shuttle. These are
the funds necessary to confirm previous stud-
ies which indicate the efficiencies we expect
of this new low-cost space transportation
system. It is my considered opinion that this
single development is the key to all of our
future space activity, both manned and un-
manned. By drastically lowering all costs of
operation in space, we can afford to move
forward rapidly into this new territory for
exploration and exploitation. QOur studies al-
ready show that the shuttle will reduce costs
by at least tenfold at the outset, and with
the maturity of the space shuttle, by as much
as twice that amount.

The characteristics of the space shuttle,
as it is being designed, provide for economies
in every aspect of space operations. Reusa-
bility is the primary factor. At least 100 round
trips into space will replace the one-time use
on a one-way trip of all present launch
equipment. The ability of the space shuttle
to return men, cargo, and equipment back to
earth will significantly reduce the cost of all
equipment. First, because the low transpor-
tation cost and the benign launch environ-
ment will permit us to use heavier off-the-
shelf laboratory and production equipment.
Secondly, with the space shuttle in opera-
tion, on-orbit maintenance can be supple-
mented by return of instruments to earth
for repair. Another speclal capability of the
epace shuttle is its use for space rescue.
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As we look to the future, it is possible that
the most important role of the space shuttle
will be in our national defense. There can
be no doubt that the space shuttle is the
key to control and utilization of outer space.
That control may well be decisive in pre-
venting future wars. In that regard, timing
is of the essence. The lead time for carrying
out the development and puiting into opera-
tion a new concept of this magnitude is very
long—seven to ten years. We know that this
concept has been under study by many peo-
ple in many countries for at least a decade.
Now that the technology for building a space
shuttle is avallable, we need to implement
an orderly program—or we will again face
the necessity of having to produce such
equipment as a crash program at much
greater expense. I believe that we, as a nation,
cannot afford to delay an orderly develop-
ment program, now! If we should fail to
grasp the initiative, we risk being confronted
with an alien space shuttle which will give
its developer effective control of space.

In summary, the space shuttle will save
billions of dollars in our space activity. It
will provide a barrier to technological sur-
prise. It will be an effective shield for our
national security. I urge you and your Com-
mittee to support the development of the
space shuttle,

Sincerely,
GeoRGE E. MUELLER,
BENEFITS FROM SPACE PROGRAM

Mr. Chairman, I have entitled my re-
marks, “Dividends of Discovery” because
I feel quite strongly that some of the
troubles the space program has en-
countered—both in Congress and among
the general public—can be attributable
to a lack of knowledge of the enormous
benefits the average civilian American is
reaping—and will reap in the future—
from the scientific advances which have
made our adventures in space possible.

We have heard criticism of the space
program—people, well-intentioned but
ill-informed, declaring that we would be
a lot better off spending our treasure on
earthbound projects instead of squan-
dering it among the stars.

To hear them talk one would think
that the United States was spending all
that money on the moon, instead of here
on earth. But the money is being spent
on earth—here in the United States—
and it is creating hundreds of thousands
of new jobs which would not have ex-
isted otherwise—and with its incessant
demands for new manpower, it is creat-
ing vacancies—job openings—in tens of
thousands of industrial operations out-
side the space industry.

Let me cite you a few figures: During
fiscal 1969, NASA was doing business
with 14,369 prime contractors, located in
1,882 different communities, scattered
among all 50 of our States. During fiscal
vear 1969 these contractors and subcon-
tractors shared $3.07 billion of U.S. dol-
lars. The effect on our economy has been
incalculable. In these troubled times the
space program has been an indispensable
factor in the preservation of our pros-
perity.

Let me cite you another set of figures.
We are all aware that most of our uni-
versities—even the most highly endowed
ones—are in financial trouble. During
the years 1959 through 1967, NASA spent
$2.07 billion on grants and research pro-
grams, carried out in 223 universities in
all 50 of our States, as well as the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The programs involved
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have not only added immeasurably to the
scientific vigor and scope of the univer-
sities affected, but it has, in many cases,
been able to alleviate some of their most
pressing financial problems, also.

Very well, you might say, that is
enough of generalities, let us get down
to some specifics. What has the space
program been doing for me lately? And
personally?

How about the simple matter of sur-
vival? Our complex and wasteful life in
the 20th century has been having the
effect of changing and disturbing the
natural balances of elements in the air
we breathe. As we continue to pollute the
atmosphere and to trouble it with unnat-
ural disturbances, we are changing the
amount of oxygen available to us. We
could seriously deplete our oxygen sup-
ply—and our survival would be seriously
threatened.

One spin-off of the space program is
that it has given us the capability of an-
ticipating such a change before it could
happen, and it has given us the oppor-
tunity of remedying the situation—or
adapting to it—before it is too late. I
consider this a basic plus.

Our progress in space has also vastly
increased our ability to locate major food
supplies—both under the sea and on the
land—which could be a vital survival
factor in an overpopulated world. In the
space program they have also developed
scores of perfectly nutritious, perfectly
sustaining synthetic foods which could
eventually mean the difference between
famine and survival in certain areas of
the world. The food may not be as yet
“finger lickin' good,” but it is edible, and
in times of starvation, all foods taste
good.

This may sound like a remote benefit
at the moment, but there are informed
people who maintain that large areas of
the earth’s surface will be experiencing
famine conditions within 10 years, unless
we control our population explosion and
improve the efficiency of our growing and
harvesting of crops.

The space program has vastly in-
creased our capability in weather fore-
casting. Already, the Tiros satellite pro-
gram, in just 10 years, has been very suc-
cessful in tracking—and giving advance
warning of—typhoons and hurricanes,
with an enormous resultant saving in
lives, property, and crops.

When the equipment is available to
implement the know-how of the mete-
orologists, we shall be able to predict ac-
curately the weather over a 5-day span,
at least, and probably up to 2 weeks.

Former President Lyndon B. Johnson
once said that the ability to forecast the
weather just 5 days in advance would
result in an annual saving of $2% billion
in agriculture: of $45 million in the lum-
ber industry; of $100 million in the trans-
portation industry; $75 million in retail
marketing, and untold millions in the
recreation industry.

We have learned from our program in
space that many phenomena on earth
can be properly understood only from a
great distance. This stretches all the way
from the mapping of terrain to the dis-
covery of natural resources.

A Gemini crew, for example, photo-
graphed 80 percent of the land area of
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Peru in just 3 minutes. Much of the area
photographed had never been properly
or accurately mapped before. We are
even certain, for the first time, of the
actual shape of the earth on which we
live, because of the success of our efforts
in space.

Through space, we have been able to
make enormous strides in such areas as
detection of crops and forest disease;
classification of vegetation; the measure-
ment of water transpiration and the
discovery of new sources, and the detec-
tion of insect migrations. We have been
able to utilize infrared photography from
space to locate fresh water escaping
along our coastlines, a step which will
help us to preserve what resources we
have left to us.

We have taken almost for granted the
progress in communications which have
come to us through space. The enormous
expertise which permitted television
cameras, quite small in size, to transmit
to the television sets of America pictures
from the moon, has been reflected in
many other ways, also.

We have grown almost blase about
satellite transmissions of television pic-
tures—but this is a direct dividend di-
rectly attributable to space.

Perhaps the most immediate and iden-
tifiable dividends of space discovery can
be found in the development of new prod-
ucts and materials. Space-proof mate-
rials, for instance, are being used in
the development of practically inde-
structible refrigerators which will be al-
most impervious to outside temperatures.
These materials, in a few years, will
have an enormous effect on the develop-
ment of air conditioning and heating sys-
tems in America’s homes.

Stoves and other appliances will be
better because of materials developed in
the space program, Pots and pans right
now are being coated with variations of
the same material developed to protect
spacecraft from the extreme heat of
launching and reentry.

In the automobile industry, advances
are already being made, and others are
in the offing—particularly in the area of
sealants and caulking materials.

There have been fremendous advances
in the manufacture of new types of glass
which will soon become commonplace in
the average American kitchen.

Ever since Wally Schirra started tak-
ing over the Nation's railroads there has
been a marked increase of interest in the
development of space techniques within
that industry. Railroad tank cars are
now being produced from lightweight
plastics developed for NASA for use in
rockets. The cars weigh only half as
much as the steel cars, and are at least
as sturdy and durable.

I could go on indefinitely on the sub-
ject.

But, before completing my remarks,
I want to touch upon some of the most
obvious and significant developments in
medical equipment and techniques which
have been directly derived from the
space program, For example:

Pressurized space suits have been
adapted for use by victims of strokes,
enabling them to become ambulatory,
and thereby hastening their recovery.

The ultrafast dental drill with minute
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ball bearings, which most modern den-
tists use today—and which has so sig-
nificantly reduced the pain of dental
work—is a direct result of the space
program.

Supersensitive infrared detectors, de-
veloped in the space program, are al-
ready proving useful in the early dis-
covery of cancer, and will prove even
more useful in the future.

Hospitals are now beginning to use a
new type of infrared switch which will
allow an immobilized patient to turn
lights on and off, to regulate his bed, or
even to manipulate his wheelchair mere-
ly by a movement of his eyes.

Of course, these developments are still
in their infancy—and I have merely
scratched the surface in these remarks.
One of the developments in the near fu-
ture, I might say, is a human radar
mechanism for the blind which will be
powered by the wearer's own body.

And now—as an unexpected byprod-
uct, there is at least a faint hope that
moon dust could possibly be effective in
combating cancer. If that ever proves
even partially true, the entire cost of the
exploration of space would be entirely
justified.

But I have been talking almost en-
tirely about the tangible, materialistic
dividends of the space program. There
are other dividends—spiritual, intellec-
tual, psychological—which are even
more valuable than those I have men-
tioned.

Historians have marveled at the enor-
mous impact which the voyages of Co-
lumbus, Magellan, Vasco da Gama, and
others had on the vision and the mental-
ity of Renaissance Europe. Entire, brave
new worlds were discovered—and as the
geographic horizons lifted and extended
themselves, the mental and spiritual ho-
rizons lifted and extended themselves
also.

I feel very strongly that our program
in space has done this for America.

In the immediate postwar years Amer-
ican industry had shown an alarming
tendency to become complacent, self-
satisfied—content with its own magnifi-
cent past performances and impervious
to the attractions of future adventures.

The space program created a renais-
sance of its own in American industry.
It has also stimulated the imagination of
the average citizen in a way that nothing
else in this century has done.

Among thoughtful people it has de-
molished the last vestiges of parochial-
ism. It has made almost all of us citizens
of the world, and, indeed, of the universe.

I have mentioned a few—a very few
instances of what the space program has
produced and will produce to make the
daily life of the average man more com-
fortable, more satisfying.

But over and above all this, the pro-
gram has stimulated industry’s thinking.
It has fired industry’s imagination. As
a result of the space program, dazzling
new technigues have been introduced in
almost every known field of human en-
deavor. Many of these techniques are
only remotely connected with our efforts
in space, but they have been directly or
indirectly inspired by our achievements
in this mighty program.
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In many subtle, intangible ways the
mental outlook of every American has
been changed because of what we have
done in space. Ever since the first man
placed his foot on the moon, every Amer-
ican has viewed the world around him in
a different way than he ever did before.

Within the next few decades the hu-
man race must face incredible chal-
lenges. It must meet those challenges
successfully if it is to survive—let alone
prosper,

Not only must we learn to live to-
gether in peace, we must learn to cleanse
and preserve our environment; we must
learn to feed and house countless bil-
lions of human beings; we must learn
to conserve our human resources,
through improved educational tech-
niques on the one hand, and improved
medical techniques on the other.

It is more than apparent now that a
slavish adherence to the technigues and
customs of the past will not do the job.
We must pioneer in human engineering
just as we have pioneered in science and
astronautics.

Because of what we have done in the
space program I feel confident that we
in America shall be able to meet the
staggering challenges of the future.

If it had not been for the space pro-
gram, I feel that our chances of meeting
those challenges would have been almost
nonexistent.

In my opinion, our space program is
just as important as that. Because of
what it has produced for us—in ma-
terials, in techniques and in intellectual
and spiritual stimulation—it literally
holds the key to our survival in a world
that is growing perilously small and
perilously unproductive in the face of
exploding populations.

Thank you very much.

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, did you
perchance have an opporfunity to view
the moon last night? I did and what a
beautiful sight. If you saw what I saw,
if you could have seen the moon as I
saw the moon, there would be no argu-
ment, no debate, in fact, not even mild
discussion as to whether or not we should
authorize the money asked for in the bill
before this committee.

Mr. Chairman, ask yourself the ques-
tion, or perhaps I should say questions,
who made the moon? Who made the
earth? Who discovered America? Why
is there a United States? Why did Arm-
strong and Aldrin walk on the moon?
Why did Lovell, Swigert, and Haise re-
furn to the good earth in 7 days with-
out having walked on the moon? Mr.
Chairman, why have I asked these six
questions? Any one of the six ecan be
answered if you have the answer to the
first question “Who made the moon?”.
In my book—God did. Oh, I know in
this modern age we talk about priorities
and I know we all realize that it is
perfectly safe to walk in space, but not
on the streets of our Nation’s Capital.

We are all aware that money is needed
to break the pockets of poverty, but if we
are realistic, poverty cannot disappear
until people learn fo earn. I ask you, Mr.
Chairman, who is to decide what is to be
first, second, third, fourth, fifth, or even
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sixth or seventh priorities. I presume we
would each have our own priority.

In 1492—the answer to the third ques-
tion I previously asked is known to all—
Christopher Columbus had to convince a
lady with money to sponsor his voyage.
Without that voyage who knows whether
there would be a United States of Amer-
ica. I wonder what the Queen thought
when an Italian merchant with vision,
courage and conviction, said the world
is not flat, the world is round, and if you
give me the money to sail across this
body of water I shall return and prove
to you that the world is not flat. I can
imagine the Queen locking into the
heavens and asking Mr. Columbus, “If
the world is not flat how can that moon
in the heavens lighten all of Spain?”.
Yes, Christopher Columbus proved his
point and that was less than 500 years
ago.

We are living in an age that behooves
all of us to do our best to make certain
the future is not ignored. In October
of 1957, I was in Rome, Italy, when the
Russians launched Sputnik. For a few
hours I was an embarrassed American,
all I heard was “Oh, your country is big,
your country is powerful, your country is
rich, but the Russians did it—not you.”
I called a small press conference and in-
vited my foreign friends. I predicted that
my country, the United States of Amer-
ica, would in the near future not only
have a Sputnik in the heavens but a man
would circle the earth space. I was
thrilled on May 5, 1961, when Comdr.
Alan Sheppard—a gentleman I had be-
come acquainted with in the 1950's when
he was working on Capitol Hill as a Navy
linison officer—tested the heat shield. A
brave man—he could have fried. Then
in 1962, when a native of my State, not
where I was born, but where I reside and
have had the privilege of representing
the 14th District of Ohio for nearly 20
years, made my prediction of 1957 come
true. Yes, another great Ohioan, Neil
Armstrong, was the first man to set foot
on the moon. His words as his foot
touched the moon were echoed around
the world “One small step for man, one
giant leap for mankind” and with those
words America’s faltering prestige rose to
the greatest heights ever known to our
country, and the free world breathed a
sigh of relief. “America can do it,” were
the quiet thoughts in all of their hearts.
Now just last Friday, April 17, three brave
men who had hoped to repeat and go a
little farther than did Apollo 12. No ob-
stacle is so great that dedicated, God-
fearing, brave men, coupled with Yankee
know-how, cannot overcome.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, less than 200 years
after 1492, brave men decided America
would be the land of the free and the
home of the brave.

Apollo 14 must go forward and in my
heart I cannot help but feel that the man
above the moon will look down on those
astronauts on the moon and say “Well
done thou good and faithful men, return
to earth and tell the story as Columbus
did to the Queen who sponsored him.”

Mr. Chairman, I suggest in spite of
all the political pressures, in spite of all
the elections that Members are faced




Aprib 23, 1970

with, that we be brave and vote for the
bill pending before this committee. This
is not the time to cut—this is not the
time to gut. This is a time to have faith—
this is a time to display courage—which
is always the master of fear.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, today
we are deliberating a bill which closely
follows the dramatic recovery of the
Apollo 13 astronauts and their disabled
spacecraft. Much is being and will be
said publicly about the direction our ef-
fort in space should take now that we
have demonstrated our capabilities, and
properly so.

We have achieved our breakthrough.
We have proven what we can do. Our
leadership in space is a tribute to our
know-how, our industry, our technologi-
cal genius, and our unbeatable ability to
accomplish monumental tasks when we
set our minds to them and pull together
with a common national will. And we
will not halt our exploration of the heav-
ens, nor will we surrender the scientific
achievements that have resulted from
the public investment in NASA.

But it appears self-evident to me that
the time is long overdue to take pause
and place our entire space effort into
perspective.

Now that we have our lunar rocks
from the surface of the moon, we must
look around us and take a searching look
at the prospect here on the surface of
our earth, the planet which looks so wel-
come to those voyagers returning from
outer space. We find our cities steadily
decaying, our urban centers becoming
blighted no-man’s terrain. We find pol-
luted rivers, smogged skies, the earth
fouled, «and even greater encroachment
on the green space so necessary to our
physiological and spiritual survival. We
find our roadways festooned with trash,
our streets littered with drug addicts
dying and dead of overdoses. We have a
massive outburst of violence, a spiralling
crime rate, and finally we must come to
realize that what we are witnessing is
no less than the rending of the social
fabric which gives meaning and purpose
to our individual lives and without which
the journeys into space lose their grander
definition.

Mr. Chairman, if we want our astro-
nauts to be assured that there will be a
livable planet for them to return to after
some future prolonged mission in space,
we had better wake up now and take the
desperately needed measures becoming
increasingly eruecial for our very survival.
The Nation beyond the city limits of the
District of Columbia is trying to tell us
something, and those of us who are lis-
tening take these warning signals to be a
mass plea for a redirection of the ener-
gies of our people.

Mr. Chairman, we can well afford at
this time to curtail the manned explora-
tion of space in favor of the more produc-
tive—from a scientific viewpoint—un-
manned probes, which are infinitely less
expensive and do not involve the risk to
human life the Nation so breathlessly
witnessed last week.

The NASA authorization before us to-
day came up from the White House with
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a $3.3 billion price tag, Mr. Chairman,
and I can only view with dismay the $300
million increase added to the request by
the Science and Astronautics Committee,
Instead of pruning excess fat off this au-
thorization, the committee has reported
out a $3.6 billion heavyweight.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that this is
motion in the wrong direction. With 30
million poor people in our populace, with
widespread hunger and inadequate med-
ical care, rising unemployment, and pro-
liferating urban blight, we are obligated
to reduce our space effort to dimensions
more consistent with other aspects of our
national life demanding attention. First
to be deferred should be the space
shuttle/station for which the adminis-
tration requested an outlay of $110 mil-
lion and which the committee increased
by $80 million for 1971, This is a project
that is going to run into astronomical ex-
penses in the coming decade, with esti-
mates ranging as high as $40 billion. It is
simply not the appropriate time to
undertake such expensive hardware de-
velopment when we have not yet applied
ingenuity to such problems as the mass
production of inexpensive housing.

