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SENATE-Thursday, June 18, 1970 
The Senate met at 10:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Acting President 
pro tempore (Mr. METCALF) . 

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

Almighty God, who at creation didst 
bring order out of chaos, make the earth 
a home for man, and give him freedom 
under divine rulership, have mercy upon 
all mankind. Forgive our alienation from 
Thee, our impaired vision of the holy, 
and the distortion of the divine image. 
Forgive our sins, heal our spiritual sick­
ness, and once more give us joy in loiVing 
and serving Thee. 

0 Lord, we pray for newness of life in 
us and in all men. We pray especially 
for this Nation that Thou wouldst re­
build it on the pristine premise of the 
Founding Fathers. Order our disorder, 
repair our brokenness, banish all ha~, 
subdue all violence and unite us in the 
bonds of peace and a common endeavor 
for a better land. Give us a new spirit 
and a new direction. 

Strengthen Thy servants here to lead 
in the healing of our ills and the remak­
ing of "One Nation Under God." Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Wednesday, June 17, 1970, be dispensed 
with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all committees 
be authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. Under the previous order, the Sen­
ator from Arizona <Mr. FANNIN) is rec­
ognized for 30 minutes. 

POSTAL REFORM WITH COMPUL­
SORY UNIONISM 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, today's 
talk is another in a series of information 
discussions which a large number of my 
fellow Senators have agreed is absolutely 
necessary in order to provide the frame­
work for passage of postal reform. Tll.is 
means reorganizing our postal system 
without turning it over to union officials. 

The key to the problem is that portion 
of s. 3842, soon to be brought before this 
legislative body, which would legalize 
compulsory union shop agreements be­
tween union officials and the manage­
ment of the postal service. It is my in­
tent to lead a discussion to inform the 

public of the fact that a substitute bill 
is available that would continue the free­
dom from compulsory unionism that all 
Federal employees now enjoy-including 
the 750,000 postal workers. 

Because these talks are going to be 
germane-now and when the bill is for­
mally introduced-the word "filibuster" 
is not descriptive. I have no intention of 
obstructing legislation, or I would not 
be discussing the subject at this time, 
but only of passing legislation that pro­
tects the rights of our postal workers. 
And for those few uninformed members 
of the press who think my support for 
this measure is waning because I re­
fuse to use the word "filibuster" let me 
set the record straight now-my support 
today is greater than last week, will be 
even greater next week, and in time will 
include, I feel confident, a majority of 
this body. 

Mr. President, on Wednesday of this 
week the House of Representatives wrote 
into their postal reform bill a provision 
that postal workers can join or refrain 
from joining unions. That body adopted 
this amendment by a vote of 179 to 95. 

And in that legislative body, the 
amendment which was adopted preserves 
the present policy as first enunciated by 
President John F. Kennedy in 1962. That 
policy protects all Federal employees 
from forced unionism. 

Unfortunately, the pending Senate bill 
would reverse that policy and would re­
peal existing right-to-work protection for 
postal workers in 31 non-right-to-work 
States and raise serious doubts about 
their protection in the 19 right-to-work 
States. 

At this point let us get one thing 
clear-taking away the rank-and-file 
postal workers' protection against com­
pulsory unionism is a radical provision 
that bodes ill for all public employees­
approval for postal workers will open the 
tlood gates at all levels of governments. 

Postmaster General Winton Blount 
may protest that "allowing unions to 
bargain on union security does not mean 
they will get it," but the former head of 
the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States knows better-particularly since 
he personally opposed any qualifica­
tions of this individual right at the 1968 
GOP convention. Furthermore, he is well 
aware that in the bill he is pushing any 
Inatter that management and labor can­
not agree on will be decided by binding 
arbitration. And we all know that in this 
area when Congress authorizes any­
thing, the arbitrator views that as some­
thing Congress favors. 

Once the postal worker is trapped, the 
whole Federal service will go in a very 
short time. 