I find it unbelievable, Mr. Chairman,
that the budget request for earth orbital
manned space flight for 1971 is $490 mil-
lion and for lunar exploration $947 mil-
lion, at the same time that the estimated
net budget outlay of Federal funds for
all housing programs in the same fiscal
year is only $732 million. The perfection
of manned space vehicles must not, can-
not, be given higher priority than the
provision of adequate shelter for all
Americans. With an agreed-upon goal of
26 million new housing units over the
next 10 years, the administration found
room in its budget for Federal assistance
for completion of only 989,000 units of
new or rehabilitated housing for occu-
pancy in 1971, and of these, only 418,000
are to be subsidized for low- and moder-
ate-income families.

Mr, Chairman, it is past due time to ex-
plore the possibilities of life on earth.
The crime-breeding ghetto must be erad-
icated, the shacks of the rural poor must
be immediately replaced. What national
pride can we take in viewing the lunar
terrain when the view at eye-level is
cause for disgrace? Not only is there no
commitment here to reach for the mini-
mum number of new or improved hous-
ing units needed in this decade, but we
are sliding backward as our population
growth continues apace. True, the NASA
authorization is a decrease from fiscal
1970’s outlays, and I welcome the trend,
but we must go further. Boldness is called
for on terra firma to match that in outer
space, and it is up to us to exhibit that
quality here and now.

Compare further—$3.6 billion to ex-
plore the heavens and $104 million to
clean up the air we breathe. By any meas-
ure the same picture emerges in clear
focus. It is simply incredible that those
of us who are well-fed and well-housed
cannot see where we as a nation are
headed. Are we to concur in the indif-
ferent attitude of those who declare that
when you have seen one ghetto, you have
seen them all, or are we to put our re-
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sources to work for survival here on
spaceship earth?

This authorization must be cut, Mr.
Chairman, We can trim manned space
flight off the budget this year, and con-
tinue the training of our astronauts in
our elaborate ground facilities while
continuing the exploration of space with
unmanr.ed vehicles. I am convinced that
the American people will stand firmly
behind us if we take the reins now and
announce a crash program to rebuild
our society. We do not have the Iuxury
of time to procrastinate at this critical
juncture, and the quality of life for gen-
erations to come is in the balance. Not
next year—now.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, while
I shall vote for the NASA authorization
bill this afternoon, I want to make my
position very clear on the matfer of
funding for our space program. I feel the
amounts contained in this authorization
bill are beyond the needs of an effective
and rationally funded operation. For
that reason I also supported the EKarth
amendment which would have cut what
I consider to be unnecessary funding
from this bill.

I am reserving final judgment on this
measure pending presentation of the
confererce report. If I feel at that time
that the bill has been scaled down to
acceptable proportions I will gladly sup-
port the conference report. If however,
the fina]l version still contains excessive
funds I will be forced to oppose accepf-
ance of this report. I will also reserve
these same options when Congress con-
siders the NASA appropriations bill.

I want it understood that I support
continued development of our space pro-
gram. But, this program must be kept
in perspective. We must look to our total
package of national priorities in order to
make constructive spending decisions.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support the space program and
the National Aeronauties and Space Ad-
ministration authorization bill which we
passed.

Through the NASA program, Ameri-
cans have faced the challenge of forging
ahead in lunar exploration, in satellite
communications, in navigation, medical
research and practical benefits to man-
kind. We have renewed our faith in man’s
capability to conguer the elements.

In March of this year, I visited Cape
Kennedy with the United States-Cana-
dian Interparliamentary group. I was
surprised that Cape Kennedy was almost
a ghost town, with many of its facilities
shut down.

I am well aware that we have other
priorities, but I see the NASA program
as a continuing and important part of
our national commitment., I feel it is
important to realize we need a strong
foundation in our space program. The
technical knowledge we gain from our
space efforts is applicable to our domes-
tic problems and our industrial growth.

The triumph of the human spirit and
competence in the recent safe return of
Apollo 13 has no equal as an example of
the energy and determination of the
American nation. We began as pioneers,
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and must continue to pioneer new fron-
tiers for mankind.

Some Americans feel that the space
program climaxed with the first moon
landing of Apollo 11. But to abandon this
effort at its beginning stage would waste
billions of dollars we have invested in
this exciting new generation of technol-
ogy. Not all of the goals of this program
are as spectacular as the moon landing—
but they are just as essential if this is to
be a worthwhile effort.

The space program emphasizes several
objectives: to preserve the leadership of
U.S. technology, engineering, and sci-
ence; to provide maximum economy and
efficiency in all space programs; to
broaden the contribution of technical re-
search to the U.S. economy, and to de-
velop practical, usable benefits.

Mr, Chairman, I continue to take pride
in the advances of our space program,
and the new spirit it infuses in our
American life.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I have no further requests for
time.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for time.
I ask that the bill be read.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.

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

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

[Roll No. 88]
Fraser

Fulton, Tenn.
Gettys

Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilbert

Green, Oreg. Rhodes
Green, Pa. Rivers

Griffin Roberts
Griffiths Roe
Rogers, Colo.

Gubser
Hagan Rosenthal
Harvey Roybal
Hébert Scherle
Holifleld Scheuer
Jacobs Schneebeli
Johnson, Calif. Sebelius
Kastenmeler Slack
Smith, Calif.

Eirwan
Euykendall Smith, N.Y,
Kyl Snyder
Landrum Stanton
Leggett Stephens
Lennon Stokes
Long, La., Stratton
Lowenstein Stuckey
Lukens Sullivan
McCarthy
Madden
Meskill
Mikva
Mink

. Mollohan
Moorhead
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi

Adair
Alexander

Patman
Pepper
Powell

Rees
Reid, N.Y,
Reifel

Taft

Teague, Calif,
Tunney

Udall

Vanik

Waldie
Watkins
Watson
White

Wilson,
Nichols Charles H.
O'Neal, Ga. Wright
Ottinger Young

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. RooneEy of New York, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill H.R. 16516, and find-
ing itself without a quorum, he had di-
rected the roll to be called, when 313
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Members responded to their names, a
quorum, and he submitted herewith the
names of the absentees to be spread upon
the Journal,

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That there
is hereby authorized to be appropriated to
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration:

(a) For “Research and development,” for
the following programs:

(1) Apollo, $1,101,500,000;

(2) Space flight operations, $670,200,000;

(3) Advanced missions, $1,000,000;

(4) Physics and astronomy, $110,400,000;

(5) Lunar and planetary exploration, §144,-
900,000;

{6) Bloscience, $12,900,000;

(7) Space applications, $172,600,000;

(8) Launch vehicle procurement, $124,900,-
000;

(#) Space vehicle systems, $30,000,000;

(10) Electronics systems, $23,900,000;

(11) Human factor systems, $18,300,000;

(12) Basic research, $18,000,000;

(13) Space power and electric propulsion
systems, $30,900,000;

(14) Nuclear rockets, $38,000,0000;

(15) Chemical propulsion, $20,300,000;

(16) Aeronautical vehicles, $87,100,000;

(17) Tracking and data acquisition; $293,-
B00,000;

(18) Technology utilization, $4,600,000.

(b) For “Construction of facilities,” in-
cluding land acquisitions, as follows:

(1) Ames Research Center, Moffett Field,
California, $1,525,000;

(2) Goddard Space Flight Center, Green-
belt, Maryland, $2,050,000;

(3) Jet Propulsion Laboratory, Pasadena,
California, $1,950,000;

(4) John F. Eennedy Space Center, NASA,
EKennedy Space Center, Florida, $575.000;

(5) Manned Spacecraft Center, Houston,
Texas, $900,000;

(6) Marshall Space Flight Center, Hunts-
ville, Alabama, $525,000;

(7) Nuclear Rocket Development Station,
Nevada, $3,5600,000;

(8) Various locations, $17,950,000;

(9) Facllity planning and design not
otherwise provided for, $5,000,000.

(c) For “Research and program manage-
ment,” $693,700,000.

(d) Appropriations for “Research and de-
velopment” may be used (1) for any items
of a capital nature (other than acquisition
of land) which may be required for the per-
formance of research and development con-
tracts, and (2) for grants to nonprofit
institutions of higher education, or to non-
profit organizations whose primary purpose
is the conduct of scientific research, for pur-
chase or construction of additional research
facilities; and title to such facilities shall
be vested In the United States unless the
Administrator determines that the national
program of aeronautical and space activities
will best be served by vesting title in any
such grantee institution or organization.
Each such grant shall be made under such
conditions as the Administrator shall deter-
mine to be required to insure that the
United States will receive therefrom bene-
fit adequate to justify the making of that
grant, None of the funds appropriated for
“Research and development” pursuant to
this Act may be used for construction of
any major facility, the estimated cost of
which, including collateral equipment, ex-
ceeds $250,000, unless the Administrator or
his designee has notified the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the President
of the Senate and the Committee on Science
and Astronautics of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Aeronautical
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and Space Sciences of the Senate of the
nature, location, and estimated cost of such
facility.

(e) When so specified in an appropriation
Act, (1) any amount appropriated for “Re-
search and development” or for “Construc-
tion of facilities” may remain available
without fiscal year limitation, and (2) main-
tenance and operation of facilities, and sup-
port services contracts may be entered into
under the “Research and program manage-
ment” appropriation for periods not in ex-
cess of twelve months beginning at any time
during the fiscal year.

(f) Appropriations made pursuant to
subsection 1(c) may be used, but not to
exceed $35,000, for scientific consultations
or extraordinary expenses upon the ap-
proval or authority of the Administrator and
his determination shall be final and con-
clusive upon the accounting officers of the
Government.

(g) No part of the funds appropriated pur-
suant to subsection 1(c) for maintenance, re-
pairs, alterations, and minor construction
shall be used for the construction of any
new facility the estimated cost of which,
including collateral equipment, exceeds
$100,000.

(h) No part of the funds appropriated
pursuant to subsection (a) of this section
may be used for grants to any nonprofit in-
stitution of higher learning unless the Ad-
ministrator or his designee determines at
the time of the grant that recruiting per-
sonnel of any of the Armed Forces of the
United States are not being barred from
the premises or property of such institution
except that this subsection shall not apply
if the Administrator or his designee de-
termines that the grant is a continuation
or renewal of a previous grant to such in-
stitution which is likely to make a signifi-
cant contribution to the aeronautical and
space activities of the United States. The
BSecretary of Defense shall furnish to the
Administrator or his designee within sixty
days after the date of enactment of this
Act and each January 30 and June 30 there-
after the names of any nonprofit institutions
of higher learning which the Secretary of
Defense determines on the date of each such
report are barring such recruiting personnel
from premises or property of any such
institution.

Mr. GROSS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the first section be considered as
read, printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, KARTH

Mr. EARTH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KARTH:

Page 1, line 7, strike “$1,101,500,000" and
insert in leu thereof “$1,061,500,000" and
on page 2, line 1, strike "$670,200,000" and
insert in lieu thereof *$480,200,000".

(By unanimous consent, Mr. KArRTH
was allowed to proceed for an additional
5 minutes.)

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Minnesota is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. EARTH, Mr. Chairman, first of
all, let me say that I have the greatest
high regard for the gentleman from
Texas, Mr, Teacue, chairman of the
Manned Space Flight Subcommittee, and
also for the committee, because I know
beyond any question of doubt whatso-




April 23, 1970

ever, that the subcommittee is an ex-
tremely hard working committee, and
that never has been in question.

The thing that is in question is the
amount of money and the speed by
which we proceed into a new multibil-
lion-dollar manned space flight effort.
In that regard I suppose my position is
probably closer to the position of the
total scientific community, certainly in
terms of total dollar amounts it is closer
to the administration’s position, and in
total dollar amounts I guess I could
honestly say it is even closer to the
agency’s position.

Mr. Chairman, very simply, the
amendment specifically reduces the line
item in space flight operations referred
to as the space shuttle station by $190
million, and reduces the level of the ef-
fort of $100 million that was added by
the committee to $50 million.

I suppose I should begin by telling
you a little about what the space shuttle
station program really is. It is a manned
space flight concept involving a reusable
launch vehicle that will go from earth to
a suborbit, and a second stage that rides
piggyback on this first stage will go from
there to orbit, and both of them, theo-
retically, wili return to earth like an
aerodynamically designed aircraft would
land.

The space station—and I want you to
understand the shuttle station is one
program—the space station is a station
that would accommodate from 50 to 100
men in earth orbit and is part of the
multibillion-dollar new start that I ad-
dress myself to at this point.

First of all, T want to make perfectly
clear that my amendment does not elim-
inate all funds, and therefore does not
cancel out the space shuttle and space
station program. It merely reduces it,
and if my amendment carries, there is
still another $60 to $80 million in this
program in the Office of Advanced Re-
search and Technology portion of the
budget for this purpose.

Then there is another $40 million for
the nuclear propulsion module which I
am not touching, but which is a program
that is associated with and I might even
say an integral part of, the space shuttle
station program, and that brings the
amount of money for this particular level
of effort to between $100 million and $120
million. So all my amendment does, Mr.
Chairman, is say: Let us not rush into
this new multimillion-dollar program, let
us not have design definition and let us
not answer the question about what kind
of space shuttle station we will have be-
fore we begin to design anything.

Mr. Chairman, $80 million is for study
and research, and incidentally during
this fiscal year we will have spent $24
million on study and research—and it is
almost more study and more research
than all the laboratories in this country
can effectively and intelligently spend in
1 year on one program.

I asked a very able and distinguished
Air Force general, whom I consider to be
a friend of mine, if he could intelligently
spend on research and study $80 million
in 1 year on a new projeet, and he said
he probably could if he had to, but he
really did not know how. I asked him
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whether or not he could spend $270 mil-
lion in 1 year on a new project for
study and research, and he said it was
impossible. That is how much money is
in this bill for the space shuttle station
program.

‘Why do I say we should slow it down?
For two reasons. First, we do not
know what kind of system we are going
to use. We do not know at this point in
time whether or not we are going to
involve ourselves with, or use the con-
cept, of a completely reusable shuttle
or whether we are going to have the first
stage as a throwaway booster for the
shuttle. Second, this in my judgment at
least—and there is a great deal of evi-
dence to support the theory—is the be-
ginning of a manned Mars landing pro-
gram. That national policy determina-
tion, Mr. Chairman, has not been made.
This decision as to whether or not we
embark upon a $50 billion to a $100 bil-
lion manned space flight landing pro-
gram to Mars, is something I think we
ought to debate loud and clear.

I understand that the American tax-
payer probably would not agree with the
start of this kind of program without
knowing fully what kind of commitment
is being made in his behalf and what
kind of tax dollars for the future we are
calling upon him to pay.

The space shuttle station in my judg-
ment is & start, I think an essential start
to the manned Mars landing program. I
think it is the first step, because without
the space shuitle and without the 100
man space station to assemble the vari-
ous spacecraft and other paraphernalia
to get them to Mars and to the huge
space station, no Mars program is possi-
ble, and I defy anyone to dispute that.

Without this goal of man to Mars in
the 1980's there is really no need to rush
the program. All I am saying is we should
slow it down. If we think there is among
the experts no evidence of disagreement,
or no evidence to substantiate that there
is disagreement, let me refer to an article
recently reported in the Aviation Week &
Space Technology issue dated April 13,
1970. There is a headline entitled “NASA
Divided Over Space Shuttle.” It is a two-
page article. I commend it to the Mem-
bers, and I think they ought to read it.

The fact of the matter is, perhaps the
best known and qualified rocketeer of
them all is in disagreement with the
space task group on which direction we
ought to travel or what course we ought
to pursue, in the design and development
of the space shuttle station.

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

Mr, KEARTH. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Chairman, I am try-
ing to follow the argument of the gentle-
man. I have read his remarks in the back
of the report. Does the gentleman’s
amendment reduce the level below the
budget request?

Mr. EARTH. My amendment for the
Apollo program would remove $50 mil-
lion of the $100 million that was added
in committee, so as a result of that it
would still be $50 million above the
budget request, or the administration
request.
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Mr. CASEY. How about the other?

Mr. EARTH. The space shuttle station
program is one for which $80 million was
added by the committee. There is $110
million in the line item, and from $60
million to $80 million in another portion
of the budget for its study and its re-
search. I would take $190 million of that
$270 million out.

Mr. CASEY. Is this below the budget
request?

Mr. KEARTH. In this particular in-
stance, for this particular program, it
would be below the budget request, yes:
in fact, some $30 million.

Mr. CASEY. I have always recognized
the gentleman in the well as a really
stanch supporter of the space program.
I hope he is not playing into the hands of
someone in the Republican administra-
tion, who might say that the Democrats
are cutting the space program.

Mr. KARTH. I assure the gentleman
from Texas that is not the case. There is
still some $60 million to $80 million in
the budget. I say $60 million to $80 mil-
lion, because that is what NASA said.
‘When I asked the question as to whether
or not there were other funds in the
space shuttle station program, other
than those which appeared on line 2 of
the budget, the answer was, “Yes, from
$60 million to $80 million.” I do not know
whether it is $60 million or $80 million.
I would guess $80 million.

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

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to yield
most of my time to the gentleman in the
well (Mr. KarTH), but first I want to say
that I wholeheartedly support the gen-
tleman’s amendments, for the reasons I
stated earlier in general debate.

To recapitulate, I merely wish to point
out to the Members that the bill as it
stands before us would authorize some
$300 million for the manned space pro-
gram over and above the request of the
Nixon administration.

I believe the budget request as given
us by the administration was a sound
request. It is a fairly lean budget. I be-
lieve this is a time for a lean budget.
This is a moment of transition, having
completed the program of the 1960's and
looking into the 1970’s. I believe this is
a good time to go slow, to take pause,
and to reconsider.

Especially I believe it is not the right
time to make a new start in a tremen-
dous shuttle program without answer-
ing first some of the questions the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. KArRTH)
is raising. Therefore, I do support his
amendments, which would reduce by
$240 million the $300 million added by
the committee, above the budget request.
It would not reduce the figure as much
as I would like, but at least he is going
about it in a very sensible way.

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

Mr. MOSHER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. EARTH. Mr, Chairman, let me say
that there is not anywhere near una-
nimity of opinion within the space
agency itself as to whether or not we
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ought to proceed with the space station
shuttle program at this level of effort
this year. There is a great deal of dif-
ference of opinion. There is even a great
deal of difference of opinion within in-
dustry itself. Certainly most of the scien-
tific community support the position that
we ought not embark upon such an ex-
travagant effort at this time in a new
program area.

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

Mr. MOSHER. I yield briefly to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr, SCHWENGEL. I have followed
very intently the proposition of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota and his argu-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. Mosaer) has the time.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I
yielded briefly although I want to give
as much time as possible to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I just want to take
a moment to point out that the scientists
are indeed in disagreement. Van Allen
has recently published an article which
appeared in a daily paper indicating that
probably we ought to have second
thoughts on this and withhold on the
manned space program until we find out
more about the information we already
have.

So I support the gentleman’s position.

Mr. MOSHER. I thank the gentleman
for his support of the amendments.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield to me with the
consent of the gentleman from Minne-
sota?

Mr. MOSHER. Does the gentleman
from Minnesota consent to that?

Mr. EARTH. Yes, I do.