On this point the President of the 
A.FL-CIO, George Meany, to his credit, 
has been utterly frank about his inten­
tions. He told the House Post Office 
Committee last April that he views the 
pending bill as "only the beginning.'' He 
added that if he can win a compulsory 
union shop in the Post Office Department 
with its 750,000 workers, he will seek the 

same kind of collective bargaining ''for 
all civilian workers of the Federal. Gov­
ernment". 

To this the AFL--CIO News added edi­
torially, "What's good enough for Uncle 
Sam ought to be good enough for every 
State, county, and city.'' 

And for any Member of this body who 
doeS not understand to what lengths this 
union boss will go, let me remind him 
that 1 month ago Mr. Meany told a con­
gressional committee he would oppose the 
postal. reform bill if it was amended to 
protect the postal workers' right to work. 

From a worker's standpoint this ought 
to be bad enough. But late last week Mr. 
Meany announced support for a compro­
mise bill that provides less dollar bene­
fits for the rank-and-file workers. Ac­
cording to this press report, he sees this 
approach as necessary to insure passage 
of a bill with the labor-management pro­
visions he wants. The provisions, of 
course, include compulsory unionism and 
the elimination of all postal unions ex­
cept the AFL--CIO. 

Mr. President, the question of who Mr. 
Meany is representing begs an answer. 

I suggest that my respected colleague, 
Senator NORRIS COTTON of New Hamp­
shire, answered the question a few weeks 
ago when he said that if Postmaster 
Blount's idea of postal reform is adopted, 
"control of our postal. service is bound 
to pass from the hands of Congress into 
the hands of the AFL--CIO.'' 

The House of Representatives, in its 
wisdom, passed the amendment offered 
by Congressman DAVID HENDERSON, of 
North Carolina. But whetheT they vote 
right or wrong, it will still be necessary 
to carry on an educational discussion 
in the Senate to insure postal employees 
have the right to choose whether to join 
or to refrain from joining a union. It 
will be necess~ry to make sure that all 
the Members of this gTeat Senate under­
stand clearly the magnitude of this issue. 

Eventually, we will be voting on com­
pulsory unionism in the government of a 
free society. To me the right of a U.S. 
citizen to work for his own Govern­
ment approaches an absolute right. 
And I cannot believe that any Member 
of the Senate would vote to condition 
that employment upon the payment of 
dues to a private organization. 

If what I have said is true, then it 
seems logical to assume that most Amer­
icans oppose compulsory unionism. That 
is true. According to the respected Opin­
ion Research Corp. of Princeton, N.J., 
a recent public opinion attitude study 
shows that two-thirds of the Ameri­
can people-including more than half 
of union families--oppose compulsory 
unionism in the private sector. In the 
public sector there is little question that 
virtually all Americans oppose any quali­
fications whatsoever in the Government 
employees' right to work. 

On this point let me direct the Mem­
bers' attention to an advertisement in 
the Washington Evening Star for Mon­
day, June 15, placed by the National 
Right To Work Committee. This ad posed 
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the question, "Should Congress endorse 
compulsory unionism for postal work­
ers?" The ad then presents an impres­
sive list of those who say "No." Let me list 
just a few of the names from that very 
partial listing. The list includes-

Richard M. Nixon as a 1968 presiden­
tial candidate. 

John F. Kennedy as President. 
Arthur Goldberg, President Kennedy's 

Secretary of Labor. 
George Shultz, President Nixon's for­

mer Secretary of Labor. 
The Republican Party-1968 cam­

paign platform pledge. 
Winton Blount-In 1968 before the 

Republican platform committee. And he 
stated at that time-loud and clear­
that-

There should be no qualification of the 
fundamental right to join or not to join a 
labor organization. Both should have equal 
protection of the law. 

Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States and their thousands of members. 

National Association of Manufa-cturers 
and their thousands of members. 

Vincent R. Sombrotto, Branch 36, Na­
tional Association of Letter Carriers, and 
thousands of his fellow New York Postal 
Union members. 

The National Alliance of Postal and 
Federal Employees and their 45,000 union 
members. 

Joseph Romeo, a Bronx, N.Y., postal 
employee and thousands of his fellow 
workers. 