Mr. MOSHER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I merely want to associate myself with
the remarks of the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. KarTH), and also the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. MosHER),
and I urge that this amendment be
adopted.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
further to the gentleman from Minne-
sota.

Mr, KARTH. Mr. Chairman, we never
have enough time on these very impor-
tant matters, but let me try to conclude
by saying that this reusable shuttle and
space station is probably the most so-
phisticated combination of aerodynam-
ics and ballistics ever undertaken in the
history of our space program. I have
already explained how it is proposed to
operate, but let me tell you that we
are involving ourselves in a program
that in turn demands terribly high spe-
cific impulses never before achieved in
a hydrogen-oxygen engine which is es-
sential to this program. We are in-
volved in reentry, cryogenics, and com-
binations never before attempted, and
they are a must for this program. We are
involved in new structures and materials
and propulsion agents, aerodynamics
and electronic controls, because they
are all a part of this program. The only
thing I am saying is, indeed, it is chal-
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lenging—and some day we may want to
do it as a nation and as a national pri-
ority item—but let us now take it slow
and easy and not waste millions of tax
dollars traveling in one direction and
find out later on that we have traveled
down the wrong technological road,
forced to retrace our steps and for all
practical purposes discard the designs
we made and start a new course with the
taxpayer picking up the bill.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

(Mr. FUQUA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, it is with
great reluctance that I rise in opposition
to the amendment offered by my good
friend from Minnesota (Mr. KArRTH) .

I have served on the Manned Space
Flight Subcommittee for 8 years now.
During that time under the able chair-
manship of the gentleman from Texas,
this subcommittee traveled all over the
United States in reviewing and trying to
familiarize ourselves with and bring our-
selves up to date on this program and
particularly the space shuttle program.
Only this past year we traveled to the
west coast and visited with all the manu-
facturing companies in the aerospace in-
dustry. We received their views as to
what level we should proceed. We visited
all of the NASA centers relating to
manned space flight. This subcommittee
was very wise, I believe, when it unani-
mously—and again I say the subcommit-
tee unanimously—approved the addi-
tion of these funds for the space shut-
tle and space station.

NASA requested $268 million from the
Bureau of the Budget. That figure was
reduced to $110 million. We added $50
million for the space shuttle and $30
million for the space station work. We
still have a great deal of work to do.
If we proceed with the moneys that have
been provided today, it would still be the
year 1977 or 1978 at the earliest before
they would become operational and ef-
fective. There is mothing in this and
no decision has been made to make a
manned trip to Mars. NASA would have
to come back to this Congress for the
approval of those funds. Again I say
there is no money in here for a manned
trip to Mars. I have second thoughts
about that with the technology we have
now.

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

Mr. FUQUA. Let me conclude my re-
marks and then I shall be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. Chairman, we must proceed with
the design of the vehicle and the facili-
ties and find out what we need in this
program. This is not a development
program.

I might point out that there was testi-
mony in the committee provided by Dr.
George Low that over $30 million to $40
million in this program for which we are
asking is already underway and only $8
million of this would be added—would be
for direct research in the space shuttle
program.

Mr, Chairman, there is much work
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that could be done at the present time.
‘This is not a development program. There
is not 1 cent in here for hardware and
other items for flight operational ve-
hicles. It has been mentioned already
that we have a space team together and
that we cannot disseminate that team
We need to keep it together. For the best
expertise we have been able to develop
this would provide for an orderly and
efficient program of development.

‘We cannot start out suddenly and then
say next year because maybe some other
country might develop a space shuttle
program, we cannot get into it in a very
fast manner. This is not a crash program.
I think as we go down the line we will find
that this program has a great deal of
benefits to the national security of this
country. It has a great deal of benefits for
future commercial development. It has
been referred to as being probably the
DC-3 of the future. I think this is true.
I think in many years to come it will
have a tremendous commercial benefit as
well as peaceful benefits in space.

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

Mr. FUQUA. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. KARTH. I just wanted to chal-
lenge the gentleman insofar as his sug-
gestion that this is not a erash program.

I am honestly and sincerely convinced
that one cannot spend $270 million in 1
year to study and to research one single
program. There is a lot of design defini-
tion in this package for the governing of
the shuttle space station. It just eannot
be any other way. And, insofar as my
point is concerned about this being the
start of the manned Mars program, 1
would only refer the gentleman to an an-
swer in response to a question which I
raised during the course of our hearings
this year about NASA’s plans for the
1970's—it happens to be in the hear-
ings—and the answer was that as soon
as this program has been developed
NASA plans to spend $100 million in fis-
cal year 1977 for a manned Mars explor-
ation program, $300 million in fiscal year
1978 for a manned Mars exploration pro-
gram and $1 billion in fiscal year 1979
for that program. That is why I say it
is the beginning of the manned Mars
landing program.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FuQua
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FUQUA. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Regardless of
what the gentleman from Minnesota
says, the truth of the matter is that
a panel made up of the Vice President,
Mr. AGNEW; Mr. Seamans, Secretary of
the Air Force; and Dr. Paine recom-
mended more money than we have in
this bill.

Mr. FUQUA. I might also point out—
and then I shall be happy to yield to my
colleague from Florida (Mr. FreY)—the
gentleman is talking about the future
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plans that NASA may have in the years
1977 and 1978. We are considering here
the fiscal year 1971 budget and not the
fiscal year 1977 budget.

Mr. KEARTH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, the gentle-
man did not really understand my
argument. My argument is that we can-
not properly begin a manned Mars pro-
gram until after the shuttle station, 100-
man station, has been developed, and
their program shows precisely that is
what they plan to do.

Mr. FUQUA. No decision has been
made by Congress or this committee to
proceed with a manned Mars landing
program and I do not believe we can un-
til we have more and further develop-
ment. This was pointed out, as the gen-
tleman from Texas pointed out, is what
the space task force group recommends.

Mr. KEARTH. I appreciate what the
gentleman says. He is absolutely correct.
This Congress has not made that na-
tional policy determination. I resent the
agency coming in the back door and
making it possible by suggesting this
kind of a plan but at the time saying this
is not the beginning of the manned Mars
program, because in my judgment the
evidence proves that it is.

Mr. FUQUA. I must respectfully dis-
agree with my good friend, the gentle-
man from Minnesota, because I think
that before any decision of that mag-
nitude is made this Congress must make
that decision.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FUQUA. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I would ask the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. Fuqua) if
it is not true that part of the money that
we are talking about for the purpose of
advanced missions research, according to
the testimony, much of this was under
way and ahead of time anyway, and ac-
cording to the testimony only $8 million
in one section of this is going directly to
the shuttle as a result of the program?

Mr. FUQUA. Only $8 million.

Mr. FREY. And much of the other
money was being spent in other things
that not only applied to the space shut-
tle, but to the space program, so when
we talk about $80 million, it is not the
correct way to describe it.

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

Mr. FUQUA. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr, Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and I
ask the gentleman to yield at this time
because I am puzzled by the statement
that the shuttle is in some way mixed up
with the Mars landing, when nothing
is further from the truth.

The shuttle we are proposing in this
bill has absolutely nothing to do with
the exploration of space further than
the Apollo program has already taken
us, and I am sure the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. KarTH) knows that. The
purpose of the space shuttle is simply
this: to go out and work on satellites
such as communication satellites, to re-

furbish them, and to take men to and
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from a space station in a near earth
orbit.
Mr. FUQUA. The gentleman is correct.
The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS AS A SUB=
STITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR. KARTH

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment as a substitute for the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr, KARTH).

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross as a sub-
stitute for the amendment offered by Mr.
KARTH :

On page 1, line 7, strike $1,101,500,000 and
insert $550,750,000, and on page 3, line 15,
strike the period, Insert a comma and add the
following:

“Provided, however, That including the re-
duection in the item contained in line 7,
page 1, selective reductions shall be made in
one or more of the items contained on pages
2 and 3 to the end that reductions in author-
izations for appropriations for the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration shall
total not less than $1,5600,000,000.”

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I support
the intent of the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KarTH), but the gentleman
does not begin to go far enough in cut-
ting down on the lavishing of money
upon this program.

My amendment would cut the Apollo
program exactly in half, a 50-percent
cut of $550,750,000. It also provides that
including the 50-percent cut in Apollo,
selective cuts must be made in the rest
of this $3.6 billion authorization bill so
that the reductions total $1.5 billion.

There has been much talk about aus-
terity here today. Well, anyone would
have to have moon rocks in his head to
believe there is any austerity in this pro-
gram. As a matter of fact, with the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr., KArRTH), it is still
above President Nixon’s budget. And that
is austerity?

Where are we in this country? This
morning it was announced that the cost
of living increased another five-tenths
of 1 percent in March, or about the same
6-percent annual rate of last year. And
inflation is increasing going right along
with it. Continue this kind of a program,
and try to fund all of the other programs
that we are approving in Congress, and
the increase in the cost of living will not
be five-tenths of 1 percent a month, or
an average rate of 6 percent a year. In-
flation and costs of living will be going
up 8 or 10 percent a year.

Let us have the good sense and cour-
age to do what needs to be done here and
cut $1,500,000,000 from this program.

The gentleman from Florida earlier
said this space outfit has 144,000 em-
ployees. These are among the highest
paid of all employees in the Federal
Government. With the pay increase bills
that have been passed, where is it pro-
posed to get the money to pay the in-
creases for agencies of this kind as well
as all other Federal employees, and the
military?

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. The gentleman

Chairman,
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talks about our committee lavishing
money on this and he made a remark
about the tremendous level of expendi-
tures.

I wonder if the gentleman is aware of
the fact that every dime of this authori-
zation bill was authorized and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations in their gen-
erosity gave us every cent that we are
asking for here—and that it will still be
less money than we spent last year. The
gentleman is aware of that; is he not?
This is a decrease—not an increase.

Mr, GROSS, Well, so what? It was far
too much last year,

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Well, so what?
I just thought the gentleman’s memory
should be refreshed, because he talks
about the money that the Government
is spending here.

Mr. GROSS. Does not the gentleman
think it might be a good idea to let some
other country do a little spending and
experimenting in space and on moon-
doggling? They have lots of money; we
do not have it. Has the gentleman not
heard that there is no money in the
Treasury and we are going to have to
pass another debt ceiling increase this
vear? Has he not heard about that?

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. The gentleman
has heard about it and he has repeatedly
voted along a line that would save money
for this Nation, the gentleman knows
that.

Mr. GROSS. No; I do not know that
at all.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I am telling the
gentleman in the well that it will.

Mr. GROSS. It will not save money.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. What the gentle-
man from Iowa says is not true.

Mr. GROSS. Why do you not want
to save money on this moon-landing
business?

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. The gentleman
should know that this is the smallest
authorization bill that this committee
has brought out since 1962,

Mr. GROSS. But there is still $3,600,-
000,000 in this bill and for what? The
gentleman is aware that we now have
the rocks and moon dust down here. How
much more of this do we need? Let
some other country that has a lot of
money do this.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. The gentleman's
own State of Iowa has a piece of that
rock, may I say to the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Go out and sell this §3,-
600,000,000 deal to your people in In-
diana. I have no intention of trying to
sell it to the taxpayers of Iowa.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. It is very difficult
to sell, I will have to admit.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross), for
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. KaARTH).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Gross) there
were—ayes 16, noes 67.

So the substitute amendment was
rejected.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

I am sure that everyone would agree
with me that it would be wonderful to be
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a Member of Congress if you could al-
ways know truth and if you could always
know what is right and what is wrong.

About 65 years ago the Members of
Congress were debating whether or not
to spend some money on aviation re-
search. Some people were told that they
had rocks in their heads. Some Members
got up and saicd the airplane would never
contribute to the economy of our coun-
try.

Today it has to be most difficult for
Members who do not work on the com-
mittee to know what is happening. I wish
it were possible for the Members to know
how much work our committee did on
the bill. First, I would like to point out
that when Mr. Nixon became President,
he appointed a task force to advise him
what to do on the subject of space. That
task force was made up of Vice President
Spiro T. AcnEw, Robert C. Seamans,
Secretary of the Air Force; Thomas O.
Paine, Administrator of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration;
and Dr. Lee A. DuBridge, science ad-
viser to the President. In addition, U.
Alexis Johnson, Under Secretary of State
for Political Affairs; Glenn T. Seaborg,
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion; and Robert P. Mayo, Director of
the Bureau of the Budget, were advisers.

They came back to the President and
recommended a $4 billion budget for this
year. Then the Bureau of the Budget cut
that amount to $3.3 billion, and that was
the amount of money that was recom-
mended to Congress.

I would like you to know that our sub-
committee has talked to practically
everybody there is to talk to about our
manned space program. We have talked
to the people at North American, the en-
gineers and scientists at McDonnell-
Douglas, Boeing, Lockheed, and every
major company involved in this program.
Our subcommittee has talked to those
engineers and scientists and listened to
them.

When our subcommittee met, we con-
sidered the fact that this very distin-
guished panel had recommended $4 bil-
lion. We considered the fact that the
Budget people had cut it to $3.3 billion.,
We agreed in our subcommittee that we
were going to add some money, and we
almost split the difference between what
the task force recommended and what
the Bureau of the Budget recommended.
Then we went back to NASA and asked
them where they would put that money
to use.

Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of people
who do not think the space program
amounts to anything. I happen to believe
it amounts to a lot. I happen to believe
that in the future of this country, in de-
fense alone it means so very much. In
the arena of national defense, if we are
going to control the ocean, the surface
and underseas, control the ground and
control the air, the next area will be
space, and for certain we do not want to
be second.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
will be voted down.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.
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Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I join
with the gentleman in his remarks. I
have been working with him over a num-
ber of years on the Manned Space
Flight Subcommittee. It is a question of
whether we will lead in space or become
second and begin to drop out. This is a
real challenge both for peacetime and
for military purposes.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I feel that the amendment
has great merit. Aside from the motion
to recommit, this is the only opportu-
nity that we will have on the floor this
afternoon to bring the program back
more closely to the President’s initial
budget recommendation,

At this point I would like to yield to the
sponsor of the amendment, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. KARTH).

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from West Virginia for
yielding to me. First of all, I would like
to say to the gentleman from Indiana
that I have done my homework on this
subject.

I would suggest, if he is really inter-
ested in finding out whether or not there
is $8 million left in this bill for research
and study of the space shuttle/station,
if my amendment should prevail, rather
than the $60 to $80 million that I sug-
gested is in here, I would only suggest he
read page 324 of our own hearings.

In answer to a question, Mr. Chair-
man, that I asked during the hearings
this year—and that question was how
much money is in other parts of the
budget—this is the answer on page 324:

In addition, the Office of Advanced Re-
search and Technology will be conducting
significant work, approximately 30 to 40 mil-
lion dollars each, in support of both of these
programs.

I repeat, that is for each of the shuttle
and space station area.

Also, Mr. Chairman, let me say I have
heard a great deal today about the de-
fense of this country and how important
this project might be—and I am all for
maintaining a strong defense—but I also
happen to have read the Organic Act
that created the Space Agency, and the
things we should be interested in are
those things involving the civilian space
program, and those things that might
have a military effect ought to be done by
the Department of Defense, if I may
point out that jurisdiction.

The fact of the matter is, as far as the
manned orbiting laboratory, MOL, is
concerned, which was an Air Force-De-
partment of Defense man in space proj-
ect, I understand it has been canceled.
As far as establishing priorities for that
agency are concerned, they found a man
in orbit apparently was not important
enough to find its way into the priority
structure.

There has been a great deal of argu-
ment too, Mr. Chairman, about how
much more cheaply we could put pounds
of payload in orbit if we had the shuttle.
I dispute that.
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No. 1, the launch vehicle associated
with every single satellite program we
have had is one of the smallest parts of
the total cost of that program. So if we
really want to start putting pounds in
orbit at a cheaper rate, we ought to do it
with the satellite and not work on the
launch vehicle, since the launch vehicle
is only 10 to 25 percent of the total cost
on all programs—except for a very few,
where the cost was 35 percent, and that
was probably in the manned space flight
program.

It has been suggested we could lower
the cost of satellites by lowering the re-
dundancy now involved because man
cannot go into space and make repairs.
I do not believe that can be done, be-
cause if we reduce the redundancy, we
increase the failure rate. And if we do
that, we will have shuttles running
around repairing satellites and doing
nothing else,

What an expensive way to repair satel-
lites. The fact is, if you have had trouble
with a television set lately, even though
the truck is parked outside with all kinds
of equipment, more than lkely they will
have to take the television set to the shop
to make repairs before they can do a
really good job. I question whether an
astronaut in the hostility of outer space
can repair or replace black boxes in a
satellite, and I question whether it is
even feasible for us to suggest traveling
this route.

The reason I mention this, Mr, Chair-
man, is because I am convinced, after
looking at all aspects of this program and
all the arguments that have been volun-
teered, I believe the only reason for de-
velopment of the space shuttle 100-man
space station is indeed to eventually send
a man to Mars. Really it has very little
practical use other than that.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I hope the remarks of the
gentleman will be heard.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the necessary num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I think there has been
a great deal of fog created in this room
today, and we ought to penetrate a little
bit of it. I bow to the gentlemen on my
committee who have done an excellent
job and I do not want to criticize them,
but I think I know a little bit about this
business too.

I have never heard the desire to place
the shuttle air space station or manned
orbiting laboratory as part of the parcel
going to Mars. I would be quite critical of
going to Mars until we have developed
techniques to do it, if it is ever done.

I do not know that it will be done.

When I say this I offend some of the
great scientists. One of them was just
mentioned by my friend on my left to
me, by name, but I will not bring his
name into this. I know I offend him, be-
cause he would like to go to Mars.

We do need, in my estimation and
considered judgment, the ability to go
into space and to come back from space.
‘We are going to have to repair some of
these satellites—perhaps generations we
do not know very much about right
now—in space. What we have to do is
go forward with the development of the
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facilities to go into space and to stay in
space.

We have heard about the criticisms
which came when we wanted to develop
the airplane. One can go a little further
back. A little more than 140 some years
ago a man stood in the Senate of the
United States, a great Senator, when they
were discussing the feasibility of building
a railroad across the United States, and
he said, “What do we need these States
for? They are desert States covered with
cactus, Nothing but rattlesnakes live in
them. They have high mountains covered
to their base with snow. What do we
want to spend our money here for? We
do not need them, and I will not spend
1 cent to bring the West 1 mile closer
to Boston than it now is.”

I am very glad that he did not prevail.

I want to say, we have to begin. We
cannot dismiss the teams and the people
who have done such a good job in this
thing without putting them together
again at a future date when it is going
to cost much more.

I have no criticism of the gentleman
who puts in the amendment, but I sin-
cerely believe it should be defeated.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the amendment of the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KarTH). While one
who is not a member of this committee
hesitates to take a position on these
matters, with the proposal of one as ex-
perienced as the gentleman from Minne-~
sota, one can feel greater confidence in
such action.

Many people have reservations about
the timing of this authorization bill, es-
pecially after the Apollo 13 flight. There
is much opinion that this whole program
should be reviewed before any final ac-
tion is taken on it. Questions have been
raised about the size of the amounts ex-
pended in this program and their pos-
sible use elsewhere. Other questions have
been raised about the validity of some of
the programs authorized in this bill. Of
particular doubt is the space shuttle pro-
gram which this amendment seeks to
reduce.