National Federation of Independent 
Businesses and its hundreds of thousands 
of members. 

American Farm Bureau Fede:mtion 
and its hundreds of thousands of mem­
bers. 

And virtually every newspaper in the 
United States-a point I will get to a 
bit later. 

Mr. President, most of these names 
are quite familiar. But you, and my col­
leagues, might ask, "Who is Vincent 
Sombrotto?" Well, Vincent Sombrotto is 
America, he is the worker down the 
street, he is the postal employee who has 
earned a pay increase and wants this 
Congress to do something about it, and 
he is also the postal worker who knows 
that the Blount-Meany deal on compul­
sory unionism is what is holding up 
postal reform and his pay raise. He knows 
and his fellow workers know. 

only last week this man was in my 
office with a petition signed in one day 
by 900 of his fellow workers-and all 
union members-that says: 

We, the undersigned, hereby request that 
the provision of Executive Order No. 11491 
giving postal employees the right to join or 
not to join a union be written into any postal 
.. reform" legislation; thereby expediting a 
just wage increase, fringe benefits and better 
working conditions-for all postal employees. 

In his own words, Mr. Sombrotto told 
me, "Senator, the workers do not want 
the union shop. They want benefits for 
themselves, not for the bosses. If the un­
ion is good the men will line up to join. 
Senator, we need your help." 

Well, gentlemen, Mr. Sombrotto and 
his fellow union members and postal 
workers are going to get my help. And 

the help of many Members of this U.S. 
Senate. I think Mr. Sombt:otto's civil 
rights are worth fighting for. I hope my 
fellow Senators do too. 

To get things going, I gave Mr. Som­
brotto a letter to take back to his fellow 
New York postal workers, which read: 

Thank you for bringing to me the petition 
from postal employees in the New York area 
telling me of their support for a postal re­
form bill which does not aut horize the cre­
ation of a union shop. 

This petition was signed by 900 workers 
who obviously represent a cross section of 
the loyal, hardworking, industrious Ameri­
can postal employee. The very fact that they 
signed this petition shows their genuine 
concern for postal reform and their legiti­
mate interest in better wages and improved 
working conditions. 

I firmly believe, as does Congressman 
HENDERSON, that there would be no problem 
in ena<:ting a postal reform bill including an 
immediate 8 % pey increase for postal work­
ers if the bill did not authorize compulsory 
unionism. 

For this reason, I plan to introduce a sub­
stitute postal reform bill, similar to the 
pending Senate bill, but which will preserve 
the postal workers right to join or refrain 
from joining a union. I am still hopeful for 
administration support of my bill. 

If postal reform and a postal pay raise are 
not enacted, it will be because of the efforts 
of the national craft unions and the agree­
ment on the part of the administration to 
interject changes in our labor laws into a 
legitimate reform effort. 

I hope my substitute measure will be 
quickly accepted by the Congress and signed 
by the President. 

Your concern of postal reform is under­
stood and shared. 

Let me read also a letter that Con­
gressman HENDERSON wrote to Mr. Som­
brotto and the New York postal workers: 

I want to thank you for bringing to Sen­
ator FANNIN and me the petition signed by 
900 rank-and-file postal employees from the 
New York area stating their support for a 
postal reform bill which does not authorize 
the creation of a union shop. 

It is my candid opinion that if both the 
administration and the representatives of the 
employee unions were not insisting upon 
the provision authorizing the union shop, 
there would be no problem whatsoever in en­
acting the postal reform bill with its provi­
sion for an immediate 8 % pay increase for 
postal workers. 

Certainly, I would throw my full support 
behind the b111 if this one provision is in­
cluded and am confident that it would 
quickly pass both the House and Senate. 

If the bill is delayed unduly, it will not be 
because Congress has been dragging its feet 
or is unsympathetic to the plight of the 
rank-and-file postal workers. It will be be­
cause the unions and the administration 
seem bent on making the bill carry the bur­
den of compulsory unionism on its back. 

I hope my amendment will be quickly ac­
cepted by the House; that it will likewise be 
accepted in the Senate; and that the bill 
will very shortly be enacted into law. 

Your interest as a concerned employee is 
understood and appreciated. 

Those opposed to any qualification of 
the right to work for postal workers in­
clude associations, union members, postal 
workers, most of the American people, 
and virtually all of the Nation's news­
papers. Let us take a look at what some 
of our opinion leaders have said in the 
past few weeks: 

On May 5, the Wall Street Journal 
said editorially: 

It's hard to see how this would square with 
civil service protection that postal employees 
are supposed to retain under the new setup. 
And it conflicts directly with President 
Nixon's declaration less than a year ago, that 
Federal workers should not be forced to join 
unions to hold their jobs. 

On April 15, the Milwaukee Sentinel 
said: 

Congress should reject t he union shop pro­
vision of the Postal Reorganization Plan, 1! 
not the whole package. 

On April 23, the Richmond News 
Leader said: 

In considering this Postal Reform Package, 
Congress would do well to honor the essen­
tial right of a worker to hold a job without 
paying union dues, by consigning this par­
ticular provision to the dead letter office. 

On April 21, the Mobile Press said: 
All one hears now are cries for freedom, 

and for the individual's rights, yet powerful 
labor organizations have Washington so 
firmly in their grip that no official there 
has the oourage to speak up for the milUons 
who want and need work, but refuse to 
join unions. 

On April 8, the Wheeling News Regis­
ter said: 

We feel certain that a majority of Ameri­
cans believe that no worker in private or 
public employment should be forced to pay 
union dues as a condition of employment. 

On June 6, the St. Louis Globe-Demo­
crat said: 

There is no justification for changing the 
policy despite heavy union pressure. Con­
gress must protect Federal employees' right 
to join or not to join a union by eliminating 
this provision. 

On May 17, the Miami Herald said: 
A precedent in the proposed postal corpor­

ation would open the way to enacting union 
dues, at taxpayer expense, from those 12 
million, willy-nllly. We question whether 
postal "reform" is worth this price. 

On May 24, the Williamsport, Pa., Grit 
said: 

Such power over public employees, elected 
officials, or legislative and other public bod­
ies is intolerable in a free society, Congress 
must not invite atrd encourage it by rubber­
stamping compulsory unionization for postal 
workers. 

On May 28, the Dallas Morning News 
said: 

It 's hard to believe that the courts would 
allow State laws in effect to amend a Fed­
eral statute. A defeat of right to work on the 
postal worker issue would harm right to 
work everywhere, most severely in areas of 
Federal employment. If the postal workers 
get union shops, it's a safe bet that other 
civil servants will, too. 

On May 13, the Federal Times said: 
To carry that reasoning a step farther, 

while we favor unionism among Government 
employees, we do not believe that com­
pulsory unionism-or the possibility of such 
unionism through negotiation-should be 
part of this reform or any other pact in­
volving the status of public employees. 

On June 9, the Washington Evening 
Star said: 

I t seems to us, then, t hat if the necessary 
votes can be mustered, the postal bills 
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should be amended to include the right to 
refrain from union participation, as guar­
anteed by a succession of presidential orders 
covering Federal employee relations. 

On June 8, the Washington Daily News 
said: 

As matters now stand, government work­
ers are free to join-or not join-unions ac­
cording to their own desires. That right of 
free choice must be preserved. 

On June 2, the Cincinnati Post & 
Times-Star said: 

There are big gains in t his for post al 
workers. And doubtless more to come if t he 
post office can be reorganized on a modern 
basis. Considering the neglect which has be­
set the postal service and its employees all 
these years, this is pretty good for starters. 
The compulsory union section is neit her 
needed nor good business. 

On May 29, the Albuquerque Journal 
said: 

Postal workers should retain t he right to 
join or not join a union. If t hat right is taken 
away we will have paid too high a price for 
postal reform. 

On April 9, the Syracuse Post-Stand­
ard said: 

This is wrong. No government employee 
should be compelled to join a union. As long 
as there is one postal employee who pre­
fers not to pay union dues, there must be 
no compulsion approved by Congress. 