I believe that it is time we set about
cutting this bill. Even if the Karth
amendment were passed, the total au-
thorization would still be above that re-
quested by the administration. For these
reasons, I support this amendment and
I hope that it will pass,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. KARTH).

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

Mr. KEARTH. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr, KarTH and
Mr. MrLLeEr of California.

The committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 53, noes
53.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RYAN

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. RYAN:
On page 2, line 15, strike out $38,000,000.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, once again
I rise to discuss the NERVA nuclear
rocket engine program which this year
carries an authorization in this bill of
$38 million, which my amendment would
strike out.

In the past I have pointed out that,
although there was no specific mission
assignment for this engine, it was in
reality part and parcel of NASA’'s plan
for a manned Mars mission sometime in
the 1980’s.

Over $1 billion has thus far been spent
on this project, and its completion
through the building of a flight engine
will cost at least another $1 billion.

In past years justification for proceed-
ing was that the expenditure was for
research and development on the tech-
nology to build a nuclear rocket engine.
That justification no longer exists, for
it is clear from the hearings that the
technology phase has ended. Milton
Klein, the manager of the Space Nuclear
Propulsion Office of NASA testified, and
I quote, “The past year marked the com-
pletion of the NERVA technology pro-
gram.”—Hearings, page 1436.

So, Mr. Chairman, whatever justifica-
tion some saw for developing the capa-
bility to build a nuclear rocket engine
now has been met. The $38 million which
this bill would authorize today is to in-
stitute a second phase of this program,
the development of an operational
rocket engine for flight. I think we should
very carefully examine the implications
of that. The proposal is to move from the
technology phase into the flight phase,
vet no specific mission has been assigned
publicly by NASA.

Mr. Chairman, if a new phase for
NERVA is to be funded, then we should
assess its purpose and the ends it will
serve. The fact of the matter is, however,
that the potential end, for which the
NERVA engine will be employed, is not
difficult to discern, although NASA re-
fuses to articulate it, and present it so
it can be considered by the Congress. The
end is the manned Mars mission which
was discussed during the debate on the
previous amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the subcommit-
tee (Mr. KarTH,) I pointed 2 years ago
to the House, and let me gquote—I said
then, because I think it is relevant to
what we are talking about now, the fol-
lowing:

Since the NERVA program is actually in-
tended as ancther step toward a $200 billion
marned Mars mission, a goal which has not
been approved by Congress, and which even
at a “thinkable” cost remains open to serious
technical and value questions, it is essential
the Congress withhold funds for hardware
development in this program pending open
and public evaluation of the intended na-
tional goal.

Let me also point to the testimony of
Mr. Klein at page 1439 of the Hearings
on HR. 16516, where he said:

“Manned Mars missions are mentioned in
the Space Task Group report for an un-
specified time in the future to include their
influence on the design of earlier systems
elements. In this respect, the reusable nu-
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clear vehicle designed for interorbit trans-
portation will be capable of evolving into
an inter-planetary propulsion module.”

In other words, what I am saying is
that we ought to set our goals and
clearly define them. If the purpose of
developing further the nuclear engine is
to land men on Mars, let us face that
question frankly and let us determine
what the best means is of achieving that
goal, if in fact we want to achieve it.

This involves the question of national
priorities on the one hand and priorities
within the space program on the other
hand. The lack of opportunity for Con-
gress to examine the merits of a manned
Mars mission is perhaps the most trou-
blesome aspect of the NERVA program,
for programs like this, once the invest-
ment has been made, make it easy for
the NASA bureaucrats to argue that the
next step is inevitable, whether the Con-
gress sets the priorities in that direction
or not. Then, it is a simple and easy mat-
ter to argue that we must go ahead.

When I served on the Committee on
Science and Astronautics, in the com-
mittee report on the fiscal year 1969 au-
thorization for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, I stated:

Once NERVA hardware is developed, at the
very least Congress would be asked to sup-
port numerous lunar or other vastly expen-
sive missions for the purpose of justifying
its $2 billion development cost.

I think we should today stop and ex-
amine whether or not we want to con-
tinue with manned missions in the far
reaches of outerspace or whether we
should concentrate more on unmanned
probes which produce more scientifically
at a lesser cost.

Light, unmanned vehicles which are
relatively inexpensive and which operate
by chemical propulsion currently travel
into distant space. Some of the best
scientific data received have come from
these missions. Manned vehicles, on the
other hand, must be bigger and heavier,
requiring more powerful and expensive
rockets.

As I stated in support of the amend-
ment which I offered to the 1970 NASA
authorization bill, HR. 11271, on June 10,
1969, which would have reduced the au-
thorization for NERVA by $13.5 million:

Unmanned planetary exploration missions
are already underway with conventional
hardware and propulsion systems. There is
no reason to assume that it will be of in-
terest repeatedly to send extremely heavy
manned payloads into orbit or to the lunar
surface until further data confirms that
man contributes significantly more to space
missions than simply additional cost factors
and severe weight and safety problems.

Finally, I would note that despite con-
tinue and repeated requests, NASA has
not developed a detailed, technical com-
parison between the costs of nuclear
and chemical propulsion upper rocket
stages, so that an accurate determination
of which system is superior can be made.

An unnecessary and long leadtime
piece of hardware such as NERVA
should not be pursued till the Congress
has determined our future goals., Con-
sidering the pressinz necessity for money
to fund urgently needed domestic pro-
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grams, any commitment to expensive
space programs demands direct con-
gressional analysis. Until such time as
this commitment is made through con-
sidered and cogent debate and study, we
should not allow the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration indirectly
to commit the Nation to a program that
may ultimately cost $200 billion—the
manned Mars mission.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, later in my time I shall
yield to the distinguished majority lead-
er in order for him to give us the program
for next week, but at the moment I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Furron) to announce the contents of the
motion to recommit.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. With
reference to the motion to recommit,
there will be the amount of $30 million
to be stricken. If the members of the
committee will look at page 1 of HR.
16516, at the bottom of the page for the
Apollo program, we propose to cut it by
$14.5 million. Then at the fop of page
2, the first line, under “Space flight op-
erations,” we propose to cut that by $15.5
million, totaling $30 million.

This has been agreed to by many on
our committee and we believe it will rep-
resent a tightening of the program and
that such action can be taken without
hurting the program.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. MILLER of California. I think it
is a very good amendment and we shall
accept the motion to recommit when it
is offered.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank the
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee.

Let me make an observation or com-
ment on the space authorization bill at
this point. Several weeks ago I had the
opportunity to consult with the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. KARTH)
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
MosHER) . I listened to the presentation
they made and in that environment, if
that is the right word, I must admit that
many of their arguments were per-
suasive.

I subsequently had the opportunity of
talking with others on our side of the
committee, and at that point it seemed
like the better course of action for those
of us in the minority to at least do what
was recommended by the President in
his budget for the space program. But
all of us know that approximately a
week ago three of our fellow Americans
were faced with a great crisis. All of
us, regardless of our individual feelings
concerning this program, were pleased
and relieved that the three astronauts
and their spaceship returned safely. In
the interim between last Friday and
today there has been a great deal of soul-
searching within the agency. There has
been a great deal of public concern pro
and con as to what the Nation's space
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program should be in the future and
what course of direction it should take
in the years ahead. I understand a com-
mittee with NASA has been established
for the purpose of analyzing the overall
program and the mechanical problems
in the Apollo 13 flight. In light of the
appointment of that particular com-
mittee, and the uncertainty as to what
they will recommend, it seems to me the
wiser course of action on this authoriza-
tion bill is to take the motion to re-
commit offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania. It will do no harm to the
program and yet will not hamstring the
agency as to any new decisions for the
future. I think it will show that the
Congress, or the House, is interested in
a responsible tightening of the authori-
zation as recommended by the commit-
tee. We ought to support the motion to
recommit, as the distinguished chair-
man indicated, and as recommended by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Forron). I do not believe this is any
commitment, certainly not a commit-
ment by me, to support a broader pro-
gram, a long-range program that goes
well beyond what we are doing at the
present time in a space program. How-
ever, the atmosphere and the environ-
ment, politically as well as otherwise,
is such that I believe the wiser course of
action for the House today is to do
what the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr, ForToN) suggests. I urge an aye
vote on the motion to recommit.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Michigan has just spoken for a broader
program, and helped to tie the vote and
defeat an amendment thus keeping this
authorization at nearly $300 million
above the budget. Yes, the gentleman is
certainly for a broader program.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I voted for the
authorization that gives flexibility within
the appropriation process, and I made
no commitment as to dollars in the ap-
propriation process.

Mr. BELL of California. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word and
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. I also rise in strong sup-
port for the continuation of our nuclear
rocket development, the NERVA booster.

Any delay in the continuation of the
development of NERVA would not pre-
sent to our Nation an adequate future
program,

While we recognize today's needs, we
must not abandon tomorrow’s.

Failure of foresight has cost us dearly
in the past.

It can cost us more in the future.

There are important reasons why we
should proceed with NERVA, and equally
important reasons why we should pro-
ceed with NERVA now.

We are at the crossroads of space
travel capabilities.

We have now the opportunity to begin
thinking in terms of transportation in
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space; rather than continuing the lim-
iting artillery approach of present sys-
tems.

Performance advantages of nuclear
rockets range from 65 to 200 percent
increases in lunar or deep space pay-
loads thereby saving millions of pounds
in earth orbit to perform manned land-
ings or any other missions to the planets.
It is approximately 50 percent complete.

The versatility of the nuclear rocket
engine will provide enhanced flexibility
and technological leadership at less cost
than is possible in any other available
combination of propulsion develop-
ments for these missions.

NERVA can be used as a Saturn 5
upper stage for lunar base support and
for sending large unmanned payloads
into deep space.

It can be used for maneuvering heavy
payloads in earth orbit, and in syn-
chronous orbit—22,000 miles. With re-
fueling, it provides many hours of re-
peated mission capability.

It can he the building block of large
vehicles carrying men to Mars and
Venus.

By extending the capability of Saturn
V and by greatly reducing the weight re-
quired in earth orbit, the nueclear rocket
will not only pay for its development in
a very few flights, but also opens up
many new mission possibilities.

Its adaptability to growth in payloads
and operational requirements will assure
that only one engine design technology
be developed to provide the propulsion
modules for decades of space exploration;
it will be our workhorse.

The NERVA engine has a potential of
approximately 75,000 pounds of thrust
with full power operation for periods up
to 10 hours, with muiltiple restart capa-
bility.

Compare this with chemical boosters
which operate for a maximum of 5 to 7
minutes.

Those who would delay NERVA cite
obstacles of cost.

I would ask them not to overlook im-
portant cost considerations.

For example, delaying NERVA for 1
year would cost us at least $300 million
and 3 years in time just to catch up to
where we are now.

Ungquestionable savings will result
from NERVA's unique capabilities.

To deliver a 47,000 pound payload to
the moon, two Saturn chemical systems
would be required at a cost of more than
$300 million each.

The same payload could be delivered
by one NERVA system at a cost of ap-
proximately $210 million.

Using the same example a second time
around:

The next 47,000-pound payload to the
moon by chemical systems would require
an additional $300 million.

But the NERVA system could be re-
used.

This will be possible because of
NERVA's transportation characteristics.

After landing on the moon, NERVA
can return to earth orbit and be re-
used, as opposed to the artillerylike
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Saturn chemical system which is thrown
away after use, like a soft drink can.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot afford to
turn our backs on this prospect.

We cannot forever make existing sys-
tems increasingly larger to fit our ad-
vancing objectives.

The door to space is open.

We will do our Nation and its future
generations a devastating disservice if
we close that door.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge approv-
al of the NERVA continuation program.

I urge defeat of the amendment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, when I was a boy on the
farm we had a dog, one in particular
who was a pretty good scrapper. He
could take on anything that came
around. The neighbors would come over
and sometimes bring their dogs. In order
to keep our dog from killing a neigh-
bor’s dog, we had an old piece of dried
cowhide and we used to throw that fo
him. He would take that cowhide and
crawl under the porch or go out to the
barn and chew on it—and everything
was peaceful. That was the way we hood-
winked him.

Mr. Chairman, we have been had here
this afternoon. The committee increased
this bill about $300 million above Presi-
dent Nixon’s budget, and then staged a
fraudulent exercise in economy. Now we
are about to go through another one in
the motion to recommit that has just
been announced. They have thrown that
old dry hide out to us. We have spent
the afternoon talking about that $300
million of sweetening when we ought to
have been spending our time cutting a
billion dollars or more out of this dis-
credited program.

Yes, we have been had. Now we are
about to get a motion to recommit that
will do what? Cut a paltry $30 million
from this $3.6 billion? This is sponsored
and promoted by the minority floor
leader of the House, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. GEraLD R. Forn) who was
one of those going through the teller line
a few minutes ago and it was his vote that
tied and lost the amendment that would
have at least cut $240 million out of this
inflated monstrosity,

I say again—we have been had as usual
here this afternoon, and I do not like it.
I voted for this program until 2 or 3 years
ago, but not until the financial crisis is
met in this country will I vote $3.6 bil-
lion a year for a continuation of this
moondoggle.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I shall not take the 5
minutes. But I want to commend the
committee on what I consider an out-
standing job. I think this program is one
that has contributed immeasurably to the
total knowledge of mankind. I think
we are only beginning to understand
what the potentials are.

I trust that the committee’s action
will be sustained.

Mr. Chairman, I support the recom-
mendations of the Committee on Sci-
ence and Astronautics contained in
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H.R. 16516, and I urge my colleagues to
do so also.

We have before us a bill which au-
thorizes $3.6 billion for research and de-
velopment, construction of facilities,
and research and program manage-
ment for the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration.

NASA was required to present to the
Congress a minimal budget to fund its
programs during fiscal year 1971. It sub-
mitted a $4.5 billion request—the bare
minimum needed to implement the rec-
ommendations contained in the report
of the President’s Task Force on Space.
The administration pared this request
still further and sent to Congress the
lowest space budget request in almost
a decade, $3.3 billion.

After lengthy consideration, the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronauties re-
stored a portion of the funds to the bill
now before us. It was the committee’s
judgment that the total authorization
should be increased to $3.6 billion—an
increase of some $297 million falling
principally in the area of manned
space flight.

It has already been said here today—
and I am certain that it will be said
again—that the central issue in this de-
bate is the question of national priori-
ties—how much we have to spend and
where our resources should be applied.
We are a rich Nation, but we have many
problems demanding solutions and needs
crying to be met. No one denies that.

Mr. Speaker, I believe this country can
afford to solve its problems and meet its
needs without erippling its space pro-
gram. I further submit that this coun-
try's space program is a national priori-
ty, and one we can ill afford not to ful-
fill.

Last year the American people spent
twice as much on liquor as this bill pro-
poses we spend on space exploration.
Last year the American people spent
twice as much on candy as the commit-
tee proposes we increase the administra-
tion’s request. I have nothing against
liquor or candy—I cite the figures only
to give us some perspective about the
scope of our economy. We are the
richest Nation in history, and our space
budget today represents 1.6 percent of
our total national budget—not our gross
national product, but our total national
budget. Has our space program become
such .an intolerable burden as to war-
rant reducing it further? I think not.

Mr. Speaker, rich nations are not rich
simply because they are fortunate enough
to have plentiful natural resources, for
there are many poor nations with abun-
dant natural resources. Rich nations are
not rich nations simply because they pos-
sess large populations, for there are many
populous nations that are very poor, Mr.
Speaker, the single most important fac-
tor in the wealth of nations is technol-
ogy, and to a considerable extent it is
the future of American technology that
we are debating today.

We are a wealthy nation because the
value of education and the need to de-
velop technology are permanently in-
grained in the character of our people.

I recall vividly the hue and cry which
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arose in this Chamber in 1957 when the
Soviet Union orbited the first manmade
satellite, marking the beginning of a pe-
riod of national self-doubt and reexam-
ination.

In May 1961, President Kennedy an-
nounced the intention of this country “to
send men to the moon and return them
safely to earth in this decade.”

What followed was the creation and
application of the greatest technological
plant in history. The results are known,
not only to you, but to almost every per-
son on the face of the globe.

At this moment, there are more than
2,600 technological products, in fields
ranging from communications to medi-
cine, which are direct spinoffs on our
space program.

Yet, I believe we are just now reach-
ing the point in our space program where
major economic, scientifie, social, and
technological returns and benefits are
being realized. I further believe that even
greater tangible and intangible benefits
lie just around the corner.

It may be that the space program is
offering mankind a new perspective of
itself which will do more to bring about
world peace than all else we have ever
attempted.

The space program of the 1960’s which
brought a man to the lunar surface
taught us that there is very little we can-
not do if we set our minds to it. The
space program of the 1970°s, however,
will be different. It will not culminate in
the achievement of a single, dramatic
goal. It will consist of the hard work of
exploration, of understanding and learn-
ing about new worlds and applying that
knowledge to our problems here on earth.

The exploration of space will continue
during the 1970°’s whether we choose to
lead it or not. I believe we should con-
tinue our leadership.

For these reasons, and many, many
more, I support HR. 16516, and I urge
my colleagues Lo do so also.

Mr. EOCH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I do want to say first,
I concur in the remarks of the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr, Gross). I do not
think I have ever agreed with him be-
fore. But I agree with him today.

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

Mr. KEOCH. Iyield to the gentleman.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, we may
have lost sight of the fact that there is
on the floor an amendment which will
strike $38 million from this bill. So I
urge support for that.

But I would also out of curiosity at
least like to ask the chairman of the
committee and the minority leader as
well as the ranking minority member of
the committee, why it is since they have

-all agreed to accept a cut of $30 million—

why we simply cannot do that by an
amendment to the bill on the fioor. Why
not reduce line 7, page 1, by $14.5 mil-
lion and reduce line 1, page 2, by $15.5
million. It would be so simple and the
chairman said he would accept it. Now
I ask the chairman if one were to offer
that as an amendment, would he accept
it now?
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Mr. MILLER of California. I said I
would accept the motion to recommit.
When we go back into the House and
the motion to recommit is moved, I will
support it.

Mr. RYAN. Would the gentleman sup-
port an amendment now on the floor
to do exactly the same thing? :

Mr. MILLER of California. No, I think
I have made my statement, and I told
this to the minority side.

I would be running out on an agree-
ment in order to satisfy the gentleman’s
ego, to get his motion over.

Mr. COLLIER. How can the gentleman
refuse to accept the motion to recommit?
I do not quite understand from what I
heard the gentleman say—I do not un-
derstand. y

Mr. MILLER of California. No, there is
no motion now. I said I would support
the motion to recommit.

Mr. COLLIER. But I understood the
gentleman to say he refused to accept
this cut. .

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. RYanN).

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. Authorization is hereby granted
whereby any of the amounts prescribed in
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4). (5), (6), (7).
and (8) of subsection 1(b) may, in the dis-
cretion of the Administrator of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, be
varied upward 5 per centum to meet unusual
cost variations, but the total cost of all work
authorized under such paragraphs shall not
exceed the total of the amounts specified in
such paragraphs.