An April 22, the Salt Lake City Deseret 
News said: 

But no one has yet proved that t aking away 
a government worker's right to either join a 
union or refrain without coercion will im­
prove his efficiency and make the Post Office 
Department run smoother. 

On April 28, the Rock Island, Ill., Argus 
said: 

From what we have heard, most rank-and­
file members don't insist on compulsory un­
ionism, that is, the requirement that every 
member join a union when a majority vote 
to make it their bargaining union. They will 
be satisfied with the right of the majority 
to bargain and believe that the overwhelm­
ing majority of workers will sign up. 

On April 20, the Birmingham Post­
Herald said: 

Mr. Blount says this agreement, if it goes 
through Congress, would permit unions to 
negotiate for union shops. Union shops re­
quire all employees to join the union, 
whether they want to or not. This is com­
mon in private industry, but is it good public 
policy? In principle, no. 

on May 3, the Savannah News said: 
This part of the postal reform bill should 

be junked. It's too high a price to pay for a 
reform plan which has already been sharply 
altered to meet the objections of politicians 
and unions. 

On May 28, the Little Rock Democrat 
said: 

There are several things wrong with the 
Nixon administration's postal reform bill, 
which has now been approved by both the 
Senate and House Post Office Committees. 
One of the most important ones is that the 
bill could create compulsory unionism in 
the post office. 

Mr. President, the Nation's press have 
spoken-against compulsory unionism 
for postal workers; the people of this 
country have spoken-against compul­
sory unionism; and the rank-and-file 

postal workers of this country have spo­
ken-against compulsory unionism. I 
suggest it is time for the U.S. Senate to 
endorse their feelings. I hold that any 
person has a right to join a union. He 
should have the same right not to join 
a union. He should not be coerced either 
by his management or by the union boss. 
Or should we quit pretending this is still 
a free country? 

Under existing law, the standards for 
examination, certification, and appoint­
ment in the competitive civil service, 
as found in sections 3301-3364 of title 
5, United States Code, apply to postal 
employees just as they do to employees 
in other departments of the Govern­
ment. 

The policies governing all Federal 
agencies in their dealings with Federal 
employee labor organizations are set 
forth in Executive Order 11491, under 
the title of Labor-Management Rela­
tions in the Federal Service, and signed 
by President Nixon on October 29, 1969. 

This Executive order states, in sec­
tion 1 of its General Provisions: 

Each employee of the executive branch 
of the Federal Government has the right, 
freely and without fear of penalty or re­
prisal, to f'orm, join, and assist a labor or­
ganization or to refrain from any such ac­
tivity, and each employee shall be pro­
tected in the exercise of this right. 

The postal reform bill as voted out 
of the Senate Post Office Committee has 
the controversial provision that brings, 
for the first time, Post Office employees 
not in right-to-work States under the 
National Labor Relations Act. 

George Meany of the AFL-CIO nego­
tiated this arrangement with the Post­
master General. 

Under the provisions of the bill a Fed­
eral employee could and no doubt would 
be forced to pay dues to work for his 
own Government. Most of the employees 
of the Post Office Department would 
under this arrangement be forced to pay 
tribute to the AFL--CIO union in order 
to hold their jobs even though they had 
worked for their Government freely for 
10, 15, 25 or more years. 

Under my substitute bill the same re­
form provisions would remain with the 
only change being the removal of the 
controversial compulsory union provi­
sion. 

With this change, the bill should be 
readily adopted by Congress. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The clerk wil'l call the roll. 

The assistant legislaJtiive clerk pro­
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorwn call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. May I inquire of the 
Chair, how much time remains of the 
time aJllotted to the distinguished Sen­
ator from Arizona? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The Senator from Arizona yielded 
the :floor when he asked for the call of the 
quorum. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I seek the 
:floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The Senator from Tennessee is 
recognized. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I rise to 
pay my respects to the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona once more for his 
valuable contribution in this field. He 
has been diligent in his research and 
evaluation of a most difficult piece of leg­
islation and a difficult aspect of it; 
namely, postal reform and the relation­
ship of the right to join or not to join 
a union under that reorganization. 

I would point out as the Senator from 
Arizona has already pointed out, that 
our colleagues in the other body yes­
terday, acting as members of a Commit­
tee of the Whole House, adopted the so­
called Henderson amendment by a teller 
vote of 179 to 95 which, in effect, does give 
freedom of choice to postal employees 
under the new reorganization bill to 
choose to join or not to join a labor 
r -:.ion. 

I think this is a step in the right direc­
tion. I hope that our colleagues in the 
other body will continue to make this a 
permanent feature of the postal reform 
bill which they adopt, and that it will 
come to us in that form. 

In any event, once more, I am happy 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona. 
I am hopeful now that the Senate will 
proceed, according to the example set 
by the House tentatively, to the impor­
tant business of postal reform and an ad­
justment of this provision of it. 

Mr. FANNIN. I commend the distin­
guished Senator from Tennessee <Mr. 
BAKER) . I recognize his expertise in this 
field. He is an attorney, and one who has 
made a thorough study of this subject. 
I realize that he has fought in the past 
for the right of people to join or refrain 
from joining a union and think that, 
with his help and the help of others, we 
can hurriedly get the postal reform bill 
accepted. But, if we do not remove this 
controversy issue, we may not be able to 
carry through with this much needed 
legislation. 

Mr. BAKER. Let me make this obser­
vation. As he knows, and as I believe 
most Senators know, I have long called 
for postal reform of this type. I person­
ally encouraged the Postmaster General 
to offer this legislation, or similar legis­
lation, at the beginning of his tenure of 
office. I strongly support this legislation 
and the need for reform. I agree with the 
Senator from Arizona that this provi­
sion of the bill seriously jeopardizes our 
chance to have postal reform. 

For that reason, I sincerely hope that 
we can get those adjustments. 

Mr. FANNIN. I again commend the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee. 
I recognize that he does support postal 
reform. He has a record of very hard 
work on this subject and I know that he 
will continue to work for it. I agree with 
him that the way in which we can get 
much needed postal reform is to remove 
this controversial issue. 

Accordingly, I shall work with the 
distinguished Senator to carry out that 
goal. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I should 
like to commend the distinguished Sena­
tor from Arizona for his contribution in 
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this field-! have a question as to the 
rationale for not facing up to the need 
for an increase in postal rates at the 
same time we increase salaries of postal 
employees. 

I wonder whether the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona could enlighten me 
as to how we can increase costs and 
then not immeditaely face the fact that 
we need to increase postal revenues. We 
cannot add this kind of deficit to an al­
ready overburdened budget. 

Mr. FANNIN. I commend the distin­
guished Senator from lllinois for bring­
ing out that very important point. It is 
essential that we go forward with in­
creased rates in order that we can reach 
the goal President Nixon has stated; 
namely, to try as early as possible to 
bring the Post Office Department into a 
position where its revenues meet or near­
ly meet its expense. 

Perhaps, we will not be able complete­
ly to carry out that goal, but certainly 
we should not burden further the Post 
Office with an increased debt. At the 
same time, a change in the rates 1s 
needed. Some of the rates, perhaps, I 
would not vote to approve. But at the 
same time, I think it is highly essential 
that we do tie these two programs to­
gether so that we can take care of the 
increased costs by increasing the rates. 

Mr. PERCY. I thank my good friend 
from Arizona for his comments. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that there be a period for 
the transaction of routine morning busi­
ness, with statements therein limited to 
3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
EAGLETON) . Without objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi­

dent of the United States was communi­
cated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one 
of his secretaries. 

REPORT ON THE ACTIVITIES OF 
AGRICULTURAL TRADE DEVEL­
OPMENT AND ASSISTANCE-MES­
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore <Mr. METCALF) laid before the Sen­
ate the following message from the Presi­
dent of the United States, which with 
the accompanying report was referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
The annual report on activities under 

Public Law 480-which I transmit here­
with-reflects the efforts and progress 
made during 1969 toward the Food for 
Peace Program's dual goals of agricul­
tural trade development and assistance. 