Sec. 3. Not to exceed one-half of 1 per
centum of the funds appropriated pursuant
to subsection 1(a) hereof may be trans-
ferred to the “Construction of facilities” ap-
propriation, and, when so transferred, to-
gether with #10,000,000 of the funds appro-
priated pursuant to subsection 1(b) hereof
(othér than funds appropriated pursuant to
paragraph (9) of such subsection) shall be
avallable for expenditure to construct, ex-
pand, or modify laboratories and other in-
stallations at any location (including loca-
tlons specified in subsection 1(b)), if (1)
the Administrator determines such action
to be necessary because of changes in the
national program of aeronautical and space
activities or new scientific or engineering
development, and (2) he determines that
deferral of such action until the enactment
of the next authorization Act would be in-
consistent with the interest of the Nation
in aeronautical and space activities. The
funds so made available may be expended
to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate,
or install permanent or temporary public
works, ineluding land acquisition, site prep-
aration, appurtenances, utilities, and equip-
ment. No portion of such sums may be obli-
gated for expenditure or expended to con-
struct, expand, or modify laboratories and
other installations unless (A) a period of
thirty days has passed after the Administra-
tor or his designee has transmitted to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives and
to the President of the Senate and to the
Committee on Science and Astronautics of
the House of Representatives and to the
Commitiee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences of the Senate a written report con-
taining a full and complete statement con=
cerning (1) the nature of such construction,
expansion, or modification, (2) the cost
thereof, including the cost of any real estate
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action pertaining thereto, and (3) the rea-
son why such construction, expansion, or
modification is necessary in the national in-
terest, or (B) each such committee before
the expiration of such period has trans-
mitted to the Administrator written notice
to the effect that such committee has no ob=
jection to the propo:zed action.

Sec. 4, Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act—

(1) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program de-
leted by the Congress from requests as orig-
inally made to either the House Committee
on Science and Astronautics or the Senate
Committee on Aeronautical and Space Sci-
ences

(2) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program in
excess of the amount actually authorized
for that particular program by sections 1(a)
and 1(c), and

(3) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any program which
has not been presented to or requested of
either such committee,

unless (A) a period of thirty days has passed
after the receipt by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the President
of the Senate and each such committee of
notice given by the Administrator or his
designee containing a full and complete
statement of the action proposed to be taken
and the facts and circumstances relied upon
in support of such proposed action, or (B)
each such committee before the expiration
of such period has transmitted to the Ad-
ministrator written notice to the effect that
such committee has no objection to the
proposed action.

Sec. 5. It is the sense of the Congress that
it is in the national interest that consid-
eration be given to geographical distribu-
tion of Federal research funds whenever
feasible, and that the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration should explore
ways and means of distributing its research
and development funds whenever feasible.

Sec. 6. (a) If an institution of higher edu-
cation determines, after affording notice and
opportunity for hearing to an individual at-
tending, or employed by, such institution,
that such individual has been convicted by
any court of record of any crime which was
committed after the date of enactment of
this Act and which Involved the use of (or
asslstance to others in the use of) force,
disruption, or the selzure of property under
control of any institution of higher educa-
tion to prevent officials or students in such
institution from engaging in their duties
or pursuing their studies, and that such
crime was of a serious nature and contrib-
uted to a substantial disruption of the ad-
ministration of the institution with respect
to which such crime was committed, then
the institution which such individual at-
tends, or is employed by, shall deny for a
period of two years any further payment to,
or for the direct benefit of, such individual
under any of the programs authorized by
the National Aeronautics and Space Act of
1968, the funds for which are authorized
pursuant to this Act. If an institution denies
an individual assistance under the authority
of the preceding sentence of this subsection,
then any institution which such individual
subsequently attends shall deny for the re-
mainder of the two-year period any further
payment to, or for the direct benefit of, such
individual under any of the programs au-
thorized by the National Aeronautics and
Space Act of 1958, the funds for which are
authorized pursuant to this Act.

(b) If an institution of higher education
determines, after affording notice and op-
portunity for hearing to an individual at-
tending, or employed by, such institution,
that such individual has willfully refused
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to obey a lawful regulation or order of such
institution after the date of enactment of
this Act, and that such refusal was of a
serious nature and contributed to a substan-
tial disruption of the administration of such
institution, then such institution shall deny,
for a period of two years, any further pay-
ment to, or for the direct benefit of, such
individual under any of the programs au-
thorized by the Natlonal Aeronautics and
Space Act of 1958, the funds for which are
authorized pursuant to this Act.

(e) (1) Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to prohibit any institution of high-
er education from refusing to award, con-
tinue, or extend any financial assistance un-
der any such Act to any individual because
of any misconduct which in its judgment
bears adversely on his fitness for such
assistance.

(2) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as limiting or prejudicing the rights
and prerogatives of any institution of higher
education to institute and carry out an in-
dependent disciplinary proceeding pursuant
to existing authority, practice, and law.

(3) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to limit the freedom of any student
to verbal expression of individual views or
opinions.

Sec. 7. This Act may be cited as the "Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
Authorization Act, 1971.”

Mr. MILLER of California (during the
reading)., Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered
as read, printed in the Recorp, and open
to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments? If not, under the
rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. RoonEY of New York, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee having had under con-
sideration the bill (HR. 16516) to au-
thorize appropriations to the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
for research and development, construc-
tion of facilities, and research and pro-
gram management, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 893,
he reported the bill back to the House.

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

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

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR, FULTON
OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania, In its
present form I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Furron of Pennsylvania moves to re-
commit the bill H.R. 165616 to the Committee
on Science and Astronautics, with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the House
forthwith with the following amendment:
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On page 1, line 7, strlke the amount
“$1,101,500,000” and insert in lieu thereof
the amount "“$1,087,000,000",

On page 2, line 1, strike the amount
*“§870,200,000" and insert in lieu thereof the
amount “$654,700,000™.

Mr, FULTON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
Speaker, I move the previous question
on the motion to recommit.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was agreed

Mr., MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to the instructions of
the House in the motion to recommit, I
report the bill back with an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment:

On page 1, line 7, strike the amount
#$1,101,600,000” and insert in lien thereol
the amount *§1,087,000,000".

On page 2, line 1, strike the amount
“$670,200,000” and insert in lieu thereof the
amount “$654,700,000".

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on the
e:i:grossment and third reading of the
hill.

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

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

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

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

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

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 229, nays 105, not voting 96,
as follows:

[Roll No. 89]

YEAS—229
Brock

Broomfield
Broyhill, Va.

Abbitt
Adams
Addabbo

Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Denney

Gaydos
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Gray
Grover
Gubser
Haley

Hall
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Hastings
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Helstoski
Henderson
Hogan
Hosmer
Howard

Hunt

Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Eee

King

Kleppe
EKuykendall
Lloyd

Lujan
MecClory
MecClure
McCulloch
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEneally
McMillan
MacGregor
Mahon
Mailliard
Marsh

Abernethy
Ashley
Betts
Bingham
Brademas
Brasco
Broyhill, N.C.
Burlison, Mo.
Button
Chisholm
Cleveland
Conable
Conyers
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dickinson
Dwyer
Eilberg
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Farbstein
Fish

Foley
Fraser
Gallagher
Gibbons
Gilbert
Goodling
Gross

Martin
Mathias
Matsunaga
May
Meeds
Michel
Miller, Calif.
ink

M

Minshall
Mize
Montgomery
Morgan
Morse
Morton
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Olsen
O'Neill, Mass.
Passman
Patten

Pelly
Perkins
Pettis
Philbin
Pickle
Pirnie

Poage

Podell
Pollock
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Ill.
Frice, Tex.
Pryor, Ark.
Pucinski
Purcell

Quie

Rarick

Reid, 111
Robison
Rodino
Rogers, Fla.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowski

NAYS—1056

Hungate
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jonas
Jones, N.C.
Earth
Eastenmeler
Eeith
Koch
Eyros
Landgrebe
Langen
Latta
Long, Md.
Lowenstein
MeCloskey
McDonald,
ch.

Mich.
Macdonald,
Mass

Mayne
Melcher
Mikva
Miller, Ohio
Mills
Minish
Mizell
Monagan
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Roudebush
8t. Onge
Sandman
Satterfield
Scott
Shipley
Shriver
Sikes
Smith, Calif.
Smith, ITowa
Springer
Stafford
Staggers
Steed
Stratton
Stuckey
Symington
Talcott
Taylor
Teagzue, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J,
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Weicker
Whalley
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
‘Wilson, Bob
Winn

Wold

‘Wolll
Wydler
Wylie
Yatron
Young
Zablocki
Zion

O'Eonski
Pike
Poil
Powell
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Reid, N.Y.
Uss
Riegle
Rosenthal
Roth
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
St Germain
Saylor
Schadeberg
Scheuer
Schwengel
Skubitz
Smith, N.Y.
Steiger, Ariz.

Stubblefield
Taft

Thomson, Wis.
Tlernan

Albert
Anderson,
Calif.

Bell, Calif.
Bennett
Berry
Bevill
Blaggi
Biester
Blackburn
Elanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bow

Bray
Brinkley

Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burton, Calif,
Burton, Utah
Byrne, Pa.
Camp

Carter

Casey
Cederberg
Chappell
Clancy

Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cohelan
Collier
Collins
Colmer
Conte
Corbett
Corman
Coughlin
Culver
Cunningham
Daddario
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.

Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Donohue
Dowdy
Downing
Dulski
Duncan
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala,

Edwards, Calif,

Erlenborn
Esch

Evins, Tenn.
Fallon
Fascell
Findley
Fisher
Flood
Flowers

Ford, Gerald R,

Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey

Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Galifianakis
Garmatz

Mosher
Myers
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nix

Ullman
Watts
Whalen
Wyatt
Wyman

Obey Yates

O'Hara Zwach
NOT VOTING—96

Dawson Hathaway
Dellenback Hawkins
Diggs Hays
Dingell Holifleld
Dorn Horton
Eckhardt Johnson, Calif,
Edwards, La. Jones, Tenn.
Feighan Eazen
Brown, Mich. Flynt Eirwan
Brown, Ohio Ford, Kluczynski
Bush William D, Eyl
Byrnes, Wis. Foreman Landrum
Cabell Friedel Leggett
Gettys Lennon
Gialmo Long, La.
Green, Oreg. Lukens
Green, Pa. McCarthy
Griffin Madden
Griffiths Mann
Hapgan Meskill
Harvey Mollohan

Gude

Halpern

Hammer-
schmidt

Harrington

Hicks

Hull

Adair
Alexander
Anderson, 111,
Ashbrook
Barrett
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.

Caflery
Carey

Celler
Chamberlain
Clay

Cowger
Cramer
Crane
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Tunney
Udall
Vanik
Waldie
Watkins
Watson
White
Williams
‘Wilson,
Charles H.
Wright

Moorhead
Moss
Nichols
O'Neal, Ga.
Ottinger
Patman
Pepper
Rees

Reifel
Rhodes

Roe
Rogers, Colo.
Roybal
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Bisk

Slack
Snyder
Stanton
Rivers Stephens
Roberts Sullivan

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, Hays for, with Mr. Slack against.

Mr. Long of Louisiana for, with Mr. Carey
against.

Mr. Johnson of California for, with Mr. Roe
against.

Mr. Caffery for, with Mr. Ottinger against.

Mr. Friedel for, with Mr. Clay against,

Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Barrett against.

Mr. White for, with Mr. McCarthy against.

Mr. Bush for, with Mr. Kyl against.

Mr. Rhodes of Arizons for, with Mr. Wat-
kins against.

Mr. Crane for, with Mr. Dellenback against.

Mr. Chamberlain for, with Mr. Scherle
against.

Mr. Williams for,
against.

Mr. Horton for, with Mr. Brown of Michi-
gan against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Adair.

Mr, Patman with Mr. Harvey.

Mr. Dorn with Mr. Watson.

Mr. Moorhead with Mr. Cowger.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin.

Mr. Madden with Mr, Meskill.

Mr. Cabell with Mr. Lukens,

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Snyder.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Stanton.

Mr. Lennon with Mr, Brotzman.

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Moss with Mr. Reifel.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr. Feighan with Mr. Sebelius,

Mr. Giaimo with Mr. Foreman.

Mr. Gettys with Mr. Roybal.

Mr. Hathaway with Mr. Stephens.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr, Rogers of Colorado,

Mr. Flynt with Mr. William D. Ford.

Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Mollo-
han.

Mr. Leggett with Mr. Tunney.

Mrs. Sullivan was Mr. Wright.

Mr. Charles H, Wilson with Mr. Udall.

Mr. Mann with Mrs. Griffiths,

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr. Rees.

Mr. Rivers with Mr, Sisk,

Mr. Hagan with Mrs. Green of Oregon.

Mr. Griffin with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Dawson.

Mr. Vanik with Mr. Diggs.

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Eirwan.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Kazen.

Mr, Alexander with Mr. Landrum.

Mr. Roberts with Mr, O'Neal of Georgia.

Mr. WYMAN and Mr. CLEVELAND
changed their votes from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

the following

with Mr. Schneebeli

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. MILLER 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 just passed and to include extra-
neous matter.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.J. Res. 261. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim the last Friday
of April 1970 as “National Arbor Day.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
10105) entitled “An act to amend the Na-
tional Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety
Act of 1966 to authorize appropriations
for fiscal years 1970, 1971, and 1972, and
for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate insists on its amendment num-
bered 2, to the foregoing bill.

This message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to a bill of the Senate (S. 3253)
entitled: “An act to provide that the Fed-
eral Office Building and U.S. Courthouse
in Chicago, Ill., shall be named the ‘Ever-
ett McKinley Dirksen Building East’ and
that the Federal office building to be con-
structed in Chicago, Ill., shall be named
the ‘Everett McKinley Dirksen Building
West’ in memory of the late Everett Mc-
Kinley Dirksen, a Member of Congress
of the United States from the State of I1-
linois from 1933 to 1969,” with an amend-
ment in which the concurrence of the
House is requested.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE
WEEK OF APRIL 27

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I have committed myself to yield
to the distinguished majority leader for
the purpose of receiving from the gentle-
man the program for next week.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the program for next
week is as follows:

Monday is District Day, but there are
no District bills.

On Monday we will have HR. 14714,
to encourage travel in the United States,
under an open rule with 1 hour of de-
bate;

H.R. 14385, to provide authority for
subsidized transportation for Public
Health Service employees to Rockville,
Md., under an open rule with 1 hour of
debate; and

HR. 4599, payments in lieu of taxes
for former Reconstruction Finance
Properties, under an open rule with 1
hour of debate.

On Tuesday we will have H.R. 16200,
Arms Control and Disarmament Act
Amendments, 1970, with an open rule
and 1 hour of debate; and

H.R. 15693, to exclude from the mails
certain nonmailable matter, under an
open rule with 2 hours of debate.
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For Wednesday and the balance of the
week, HR. 17123, the military procure-
ment authorization, 1971, subject to a
rule being granted.

And of course, Mr. Chairman, this an-
nouncement is made subject to the usual
reservation that conference reports may
be brought up at any time, and any fur-
ther program may be announced later.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
APRIL 27, 1970

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

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN
ORDER UNDER THE CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY RULE ON WEDNES-
DAY NEXT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule may be dispensed with on Wednes-
day next.

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

There was no objection.

EVERETT McEKINLEY DIRKSEN
BUILDING—EMERGENCY EDUCA-
TIONAL PAYMENTS

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
desk the bill (S. 3253) to provide that
the Federal office building and U.S.
courthouse in Chicago, IIl,, shall be
named the “Everett McKinley Dirksen
Building East” and that the Federal of-
fice building to be constructed in Chicago,
I11., shall be named the “Everett McKin-
ley Dirksen Building West” in memory
of the late Everett McKinley Dirksen, a
Member of Congress of the United States
from the State of Illinois from 1933 to
1969, together with the Senate amend-
ment to the House admendments, and
concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment to the House amendments as fol-
lows:

Sec. 2. Upon a determination that a local
educational agency lacks the fiscal capacity
to provide an adequate free public education
for children of persons who live and work on
Federal property, and if such children con-
stitute not less than 25 per centum of the
total enrollment, the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare shall make emergency
payments from sums already available, but
not to exceed $2,500,000, for the current
school year to such local educational agency
as may be necessary to provide a free public
education for such children: Provided, That
such payments shall not exceed the average
per-pupil cost to such agency for all children
eligible to receive a free public education
from such agency, less Federal and State
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payments to such agency for free public
education.

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

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment to the House
amendments was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

DESIGNATING FRIDAY, MAY 1, 1970,
AS DAY FOR APPEAL FOR INTER-
NATIONAL JUSTICE FOR ALL
AMERICAN PRISONERS OF WAR
AND SERVICEMEN MISSING IN
ACTION IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 582)
and ask unanimous consent for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution as follows:

H. Con. REs. 582

Whereas the health, safety, and well-being
of every individual American serviceman is
of great value and importance to this Nation;
and

Whereas over 1,600 American servicemen
are imprisoned by Communist forces in
Southeast Asla; and

Wheras these captors have refused to iden-
tify all of these prisoners of war or service-
men missing in action or provide information
as to their health and condition; and

Whereas these captors have denied these
prisoners of war the right to regularly com-
municate by malil with their families; and

Whereas these captors have refused to per-
mit the inspection of the facilitles at which
these prisoners of war are confined; and

Whereas these captors have refused to ex-
change or permit medical treatment of sick
or wounded prisoners of war; and

Whereas the continued callous exploita-
tion of these helpless men brings anguish
and sadness, not only to the families and
friends of these prisoners of war, but to com-
passionate people everywhere; and

Whereas the first of May of each year is
recognized as a day of dedication to law and
justice: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of Congress

(1) That Priday, May 1, 1870, be commem-
orated as a day for an appeal for interna-
tlonal justice for all the American prisoners
of war and servicemen missing in action in
Southeast Asia;

(2) That men of compassion and good will
throughout the world be urged to search all
peaceful avenues available to insure that
these men be treated humanely and fairly
in accord with the standards established by
the Geneva Convention;

{3) That every possible effort be made to
secure their early release from captivity; and

(4) That copies of this resolution be de-
livered by the appropriate representatives of
the United States Government to the appro-
priate representatives of every nation of the
world.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

HUMANE TREATMENT FOR CAP-
TURED AMERICAN SERVICEMEN

(Mr, SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the reading
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of the resolution has in itself told the
story of the great objective which many
of us throughout America are seeking;
that of humane treatment for those un-
fortunate American servicemen who are
imprisoned by Communist forces in
Southeast Asia. Those who are concerned
for our servicemen and their families
have sought in so many ways to awaken
the conscience of the Communists and to
induce them to follow at least the basic
rules of civilized warfare in their treat-
ment of our servicemen. Yet all of these
efforts have been unavailing.

Now we propose on Friday, May 1,
1970, which is the day dedicated to law
and justice, that there be a great out-
pouring of interest and sympathy for our
servicemen and their families at Con-
stitution Hall in Washington, seeking
again to impress upon the nations of the
world America’s determination to do
everything within the bounds of peace-
ful endeavor to secure humane and fair
treatment and the early release from
captivity of American prisoners of war.
We must arouse the conscience of the
world to greater support for our missing
servicemen and their families. Thus we
engage in this additional effort to obtain
justice, with the prayer that in some
way these endeavors will penetrate to
the minds and hearts of their captors.

This resolution is in support of the
program which is being formulated for
May 1 in Constitution Hall under the
leadership of the distinguished Senator
from Kansas, RoBerT DoOLE. Serving with
him as cosponsors are six Senators and

six Representatives in the House. They
are: Senators PETER H. DOMINICK, BARRY

GOLDWATER, MIKE MANSFIELD, GEORGE
MurrHY, EDMUND S. MuskIie, and JOHN
STENNIS; Representatives W. C. DaNIEL,
MARTIN B, MCEKNEALLY, CATHERINE MAY,
RicuHarp L. RoupEBUsH, ROBERT L. F.
Sikes, and OLiN E, TEAGUE.

In addition, there are many others
who are cosponsors of this resolution in
the House. Their names will appear
separately.

Now let me express my appreciation,
and that of all sponsors of this resolu-
tion and that of all friends of America’s
missing servicemen and their families,
for the outstanding cooperation given by
the distinguished Speaker, and the lead-
ership of the House on both sides of the
aisle. It was with their help and cooper-
ation that immediate consideration
could be obtained for this worthy ob-
jective, I have never seen a finer evidence
of helpfulness on both sides of the aisle
for an important cause than has been
shown by Speaker McCormack and both
the Democratic and the Republican
leadership. America can take heart from
examples like this.

Mr, Speaker, we are most grateful.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, let the rec-
ord show that this resolution was
adopted unanimously by those present in
the House.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Iowa.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the concurrent
resolution just passed.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORITY FOR CLERK TO RE-
CEIVE MESSAGES FROM SENATE
AND SPEAKER TO SIGN ENROLLED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

Mr. DANIEL of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the adjournment of the House
until Monday next the Clerk be author-
ized to receive messages from the Senate
and that the Speaker be authorized to
sign any enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tions duly passed by the two Houses and
found truly enrolled.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MAT-
suNAGA). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

MORE NEWS ON THE ECONOMY :
ALL BAD

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

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, it has just been announced that
the cost-of-living index soared another
one-half of 1 percent last month. This
brings the rate of increase in the in-
flationary spiral over the last 12 months
to 6.1 percent.

At the announcement of this latest
erosion in the purchasing power of our
income dollars the White House stated
the administration found the news
“rather encouraging.”

Press Secretary Ronald L. Ziegler said
the White House economic advisers were
quick to point out that on a seasonally
adjusted basis the cost of living actually
inecreased only four-tenths of 1 percent.

This may be encouraging and good
news to the White House but it should
be utterly discouraging and bad news
to the millions of Americans who now
find that the result of this unchecked
inflation is that the average private pay-
roll worker remaining in the same job
is worse off in purchasing power than he
was almost 5 years ago.

I doubt also that this latest report
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics is
good news or encouraging to the 4.4
percent of our work force who are now
unemployed, the highest unemployment
level in over 4 years.

And I doubt if it is good mnews or
encouraging to the prospective home-
owner or the homebuilding industry. In-
crease in the cost of mortgage money
accounted nationwide for 28 percent of
the overall price increase during the
month of March.

It certainly was not encouraging to
one of the President’s economic advis-
ers, Mr. Herbert Stein, who termed the
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increase in the Consumer Price Index a
“‘disappointing number."”

In terms of dollars the latest report
from the BLS means that it costs $13.32
today to purchase what could have been
bought in 1950 for $10. And this is an
average of goods and services. Many im-
portant items such as homes have be-
come almost prohibitive.

The war in Vietnam and our overall
involvement in Southeast Asia is credited
as the primary cause of our inflation. Ex-
tricating -urselves from that involve-
ment has proven no easy task.

However, when you have inflation you
have to deal with it as best you can and
it has become apparent that our efforts
to date have not been an even qualified
success.

While inflation continues the threat of
recession grows larger. Take home pay is
being eroded. More and more corpora-
tions and businesses are reporting losses
or reduced earnings. Prices continue to
rise and wages continue to chase them.

To date the administration has con-
tinued to use one primary instrument to
combat inflation, high interest rates.
Even though there has been a recent drop
in the prime rate of one-half percent, in-
terest rates continue at a depressing
level, For almost 2 years now high in-
terest rates have been employed as the
major instrument to combat infiation.
By now it should be apparent that this
approach has not, is not, and probably
will not provide the total effectiveness
needed.

Mr. Speaker, there are other tools
available to the administration. To men-
tion just one package, the selective eco-
nomic controls which were approved by
the Congress last December. The admin-
istration is not powerless to adopt new
measures. Measures are available.

There has been criticism from certain
persons within the administration of our
news media for allegedly dwelling only
on the negative aspects of the news, for
not reporting the news which is rosy or
good. Well, no matter how gullible some
Madison Avenue advisers may believe the
public to be, I doubt very seriously the
public would long remain silent if they
had an earful of this from the evening
news: “Good evening, this is Chet Hunt-
ley, NBC, New York. There is good news
tonight. The cost of living has increased
to an annual rate of 6.1 percent and a
White House spokesman has termed this
latest erosion of the purchasing power of
the dollar ‘rather encouraging.””

BASIC CHARACTERISTIC OF OUR
COUNTRY

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

Mr. McCKNEALLY, Mr. Speaker, I rise
to bring to the attention of the Members
of the Congress an editorial which re-
cently appeared in the Times Herald
Record of Middletown, N.¥Y.

Because the paper is well managed and
well edited, it has achieved a wide cir-
culation which is constantly increasing.
The editor of the paper, Mr. A. N, Romm,
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recently set out a credo on its editorial
page. It is not only worth reading but it
is worth committing to memory. It sums
up and defines for all of us what has been
the basic characteristic of our country.
We have always sought to solve our
problems and achieve our progress in
deliberative and in peaceful ways. Mr.
Romm’s credo is so sententious and well
written that it is worthy of being re-
printed, framed and hung on the wall of
every congressional office. I might add,
Mr. Speaker, that Mr. Romm received
first prize for distinguished editorial
writing by the New York State Publish-
ers Association for his credo. I am de-
lighted at this opportunity to bring it to
the attention of the Congress.

[From the Times Herald Record,
Mar. 25, 1970]
Crepo; OF NosLE ENDS AND IGNOBLE MEANS

Eprror's NoTe.—As reported elsewhere in
today's Times Herald-Record, the following
editorial, first published May 20, 1969, was
awarded first prize for distinguished edito-
rial writing by the New York State Publish-
ers Association.)

Count me as a soul brother of any poor or
black man outraged because his child's gullet
is stuffed with promises, not food.

List me as a kindred spirit marching be-
side any man, be he student or adult, who
cannot fathom why we began and why we
yet continue to wage a war in Vietnam whose
military, strategic, and moral value is
dubious.

Label me an unredeemed and unrepentant
liberal who shares Martin Luther King's
dream of brotherhood and indulges in further
visions of an educated America, a healthy
America, an unpolluted America, a peaceful
America, a righteous America.

But omit my name from the roll call of
those who believe the better America can
arise only from the rubble of a destroyed or
wounded land.

DE-RADICALIZATION

If the method must be viclent, if blood
must flow, if rights must temporarily be laid
aside, consider me de-radicalized.

I march under a different banner from all
these, For method and means, fealty to due
and democratic processes, must be the test
of a free and just society, not its sometime
handmalden.

Offer me no substitute yardstick by which
to gauge an association of free men than
how that assoclation achieves change when
change is required. And it is,

Were all other nations of the world perfect
in every respect, the models to which idealists
in this lesser country could aspire, Valhalla
on earth, and were America in a far more
aggravated state of disunity and disarray,
still there would exist no cause for revolu-
tion. Still could America reach her apex in
orderly, evolutionary fashion, albeit at
guickened tempo, for her problems are grave.

But the truth is that America, despite her
imperfections, stands tall, perhaps tallest,
among the great powers of recorded history
in her devotion to the principles and prac-
tices of freedom, eguality, and social justice,

DEMOCRATIC PROCESS

All the more reason for her citizens to
“mend her every flaw"” through due process,
not by the sword or its latter-day equivalent,
the fire bomb.

What the the ingredients of the demo-
cratic process?

We vote for those who would represent us.,

Whether our men win or not, we petition
the office-holders to enact the laws we favor
or repeal those we don't.

We attempt to convince others of our
views,
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We demonstrate Individually or in a body
as the occasion warrants, mindful at all
times of the rights of those who may dis=-

agree.

If our efforts fail through the legislative
process, we do not flinch from traveling the
court route. We may defy an evil law and
accept the consequences, the swifter to
challenge that law or test its constitu-
tionality.

Along the way, we speak up whenever we
see Injustice, for to remain silent or inactive
is to have committed the injustice ourselves.

These constitute the arsenal of our re-
publie.

Those—however young, however sincere,
however aggrieved—who use coercive meth-
ods, those who speak of improving the sys-
tem but practice junta hooliganism, must be
restrained, ever through due process, or the
disease of fascism will spread and the
democracy surely will collapse.

But even as we reject their unworthy
methods, as we must, let us remain steadfast
in pursult—intensified pursuit—of the goals
that are worthy:

CAUSE UNSULLIED

Use of extremist and ignoble tactics sullies
the perpetrator, not the end he seeks. The
cause, If it be of noble quality, like the quest
for peace or equality, can never be tar-
nished.

Such causes require the unflagging devo-
tion of men dedicated to the Constitution
and to that nation whose arteries it sup-
plies with life blood.

This I believe.

THE HUMAN SIDE OF THE WAR

(Mr. ELEPPE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ELEPPE. Mr, Spcaker, if anyone
asks me why I support the President’s
position on troop withdrawal from Viet-
nam, I do not give one argument. I give
115,500 arguments. That is the number
of American soldiers who have been
withdrawn from Vietnam since the Pres-
ident began his troop withdrawal pro-
gram. By spring of next year, there will
be a total of 265,500 such arguments.

All other arguments—political, philo-
sophical, historical—seem paltry com-
pared with even the single argument of
an American removed from danger. The
President reminded us that when the
crew of Apollo 13 was in danger the
whole world offered help for their re-
turn. Our President has helped 115,500
men return from danger—he is con-
cerned with human beings and not with
rhetoriec.

Two hundred and sixty-five thousand
five hundred arguments such as thess
are proof of good policy, good planning,
and great leadership.

The President himself now deserves
the generous compliments of the Ameri-
can people, for he has followed a difficult
policy in Vietnam—one which has been
filled with risks as he has acknowledged.
Yet, despite the lack of any cooperation
from the other side, he has made that
policy work. The proof of his success
can be measured in objective terms—
115,500 U.S. troops withdrawn in the
first year and a plan to pull out an-
other 150,000 troops over the next year.

1 hope that the leaders in Hanoi were
listening Monday night when President
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Nixon made his speech on Vietnam. And
I hope they get a text of that speech and
study it very carefully.

For, while the President announced
his plans to withdraw another 150,000
U.S. troops in the next year, and while
he spoke of our aim and desire for peace,
he spoke from a remarkable position of
strength.

Hanoi should not underestimate the
inference.

Our ftraining and equipping of the
South Vietnamese military is going
better than expected. They are more and
more able to take over the fighting of
the war,

Pacification is working, This means
t}ldat the enemy is losing the country-
side.

The President is taking risks for peace,
but he warned the enemy that “they will
be taking grave risks should they at-
tempt to use the occasion to jeopardize
the security of our remaining forces in
Vietnam by increased military action in
Vietnam, in Cambodia or in Laos.”

And the President said: “We shall not
be defeated in Vietnam.”

President Nixon is for peace and he is
taking risks for peace. The point should
not be lost on Hanoi: He has no inten-
tion of ever accepting a dishonorable
peace.

Listen, Hanoi.

HUGE FARM SUBSIDY PAYMENTS

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
call to the attention of my colleagues to-
day some information I have just ob-
tained which, in my view, provides a
striking illustration of the reason why
the Department of Agriculture has con-
sistently opposed all meaningful efforts
to eliminate the scandal of huge farm
subsidy payments.

According to the Department’s own
tabulation, put together at my request,
46 members of the Department's Agri-
culture Stabilization and Conservation
Service State committees hold interests
in farms which received subsidy pay-
ments in excess of $5,000 in 1960. What-
ever else these gentlemen are stabilizing
and conserving, it certainly has not been
Federal funds. Thirteen of them, in fact,
collected over $20,000 in payments. The
men in this category represent well over
one-fourth of the total membership of
175.

These ASCS State committeemen are
the ones Secretary Hardin relies on to
manage the subsidy program in the field.

Given the makeup of these State com-
mittees and the obvious self-interest of
s0 many members, it is not surprising
that Secretary Hardin, and Secretary
Freeman before him, have opposed my
efforts to put an end to these large
payments,

It takes little imagination to figure out
what sort of advice on payment limita-
tions the Secretaries have received from
such men as William E. Young of Cali-
fornia who collected $124,412 in subsi-
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dies last year, or from Wilbur H. Wuer({z

of Arizona who raked in $82,479.

And the man in charge of the whole
payments program here in Washington,
Kenneth E. Frick, is also a beneficiary of
this bonanza, In 1969 his Kenmar Farm
in Arvin, Calif., collected $77,981.

This year, of course, the Secretary has
finally proposed a limitation. But the
levels he proposes—$110,000 per crop, or
$330,000 for all three crops—would do
little to disrupt the good life that these
gentlemen have been living at the tax-
payers’ expense. More importantly, it
would produce virtually no savings. In
effect, the Secretary is suggesting the
appearance of reform without the
substance.

Mr. Speaker, as the author of amend-
ments to place a $20,000 ceiling on total
subsidy payments which have twice now
passed this body, I am confident that the
Secretary’s ridiculously high ceiling will
be rejected.

Since I intend to offer an amendment
again this year—this time at a level of
$10,000 per crop—I urge all of my col-
leagues to consider this new information,
which I insert at the close of my remarks.

It provides, as I have said, new evi-
dence that the initiative for reform of
our farm subsidy program can only come
from the Congress. We will not get it
from the Department of Agriculture,

The list referred to follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE—AGRICUL-
TURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION
SERVICE

State Committeemen and Payments of $5,000
or more Received under 1969 ASCS Pro-

grams. (Excluding Wool, Sugar, and Price
Support Loans)
ALABAMA

A. G. Mitchell
Lawrence G. Davis

ARIZONA
Arden J. Palmer
Joe A. Sheely
Wilber H. Wuertz
ARKANSAS

Aylmer L. Lowe

Lowe & Lowe, Inc. (309 of $4,646) __
Claude C. Eennedy

CALIFORNIA
Eenneth E, Frick '—Kenmar Farm__
Everett G. Rank, Jr 21, 687
William E. Young - 124,412
John B. Sill—Sill Prop., Inc. (2 of
$101,559)

717,981

20, 312
COLORADO
Robert B. Grauberger

GEORGIA
Ross P. Bowen
David L. Hardegree

IDAHO
J. Adrian Nelson (Nelson Ranch).._._
ILLINOIS
Kenneth T. Benjamin
Milton M. Hartman, Jr
INDIANA
J. D. Thompson ($8977) (a %
share on sister's farm, $3,409) ____

8, 958

12,386

E. R. Patton
Lavern Becker.
L. Frank Boyd, Jr.

Erle M. Barham

Barham Bros. (2.9% of $106,702) ... %3, 066
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West, Inc., Leflore County, Miss,
(2.9% of $188,022)
Earl A. Roque—Roque Bros.

of £11,929)

4,003
(50%
5,964
MICHIGAN
Nicholas Smith—Le Grand and Nick
Smith (609 of $6,613) - -
MINNESOTA
Alvin Payne (85,789 portion of Alvin
Payne Agt. in Chippewa County—
$17,307)
Elton Redalen

W. L. Prichard
Prichard Bros. (50% of $23,377) ----
J. C. Sides, Jr

Barry Richardson - - cccccoomoo oo
Grape Ridge Farms (507
$18,349)

Richardson Gin, Ine,

NEBRASKA

Lowell H. Hummel—Prairie Plains
13, 331

20,123
24,874

H. E. Gary-_..
John R Hadley,

NORTH DAKOTA
Willlam L. Grandy

Howard W, Hardy
Gordon Myer

12, 941
14, 870
6,348
OKLAHOMA

Beatty Patterson
Bart W. Brorsen
Raymond Watson

SOUTH CAROLINA
Leroy S. Epps, Jr. oo e e
Joseph P. Hodges

SOUTH DAKOTA
Edwin I. Rudd
Ohmer D. Cook

17,766
8, 407
9,218

47,125
31, 094

5,343
9,241

E. G. Schuhart II 22,673

Wayne I. Sandall—Wayne & Dallas

Sandall (joint payment $22,765) .. 11,382

Delman R. Carr 5, 725
WASHINGTON
Herb Hemingway

WYOMING

16, 680

Jack Van Mark

! Administrator of the Agriculture Stabili-
zation and Conservation Service, USDA.

EDUCATIONAL TV AND MR.
WOESTENDIEK

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

Mr. EUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, the
Congress of the United States has ex-
pressed its concern and its support for
our Nation's educational television sta-
tions in graphic terms: by voting millions
of dollars for grants in order that they
might continue their important fune-
tions.

I served on the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee that tai-
lored this important piece of legislation,
s0 I feel an official as well as personal
interest in the manner of the firing of a
newsman, Willlam Woestendiek, from
one of these stations for a reason I con-
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sider spurious, at best—because his wife
took a job the station management dis-
approved of.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know Mr, Woes-
tendiek, nor have I ever had the pleasure
of meeting Mrs. Kay Woestendiek, the
lady whose employment has placed her
husband in this situation. I might say,
parenthetically, that I would look for-
ward to meeting them with pleasure, if
for no other reason than Mr. Woesten-
diek’s reaction when he was asked to tell
his wife to quit her job. He is reported to
have said he would not even consider
discussing it with her, and I commend
him for this attitude.

For many years, Mr. Speaker, Mr. and
Mrs. Mike McGee worked in my home-
town for rival newspapers—he for the
Commercial Appeal and she for the
Memphis Press Scimitar. Throughout
their careers there was never any hint
that their journalistic ethics wece marred
by this arrangement. The same two
newspapers, for years, boasted two ex-
cellent city editors, Mr. Null Adams on
the Press-Scimitar and his brother, Mr.
Maleolm Adams, on the Commercial Ap-
peal. There was no compromise of jour-
nalistic integrity here.

The firing of Mr. Woestendiek tran-
scends political party lines, Mr. Speaker.
If we would believe the administrative
chiefs of WETA, Mr. Woestendiek's job
would have been jeopardized if his wife
had gone to work for anyone in the Gov-
ernment, Republican or Democrat. I find
their so-called sensitivity a little hard to
swallow.

Is Mrs. Woestendiek, then, a chattel of
WETA? Do these sensitive executives de-
mand the right to determine suitable
employment for the families of anyone
on their staff? I think I know a little
about newsmen, and I can warn them
here and now that they would be court-
ing full-scale mutiny if they persist in
such demands.

Mr. Speaker, it is not my nature to
use the Halls of Congress as a sounding
board to tell private business how to run
itself. But this organization is not pri-
vate business; it is a nonprofit, educa-
tional television station, supported by
money from tax-exempt foundations
and from the U.S. Treasury, and using
the airwaves that this Congress long ago
decided were public property.

Other members of my committee are
asking these same questions. They want
to know if this policy is really a policy,
or a convenient subterfuge to express
disapproval toward the actions of mem-
bers of the President’s official family.

The entire matter, Mr. Speaker, should
be looked into by the Federal Communi-
cations Commission, and I urge the FCC
to be about this task immediately, be-
cause I have reason to believe that my
colleague from Massachusetts, Chair-
man TORBERT MACDONALD, may very well
want a report from the FCC before his
Subcommittee on Communications.

If, indeed, Mr. Woestendiek was fired
for the reasons stated, then WETA’s of-
ficialdom was guilty of the most haphaz-
ard kind of overreacting. I was caught
by the editorial in the Washington Post
Monday, which reminded us all of James
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Thurber’s famous moral that “you might
as well fall on your face as lean over too
far backward.”

COUNTRY NEEDS A JOINT CON-
GRESSIONAL COMMITTEE ON
PEACE

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

Mr. BENNETT,. Mr. Speaker, one of
our great generals, Douglas MacArthur,
proposed 15 years ago in a speech at Los
Angeles that the United States proclaim
its readiness to abolish war in concert
with other powers of the world.

George Catlett Marshall, an American
military hero and former Secretary of
State, said:

If man does find the solution for world
peace it will be the most revolutionary re-
versal of his record we have ever known.

These two men of war—and of peace—
presented our generation a bold chal-
lenge to find a way for men to live in
peace.

Our Nation and the world need fresh
and sound ideas to help find new ways
toward peace on earth, The difficulty of
the task should not deter us. War today
is a bizarre intrusion from the past, truly
anachronistic.

I am introducing legislation which
would assist in our country’'s pursuit of
mankind’s biggest challenge—to achieve
and maintain peace. It would establish
a Joint Committee on Peace.

Congress has scores of committees on
many matters. Among the important
ones are the “Atomic Energy” and “Eco-
nomic” Committees. Also there are such
joint committees as the Joint Commit-
tee on Disposition of Executive Papers
and the one for the Library. Surely, we
could use one on the quest for peace.
Millions of hours are spent by Congress-
men on an almost infinite variety of in-
vestigations and studies. It is time now
for Congress to spend a greater degree of
time and energy in the quest for peace.

‘We are living today in an atmosphere
that is primed and conducive to world
peace. The recent remarks by the United
Nations Soviet Delegate Yakov A. Malik
that a new Geneva conference could
bring about “a fresh solution and a re-
laxation of tension on the Indo-China
peninsula” is indicative of perhaps a re-
newed effort to halt the war in Southeast
Asia.

Of importance also, are the second
round of strategic arms limitation talks,
SALT, now going on between Russia and
America in Vienna. The development of
the atom bomb and nuclear weapons
have required us to at least talk to our
enemies.

A third point to mention is the Presi-
dent's announcement this week that 150,-
000 men will be withdrawn from Vietnam
fighting. While he made this declaration
of withdrawal—despite any progress at
the Paris peace talks—he also had this
tosay:

But I again remind the leaders of North
Vietnam that while we are taking these risks
for peace, they will be taking grave risks
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should they attempt to use the occasiocn to
jeopardize the security of our remalning
forces in Vietnam by increased military ac-
tion in Vietnam, in Cambodia or in Laos.

I repeat what I sald November third and
December fifteenth. If I conclude that in-
creased enemy action jeopardizes our remain-
ing force in Vietnam, I shall not hesitate to
take strong and effective measures to deal
with that situation.

These are complicated and perilous
times. While we have a signal from the
Russians that they are willing to co-
operate in bringing the Vietnam war to
a conclusion and we are discussing with
them ways to halt the arms race and the
President is trying to grind down the
conflict in Southeast Asia, there are still
belligerent situations through the world
we must cope with and find peaceful an-
swers to. Somehow, we must seek also a
lasting peace with China.

A Joint Committee on Peace would be
a vehicle to study and consider these
grave problems and when proper, to keep
them before the publie, and thus provide
possible answers to peace.

For over a decade I have sponsored
and worked for a U.S. Agency for World
Peace within the Department of State—
H.R. 949 now pending in the House Com-~
mittee on Foreign Affairs. As a matter of
fact, I was the first Member of Congress
to introduce a bill to establish a Peace
Agency, January 6, 1960, which led to
the statutory establishment of the U.S.
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
in 1961.

While the idea for a further extension
of this law, concentrating on peace and
research to achieve peace, has been fa-
vorably received by the executive agen-
cies involved no support for H.R. 949 has
been forthcoming. I quote from a letter
from the Secretary of State in the re-
port on H.R. 949:

The objective of HR. 940—the achieve-
ment of a peaceful world—deserves the full
support of the Department of State and the
several other agencies of the U.8. Government
which are actively and continuously work-
ing to foster peace throughout the world and
to change or to prevent conditions which
might lead to war.

Rather than establish a new agency, how-
ever, the State Department is convinced that
the objective of the bill can be carried out
more effectively through continued collabo-
ration between the agencies already heavily
committed to research leading toward a more
peaceful world. These include not only such
foreign affairs agencies as the State Depart-
ment, Defense Department, Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, United States In-
formation Agency, Agency for International
Development, and the Peace Corps, but also
the Department of Agriculture, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Atomic
Energy Commission, and the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration,

The diversity of research approaches among
these agencies Is of real value in the U.S.
Government’s search for ways of strengthen-
ing world peace. Concentration of all such
research In one agency might be less effec-
tive in achieving the objective of this bill.
Current efforts are proceeding on a broad and
comprehensive basis. To concentrate all ef-
forts in one agency could be self-defeating,
In that it might limit the breadth of inter-
pretation and even diminish the soundness
of the research process and conclusions.

There is executive enthusiasm for the
basic purposes of H.R. 949, but none for
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a new agency in the State Department
or for a new department of peace.

The challenges for world peace are,
however, of such magnitude we in the
Congress should spotlight these chal-
lenges. We can do this with a Joint Com-
mittee on Peace.

The committee would not establish pol-
icy, but would do research on problems
related to achieving peace, including an
examination of the economie, political,
and sociological causes of war and the
development of techniques for the elim-
ination or reduction of these causes.

Research on peace would be conducted
by the committee and its staff—and I do
not envision a large staff, but one com-
posed of experts—similar to thi of “war
gaming” done by military specialists.

Five Senate and five House Members
would make up the committee and they
would be required to report tv the Con-
gress on activities in Jhe field of peace-
finding and peacekeeping, This would not
be a legislative committee, but would be
a study and oversight committee. Gov-
ernment agencies, concerned with peace,
ireluding the Departments of Defense
and State, would be required to report fo
the committee in the field of the com-
mittee’s inquiries. The committee could
also receive suggestions from the general
publie, thus assuring consideration of
every valuable suggestion made in the
public area.

As a senior Member of the House
Armed Services Committee, I know that
the survival of our Nation is our most
important goal. But I believe we some-
times overlook the prime target—peace.

The establishment of a Joint Commit-
tee on Peace might mean the difference
between world progress and world
oblivion,

Theodore Roosevelt said almost seven
decades ago: “Speak softly and carry a
big stick; you will go far.” He challenged
our Nation to have a strong national de-
fense to support our efforts for world
peace and freedom for all people.

I believe in a strong national defense.
I also believe we need a Joint Committee
on Peace, and I hope Members of the
House of Representatives and the Senate
will join me in this effort.

A copy of the bill follows:

H.J. Res, 1184

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, that there is hereby
established a Joint Committee on Peace to
be composed of five Members of the Senate
to be appointed by the President of the
Senate, and five Members of the House of
Representatives to be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives. In
each instance not more than three Members
shall be members of the same political party.

Sec. 2, The Joint Committee shall make
continuing studies of ways to achleve world
peace. The several departments and agencies
of the federal government concerned with
keeping and maintaining peace including the
Departments of Defense and State shall keep
the Joint Committee fully and currently
informed. Any Government agency shall fur-
nish any information requested by the Joint
Committee with respect to the activities or
responsibilities of that agency in the field of
peace. The members of the Joint Committee
who are Members of the Senate shall no less
than annually report to the Senate, and the
members of the Joint Committee who are
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Members of the House of Representatives
shall no less than annually report to the
House.

Sec. 3. Vacancies in the membership of
the Joint Committee shall not affect the
power of the remaining members to execute
the functions of the Joint Committee, and
shall be filled in the same manner as in the
case of the original selection. The Joint
Committee shall select a Chairman and a
Vice Chairman from among its members at
the beginning of each Congress. The Vice
Chairman shall act in the place and stead of
the Chairman in the absence of the Chair-
man, The Chairmanship shall alternate be-
tween the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives with each Congress, and the
Chairman shall be selected by the Members
from that House entitled to the Chairman-
ship. The Vice Chairman shall be chosen
from the House other than that of the Chair-
man by the Members from that House.'

Skc. 4. In carrying out its duties under this
Act, the Joint Committee, or any duly au-
thorized subcommittee thereof, 1s authorized
to hold such hearings or investigations, to sit
and act at such places and times, to require,
by subpena or otherwise, the attendance of
such witnesses and the production of such
books, papers, and documents, to administer
such oaths, to take such testimony, to pro-
cure such printing and binding, and to make
such expenditures as it deems advisable. The
Joint Committee may make such rules re-
specting its organization and procedures as
it deems necessary: Provided, however, That
no measure or recommendation shall be re-
ported from the Joint Committee unless a
majority of the committee assent. Subpenas
may be issued over the signature of the
Chalirman of the Joint Committee or by any
members designated by him or by the Joint
Committee, and may be served by such person
or persons as may be designated by such
Chairman or member. The Chairman of the
Joint Committee or any member thereof may
administer oaths to witnesses. The expenses
of the Jolnt Committee shall be paid one-
half from the contingent fund of the House
of Representatives and one-half from the
contingent fund of the Senate, upon vouch-
ers signed by the Chairman or Cochalrman
of the Committee.

SEc. 5. To enable the committee to exercise
its powers, functions, and duties under this
joint resolution, there are authorized to be
appropriated for each fiscal year such sums
as may be necessary to be disbursed by the
Clerk of the House of Representatives on
vouchers signed by the chairman or vice
chairman of the commitiee.

Sec. 6. The Jolnt Committee may classify
information originating within the commit-
tee in accordance with standards used gen-
erally by the executive branch for classify-
ing restricted data or defense information.

Sec. 7. The Joint Committee shall keep a
complete record of all commitiee actlons,
inecluding a record of the votes on any ques-
tlon on which a record vote is demanded. All
committee records, data, charts, and files
shall be the property of the Joint Committee
and shall be kept in the offices of the Joint
Committee or other places as the Joint Com-
mittee may direct under such security safe-
guards as the Joint Committee shall deter-
mine in the interest of security.

MASTON O'NEAL HAS SERVED
NATION WITH DISTINCTION

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

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, during the
nearly 7% years I have been privileged
to serve in the Congress, I have known
many fine men. But I can say in all truth
that of all those men, there is none finer
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nor more gentlemanly than our colleague
from Georgia, MasToN O’NEAL.

Monday he announced that he would
not seek election to a fourth term. I
know that all Members of the House
were deeply sorry to learn that a heart
condition has developed which led him
to this personal decision. I feel that Con-
gress and the Nation will be poorer when
he leaves active service in these Halls.

MasToN O'NEAL is that rare individual
who is beloved by all who come in con-
tact with him. Quiet and courtly, he gets
things done without fanfare and few men
have the real friends and respect that he
has within the House.

For 24 years he served as a district
attorney and will complete 6 years of
service in the Congress at the end of this
year. We share adjoining offices in the
Cannon Building as well as having ad-
joining congressional districts in our re-
spective States of Georgia and Florida.
From that association has come a warm
personal friendship as well as a genuine
feeling of respect for a fine gentleman on
the part of myself and my stafl.

Particularly would I say a word about
Mrs. O’Neal, a lady of grace and charm
who has been his guide and inspiration
and has been very helpful to him in his
political career.

The O'Neals are the loving parents of
two fine children, Mrs. Susan Charlotte
Bowden and Air Force Capt. Maston Em-
mett O'Neal III. Without question, their
greatest pride is in their grandchildren.

Captain O’Neal is an outstanding offi-
cer and pilot in the U.S. Air Force, hav-
ing served in the Vietnam conflict. He
carries on a military tradition estab-
lished by his father who served in the
Navy during World War II.

Following his election to the 89th Con-
gress, MasToN O'NEaL so proved himself
to those he has represented that they
have returned him to Congress twice
without opposition.

I know that I speak for all of the Mem-
bers of the Congress when I say that we
will be losing one of our most beloved
Members when MasTon O'NEAL ends his
career of public service. But I can say
also that this Nation, the State of Geor-
gia and the people of his district are
richer for his having served.

EARTH DAY

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

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, as a
young man I was a teacher of history
and civics at Harper High School in Chi-
cago. I have often thought back on those
days and reflected, as have all teachers,
how much I learned from my students.
They contributed much to my thinking
and to my own personal development.

Today’s students, Mr. Speaker, are a
bit more controversial than those I
taught back in the 1940's. Their activism
and excesses at times have prompted
harsh words in reaction in this very
chamber, Many crificisms were leveled
at them; yet, yesterday, April 22, we
witnessed one of the most responsible
and mature endeavors ever undertaken
by the youth of this country.
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At over 2,000 colleges and universities
and 10,000 high schools throughout the
country, activities were sponsored on
April 22 in observance of Earth Day. This
effort is unigque in our history, and in-
deed, in the history of the world, because
never before in the millions of years that
man has existed on this planet has a so-
ciety done what we in America have
done. Never before has man so organized
his endeavors to produce such wealth for
the vast majority of a country’s citizens,
Yet, we have paid a dear price in the
process, for we are fast running out of
clean land, clean air, clean water.

Look at Lake Erie with its slimy shores
and wasted waters, supporting ever fewer
forms of higher life. Stand on a hill sur-
mounting one of our major cities and
watch the mustard-colored haze drifting
into every corner—and every lung. Visit
the inner cities and see the bleakness of
the streets, the despair in the faces.

These are the events that were com-
memorated yesterday, Earth Day, and
during this week, Earth Week. The young
people of our land are calling to our at-
tention what it was that we gave up to
obtain that extra kitchen appliance, that
air conditioner, that last hundred horse-
power in our automobiles. They are
pointing out the degradation the land
and the people have suffered. That it was
done by and large unwittingly does not
make more tolerable the dirt and waste
prevalent today.

Our manufacturers and industrialists
are not to be blamed alone, for they
merely supplied what the people asked
for. There is guilt enough for all. If our
garbage dumps and landfills are over-
burdened it is because every one of us
preferred throw-away containers to re-
turnable bottles, and bought the flashy
overpackaged product instead of the
simpler, utilitarian carton.

Without some incentive to do otherwise
we will probably do the same tomorrow
and let the earth and our descendants
bear the load. The businessman’s profit
is measured in dollars, the housewife's
in time saved and in “convenience.” And
whether or not we know it, all of us help
pay the price. We pay for the fancy pack-
age when we buy the product, we clean
up after the litterbug with increased
taxes, and we amortize the cost of the
belching smokestack with years off our
lives.

All of us carry a grealt responsibility,
Mr. Speaker. It is within our power to
reduce these ravages on our environment
and to bring to manageable terms the
wastes, solid and fluid, of our daily lives.
I, and others in this Chamber, have in
the past supported the Water Quality
Act, the Clean Air Act, the Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, the Environmental
Policy Act, and other landmark legisla-
tion designed to control pollution, and
vet, pollution of our environment con-
tinues. Much remains to be done, and it is
truly an awesome task we face.

The demonstrations that took place on
Earth Day expressed the hope that sur-
vival and improvement are still possible.
I salute and congratulate all those who
vesterday brought this hope to the atten-
tion of the Nation, and join my col-
leagues in the Congress in redoubling our
efforts to solve the environmental crisis.
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Mr. Speaker, at this point in the
Recorp I would like to include an article
by Colman McCarthy entitled “Hard
Facts About Dirty Facts” which appeared
in the Washington Post on April 22. The
article, which is a cogent analysis of the

environmental problems that confront

us, follows:
Harp Facts Asour Dirry FACTS
(By Colman MecCarthy)

After tons of adjectives and the legwork of
a thousand advance men, today sees the ar-
rival of Earth Day—so named because a few
earth people are beginning to worry. The
basic dread is simple: the dirt and waste is
everywhere, we are running low on—if not
out of—clean land, air and water, and no-
body gets a transfer when the planet stalls
in mid-air. Naturalists, lecturers and the in-
evitable me-too politicians speaking at hun-
dreds of colleges and high schools will tell
the young what most of them know and have
heard a hundred times already.

The purpose of Earth Day is to prod each
group to work out a strategy for earth-im-
provement—or what is now called, strenu-
ously, ecotactics. Many will organize to
change local pro-pollution laws, or perhaps
unite behind an earth-minded politician, or
boycott the one-way cans and bottles, or—
hardest of all—begin taking personal respon-
sibility for conserving things like water, fos-
sil fuels and life itself.

Tryilng to end the evil of pollution may
meet many of the frustrations found earlier
in the civil rights and antiwar movements:
first, like racism and war, pollution has been
going on unquestioned so long that suddenly
putting on the brakes is more an act of alarm
than actual stopping—the way a speeding car
needs over 400 feet of braking before forward
motion is killed. Second, ending pollution
means that somebody will get hurt: profits
must be cut, comforts reduced, sacrifices en-
dured. As in all human struggles, the power-
ful and monied will fight the hardest to be
hurt the least.

Few politiclans, and certainly not a Repub-
lican President with re-election already on
his mind, are talking up these hard facts
about the dirty facts. Instead, anti-pollution
is often presented as a warm puppy issue, as-
suring happiness to anyone opposing a be-
fouled environment. If we pass enough laws,
says the delusion, spend some money and
have a good heart, well, it will soon be Amer-
ica the Beautiful again.

Just how fast the pollution wheels have
been speeding along, and how many decades
if not centuries will be needed before they
may stop, is shown by the almost countless
laws on the books forbidding pollution: the
Water Quality Act, the Clean Air Act, the
Water Pollution Control Act, the Environ-
mental Policy Act, to name a few. Yet, the
air, land and water continue to blacken. The
“laws” have been ignored by large corpora-
tions and small companies, many of them
cheered on, if not whipped on, by the stock-
holders. But the industries were only com-
mitting the kind of ecological murder the
federal and state agencies let them get away
with. It Is almost as if the Interior Depart-
ment, Agriculture, the FTC, the FDA and
the many state and local conservation
bureaur were listening to Ford Motor Com-
pany president Arjay Miller, who warned in
1967 of the "threat of over-regulation by gov-
ernment” regarding pollution. That remark
was made when pollution was still a quiet
issue,

A second reason why destruction of the
earth will not stop instantly is that the needs
of the public will not instantly slacken. The
opposite seems true. American homes are
now so filled to the roof with appliances,
machines, devices and gizmos that the de-
mand for electricity to run them all is insa-
tiable.
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The electric companies, far from being
profit-mongers, argue that nuclear power
plants must be built to supply the public.
But each plant needs millions of gallons of
water to cool the machinery. The used water
is then flushed into a lake or river at an
increased temperature that kills the fish
and unbalances the ecology.

What does the public want? More con-
traptions in its homes or clean lakes and
rivers outdoors?

The choice is everywhere. Phosphates in
detergents—such as Axion, Bold, Cheer, Fab,
Oxydol, Tide, Trend—have been ruining our
lakes and rivers, according to the House
Committee on Government Operations and
anyone able to see or smell. But the heavy
duty soaps clean clothes fresher and bright-
er, and everyone, except some of our young-
er people, wants that. Moreover, according
to the Soap and Detergent Association, elimi-
nating phosphates “would be equivalent to
setting back health, cleanliness and sanita-
tion standards many years."

Despite the industry’s talk about impend-
ing disease and pestilence, a choice is pres-
ent: weaker soaps or cleaner lakes and rivers.
But is there a choice? The industry swears
that no replacement for phosphates is now
possible; since the Interior Department is
hesitant to force the manufacturers to
change (Interior has funded only one study,
for only #09,000, on the idea of removing
phosphates from the detergents), the public
has the choice made for it: rivers and lakes
that are dirty today and dirtier tomorrow.

The question—who gets hurt the most in
cleaning up?—easily wins the Rhetorical
Question of the Century contest. The con-
sumer, who else? Fortune magazine recently
asked business leaders for ideas on solving
the ecology mess. Over half—57 per cent—
said the government should offer industry
tax relief for combat duty in fighting pollu-
tion, “This would mean,” writes Michael Har-
rington in the current Commonweal, “that
the biggest polluters, with the greatest prob-
lems, would get the largest subsidies, It
would, in effect, reward those who have be-
fouled the atmosphere. And it would, like all
other tax expenditures for the private sector,
take money away from social uses."

In case tax money is not about to be forked
over, & few industries are telling the public
outright that the latter must pay. Prices will
be ralsed $100, for example, on new GM cars
for anti-smoke devices. At this point, the
temptation is to condemn the captains of
industry and their corporals at the local out-
let. But this is simple-minded. Naturally, in-
dustry is going to make the public pay.
American business has worked hard and long
to supply the public with the services, goods
and technology it seemed to want. The indi-
vidual consumer never asked for products
that didn’'t pollute; instead, as in the case of
cars, he said, “"Make them flashy, fast and
powerful.” Detroit did. Now, the public sud-
dently wants its cars clean as well. “That's
fine with us,” says Detroit, but be prepared
to pay for this latest whim the way you
wanted and paid for the old whims.

At the base of the environmental crisis,
two general theories of man are whirling. The
first, from philosopher Alfred North White-
head and popularized by Teilhard, holds that
the creation of the world is still ongoing.
The current mire in population should not
discourage—it is only a venial lapse caused
by the giddiness of progress. We'll snap to
soon, and be swept up in what Teilhard calls
“an irresistible tide of liberated energies.”

The second theory is from Freud who
claimed that man has an “innate inclination
toward evil, toward aggression, destruction,
and . . . toward cruelty.”

The question raised by an earth suddenly
turned cesspool, after millions of years of
grace and purity, is forcing a definition of
man: is he a co-creator or a violent de-
stroyer? The hope of Earth Day is that we
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are the former, that survival, even self-im-
provement, is still possible. But even here the
evidence is mixed. The very signs, posters,
buttons and pictures used to dramatize April
22 will become tomorrow just more piles of
junk and garbage to be hauled off to the
burning ground—as much a pollutant to the
air and earth as any Detroit smokewagon
guaranteed to be damned more than once
today.

IMPORTANT ANTIPOLLUTION
PACEAGE

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

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, one of
the major causes of air pollution is the
automobile. Because of my great con-
cern for this problem, which is rapidly
increasing in almost uncontrollable pro-
portions, I am joining with several other
of my concerned colleagues in sponsoring
an important air pollution package.

This is an antipollution package of
quality and substance—a concrete and
realistic appraisal of the problem with
viable and workable solutions. I com-
mend my colleagues for their foresight
in comprehending the problem of auto-
motive air pollution, for the timeliness
of their presentation, for their aware-
ness of the hazards of this situation, and
for their thoroughness in attacking and
attempting to resolve this problem. I am
happy to associate myself with this
effort.

The time has come when we must be-
gin to realistically face the problem of
air pollution. The simple fact is that our
environment is in grave danger. The air
we breathe is impure—and this is un-
healthy, a threat to life, If allowed to go
unchecked, this situation is going to
cause enormous and hazardous conse-
quences for the future, There is evidence
today of the seriousness of this situation.
In my own State of California, the prob-
lem of air pollution resulting from auto-
mobile emissions is critical. In the city
of Los Angeles, there have been in-
stances where schoolchildren have been
prohibited from outdoor recess because
smog levels were so high. The policy now
in Los Angeles school districts is that
during high frequency smog levels, chil-
dren are permitted outside only 1 hour
every 3 days. Incidences of lung cancer
and emphysema have increased and are
reportedly attributed to air pollution,
and people have died with lung condi-
tions aggravated by impure air,

This is somewhat absurd and incredi-
ble, but these are the facts. The sit-
uation in California is paralleled in New
York, where extensive congressional
hearings were held which resulted in this
action we are taking today. All metro-
politan centers in this country are fast
falling victim to the dangers of automo-
tive air pollution. This package we are
considering today recognizes these facts
and provides for a program to deal with
all aspects of the problem.

The package attacks the problem by
establishing strict Federal auto emission
standards based on the cleanest feasible
propulsion system; it ealls for the elimi-
nation of the internal combustion en-
gine in automobiles by 1975 and for the
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installation of emission control devices
on all used cars by 1972; the time limits
are a positive insurance of action and
action now. The package also provides
for federally conducted assembly line
and follow-up inspections to assure that
standards are being met and kept.

The enforcement aspects of this pro-
gram are sound and viable—Federal in-
spections will guarantee adherence to
standards; and owners and purchasers of
high horsepower cars, which cAause
greater pollution levels, will be assessed
a higher auto excise tax.

The package goes further than regulat-
ing type of engine and emission control
devices by banning leaded gasoline and
calling for the regulation of rubber and
asbestos emission. Current Federal law
and research efforts consider only three
of the six major automotive pollutants—
carbon monoxide, nydrocarbons, oxides
of nitrogen; lead, rubber and asbestos
are equally as dangerous and causative
of pollution in the air. A report prepared
for the National Air Pollution Control
Administration at HEW noted that as-
bestos—emitted from clutch and brake
lining—is an “air pollutant which car-
ries with it the potential for a national
epidemic of lung cancer.” The auto in-
dustry¥’s research into this area is prac-
tically negligible.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to give careful
and thoughtful consideration to this
matter. It is a problem with complex and
frightening consequences for the entire
human race. We all have what we might
consider more important issues to con-
tend with, but I ask with all sincerity
what could be more important than an
existing condition which threatens the
existence of life itself?

STRATEGY MYTH BELIED

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

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker,
sometimes, amid the loud cries from
President Nixon’s critics in the press
and elsewhere, it is difficult to hear the
facts about the progress this adminis-
tration has made and is continuing to
make in the perplexing problems fac-
ing our Nation.

Fortunately, there are voices of rea-
son which sometimes rise above the
clamor, to put the issues in their true
perspective. One such voice was recently
heard in an editorial from the Portland
Oregonian, discussing the President'’s
recent speech on desegregation and the
followup to that speech seen in Secre-
tary Finch's press conference and Fed-
eral court decisions regarding integra-
tion.

Perhaps the most significant thing
about this editorial, however, Mr.
Speaker, is the citing of specific statis-
tics which indicate clearly that the
Nixon administration has made great
strides in bringing about integration of
southern schools. These facts demon-
strate the promise offered by Secretary
Finch's statement that by next year, 80
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percent of the South’s Negro children

will be in desegregated schools. I ask to

insert this editorial in the Recorp at

this point:

[From the Portland Oregonian, Apr. 8, 1970]
STRATEGY MYTH BELIED

HEW Secretary Robert H. Finch's press
conference statements Tuesday should dis-
pel any lLngering doubt that the Nixon Ad-
ministration is dragging its feet on racial
desegregation in the schools. Secretary Finch
echoed President Nixon’s commitment to the
elimination—through both court sults and
administrative actlon—of law-imposed segre-
gation. His appearance coincided with a fed-
eral court order's prevalance over the oppo-
sitlon of Gov. Claude Kirk to a plan for fed-
erally-lmposed integration in a Florida
county's schools.

Mr. Finch put it on the line. He set a goal
for next fall of doubling the number of black
students in desegregated schools in the
South. In the first year of the Nixon Admin-
istration, that number has doubled from
600,000 to 1.2 million. The Finch projection
would put the total at 2.4 million in the next
year, or about 80 per cent of the South's
Neagro children.

That is the sort of progress unmatched by
any previous administration. It reflects the
success of major desegregation accomplish-
ments already this year over the racist
rhetorical opposition of southerm governors
and other public officials. Here is a part of
this year's score:

In Louisiana, an estimated 225,000 more
black pupils put in desegregated schools
since the beginning of the year, doubling
the number placed in Integrated classrooms
in Louisiana in the entire 15-year period
after the initial Supreme Court school inte-
gration decision.

In Atlanta, Ga., school faculty desegre-
gated, involving transfers of 40 per cent of
Atlanta teachers, despite opposition of Gov.
Lester Maddox and little community sup-
port.

In Jackson, Miss., successful Integration of
some 20,000 children despite the vigorous
opposition of Gov. John Bell Willlams.

Congress, too, has caught the spirit of ac-
celerated desegregation, having rejected
crippling amendments to legislation intro-
duced by southern congressmen and sup-
ported by some congressmen of other reglons,

Similar extensive progress in the elimina-
tion of de facto segregation established by
housing patterns will be complicated. But
it will surely follow, with each community
taking its own tack, as In the case of the
decentralization of Portland's school system.

However, events of the last few months
have clearly belied the contentions of some
critics of the Nixon Administration that it
was following a “southern strategy” in soft-
pedalling desegregation. The pedals have
never before been operated with such effect.

GILBERT ENDORSES EARTH DAY

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

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
was, of course, Earth Day. Conceived by
our youth, sponsored for the most part
by young people, Earth Day has suddenly
come to symbolize all that is wrong with
our world.

We need not look far beyond this
chamber to see the ills that so concern
youth today. Only blocks away we have
ghetto areas; less than a mile away the
polluted and rank Potomac River flows.

At rush hour Constitution Avenue go-
ing by the Capitol will be bumper to
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bumper with automobiles emitting nox-
ious fumes. No one does not have to go
far to find out what bothers our young
people today.

The wonder is then, Mr. Speaker, why
the Congress in its wisdom has not also
become so concerned. We do pass laws
but we extract the muscle from them at
the same time. We sign resolutions but
resign ourselves to pollution. Cannot the
Congress learn a few wisdoms from these
youngsters who preach neither hate nor
love but simple survival?

We must not be afraid to lead occa-
sionally. If we are so subtly attuned
to political nuances as our critics claim,
does it not seem significant that Earth
Day itself, unknown just a year ago, has
become so imbedded in the mind of the
public at large today? I think that should
tell us something of what the people of
this Nation are demanding.

They want their air fit to breathe,
their water pure enough to drink. They
want an end to murky waters and fish
unfit to eat. They want the noise levels
tolerable, the byways unlittered, the
ghettos eradicated.

I salute the young men and women
who have made this day possible. And I
pray that ell of us in Congress do not
end this year without some affirmative
response to this call from our Nation.

We possess no convenient excuse for
not responding. In fact, we as a body
owe the Nation a deep apology for allow-
ing matters to degenerate to where they
stand today.

I would ask today that those com-
mittee chairmen who have environmental
projects before them immediately con-
vene hearings to determine how to im-
prove those areas under their jurisdic-
tion. We cannot longer accept a project
because it will cause only minimal de-
struction. We must, from this day for-
ward, concern ourselves with how to im-
prove what we have allowed to be dam-
aged.

We all recognize that the pressures
that come from groups which are more
concerned with profit than with purity.
Appealing to man's better nature has
never been successful by itself. It is time,
however, to realize that profit cannot
come if the Nation's very existence is in
jeopardy. If we make it profitable to care
about environment and expensive to
abuse it, the Congress will have gone a
long way toward redeeming itself in the
eyes of the American people.

McCULLOCH MOVES TO SAVE THE
“QUEEN"

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

Mr, McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, today
I introduced legislation supported by
Senator Saxse and cosponsored by Con-
gressmen RoBerT A, Tarr, Jr., of Cin-
cinnati, WiLLiam H. Harsma, of Ports-
mouth, and CLARENCE E, MILLER, of Lan-
caster, that would preserve the last page
of America's 160-year-old riverboat his-
tory. My reference, Mr. Speaker, is to the
only overnight passenger steamer in
America—the Delia Queen. She is the
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last paddle wheel steamboat authorized
by the Interstate Commerce Commission
to carry overnight passengers, certifi-
cated and regularly inspected by the U.S.
Coast Guard,

This vessel has a steel hull and a
superstructure largely of mahogany,
ironwood, and walnut. Because of this
wood construction, the Delta Queen can-
not meet modern steel ship building re-
quirements and was therefore to be re-
tired from service in 1968. However, by
act of Congress—Public Law 90-435—the
Delta Queen was permitted to operate
until November 2, 1970. Unless this Con-
gress acts, another of our great American
traditions will have passed from the
scene.

The law that would retire the Delta
Queen was enacted in 1966 to rid the seas
of unsafe ships and to insure the finan-
cial responsibility of the carriers call-
ing at U.S. ports. Inadvertently, it seems,
that this legislation was made broad
enough to encompass passenger vessels
carrying overnight passengers operating
on our inland rivers. For the purpose
of safety standards, the Queen was placed
in the same category as deep-draft ves-
sels traveling on the high seas. Unless
this Congress intervenes 160 years of
paddle wheel history will end November
2, 1970.

Originally designed and built in 1926,
the Delta Queen is the most luxurious
paddle wheel passenger boat ever built
and also the safest. Every compartment
and public room is equipped with auto-
matic sprinklers and other safety devices
such as fire extinguishers, fire hydrants,
fire alarms, and emergency tools that are
strategically located throughout the
vessel. Unlike ocean vessels, most of the
Queen’s staterooms open directly onto
the outside deck. There are no enclosed
corridors where passengers or crew could
be trapped.

I believe that the Congress has the
duty, indeed the responsibility to look
into this type of small business which has
become all but extinct. It hardly need be
said that the riverboat business is not
what it was 50 years ago when hundreds
of vessels, similar to the Della Queen,
plied the same trade routes. However,
many Americans have discovered that
riding on a riverboat can be a most
satisfactory experience. Mark Twain said
it this way:

One cannot see t00 many summer sunrises
on the Mississippl. They are enchanting. First
there is the eloguence of silence; for a deep
hush broods everywhere. Next there is the
haunting sense of loneliness, isolation, re-
moteness from the worry and hustle of the
world. . . . And all this stretch of river is a
mirror, and you have the shadowy reflections
of the leafage and the curving shores and
the receding capes pictured in it. Well, that
is all beautiful; soft and rich and beautiful;
and . . . you grant that you have seen some-
thing that is worth remembering.

The legislation that has doomed the
Queen was passed in 1966. Since that
time, the owners of the vessel sought sue-
cessfully two extensions of time in order
to permit them to design and construct
a duplicate of the Delta Queen. To their
dismay and to the dismay of many, the
owners and operators of the Queen
learned that with the rise in the cost of
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construction, material, and labor under
competitive bidding, a new vessel to re-
place the original Queen would cost in
excess oI $10,000,000 instead of the esti-
mated $4,000,000 to $6,000,000. This new
dollar figure is believed by all to be pro-
hibitive for such a small business as
Greene Line Steamers, Inc.

I believe, Mr. Speaker, enactment of
my bill would have an important positive
effect on the long-range economies of
our river system. Mr. Speaker, I predict
that passage of this legislation will en-
courage and make possible the expansion
of scenic river travel in the United
States.

Presently, by aect of Congress, the
Delta Queen is categorized with ocean-
going vessels. I think she and others like
her should be distinguished from that
class and should be exempted. The
Queen, for example, only travels the
rivers: the beautiful Ohio, the scenic
and historic Mississippi and Tennessee.
For 9 months of the year she travels our
western river system—from St. Paul in
the North to New Orleans in the South,
from Pittsburgh in the East and to the
Gate of the West—St. Louis, touching
ports in 16 States.

The Delta Queen is never more than a
few yards from any shore and should an
emergency arise, all the captain need do
would be to hit the rudder and she
could be run aground probably before the
lifeboats hit the water.

I might add, Mr. Speaker, that the
Delta Queen presently meets certain
Coast Guard safety standards and I
think it should be noted tha. the waters
in which she travels is no deeper, at its
deepest point, than her middle deck. For
these reasons I believe this type of
watereraft is very muach distinguish-
able from those ocean going vessels
which the 1966 legislation sought to
regulate for greater safety of life on the
high seas.

I am sure that many of my constitu-
ents along with people from around the
State of Ohio, as well as citizens from
other river States across the Nation, do
not want fo see the cessation of this
great tradition by legislation that is pri-
marily intended to rid the high seas of
unsafe ocean-going ships.

WILLIAM T. EVJUE, 1882-1970, EDI-
TOR AND PUBLISHER OF THE
CAPITAL TIMES DAILY NEWSPA-
PER, MADISON, WIS.

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

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr, Speaker, it
is my sad duty to announce to the Mem-
bers of the House the death of William
T. Evjue, editor and publisher of the
Capital Times daily newspaper in Madi-
son, Wis, I am certain that all of my col-
leagues who knew him or knew of him
will join me in this tribute to a crusad-
ing newspaperman and humanitarian.

In the development of a community, a
State, and a great Nation, a voice of con-
science is needed to protect the less pow-
erful from abuse and misuse. A voice
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of sensitivity, a voice of courage, and a
voice of commitment to the ideal that
no man'’s rights as a citizen of this coun-
try can be blotted out by those who tem-
porarily grasp the levers of political and
economic power.

Wisconsin and the entire Nation have
been the benefactors of such a voice for
the last 53 years. Although death has
now silenced that voice, William T
Evjue has established a record of hu-
manitarianism and journalistic excel-
lence that will serve as a benchmark for
all who follow,

When he published the first edition of
the Capital Times on December 12, 1917,
he protested the suppression of dissent
from a war to make the world safe for
democracy. The words of that early pro-
test and the publisher who had the cour-
age to print them are even more relevant
today. For today, we are again waging a
battle for the right to dissent and for
the cause of a peaceful world.

During Mr. Evjue's 53 years as editor
and publisher of the Capital Times, he
possessed an unchanging commitment
to the principle of human dignity. The
controversies which he engendered gave
him the will to meet other controveries,
and to emerge from each conflict with
renewed strength. Unlike some news-
paper editors, he did not tie his publi-
cation to the pursuit of blandness—he
did not allow his voice to grow old and
dull.

What made Mr. Evjue's newspaper
unique was his refusal to withd