Food for Peace, which completed its 
fifteenth year of operation during 1969, 
is a landmark among humanitarian ef­
forts to improve diets in the developing 
areas of the world. It plays an important 

part in the work of developing nations 
to improve their own agricultural pro­
duction, marketing, and distribution. Al­
though many of these countries are be­
coming better able to feed their people, 
the need for substantial food assistance 
continues. 

The Food for Peace Program enables 
the United States to pursue its food as­
sistance goals and development objec­
tives in a number of ways: bilaterally, 
through concessional sales programs 
and government-administered donations 
programs; privately, through religious 
and charitable voluntary agencies such 
as CARE; multilaterally, through insti­
tutions such as the World Food Program. 

In addition, local currencies generated 
through Title I concessional sales and 
received through repayments of earlier 
loans continue to provide balance of 
payments benefits to the United States 
by permitting expenditures of u.s.­
owned currencies rather than dollars in 
many countries. Such currencies have 
also been used to finance projects un­
dertaken to increase our commercial 
sales of agricultural commodities, and 
thereby helped to develop an increased 
market for U.S. agricultural products. 
These projects helPed in 1969 to reverse 
the downward trend of U.S. farm exports 
in recent years. 

The Food for Peace Program enables 
the enormous technological capability 
and productive capacity of American 
agriculture to be utilized to assist low 
income countries in developing their 
agricultural sectors, and in feeding their 
citizens while they still require outside 
help in doing so. This Administration 
pledges to continue its efforts toward 
achieving the goals of this program. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 18, 1970. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-EN­
ROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre­
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Acting President protem­
pore (Mr. METCALF). 

H .R. 4249. An act to extend the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 with respect to the dis­
criminatory use of tests, and for other pur­
poses; and 

H.R. 16731. An act to amend the provisions 
of title III of the Federal Civil Defense Act 
of 1950, as amended. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU­
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore <Mr. METCALF) laid before the 
!Senate the following letters, which 
were referred as indicated: 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION AMENDING THE ACT 

PROVIDING FOR THE ORGANIZATION OF THE 
MILITIA OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

A letter from the Secretary of the Army 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend title 39 of the District of Colum­
bia Code to provide for the pay, allowances 
and benefits of the D.C. National Guard 
performing militia duty in the District of 

Columbia, and for other purposes (with ac­
companying papers}; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 
REPORT ON ACTIVITIES OF THE EXPORT-IMPORT 
BANK EXPORT EXPANSION FACILITY PROGRAM 

A letter from the Secretary, Export-Im­
port Bank of the United States, transmit­
ting, pursuant to law, a report of activities 
during quarter ended March 31, 1970, Ex­
port Expansion Facility Program (P.L. 90-
390), of the Export-Import Bank of the 
United states (with an accompanying re­
port}; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION AUTHORIZING SHOW­

ING IN THE UNITED STATES OF DOCUMEN­
TARY FILMS DEPICTING THE CAREERS OF 
CERTAIN GENERALS 

A letter from the Secretary of the Army, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to authorize the showing in the United 
States of documentary films depicting the 
careers of General of the Armies John J. 
Pershing, General of the Army H. H. Arnold, 
General of the Army Omar N. Bradley, Gen­
eral of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
General of the Army Douglas MacArthur, 
General of the Army George C. Marshall, 
General Lyman L. Lemnitzer, General George 
S. Patton Jr., and General Joseph Stillwell 
(with an accompanying paper}; to the Com­
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on opportunities for improve­
ment in management of Government mate­
rials provided to overseas contractors, De­
partment of the Army, Department of the Air 
Force, dated June 17, 1970 (with an accom­
panying report}; to the Committee on Gov­
ernment Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on inequitable charges for cali­
bration services; Need for Accounting Im­
provements at National Bureau of Standards, 
Department of Commerce, dated June 18, 
1970 (with an accompanying report}; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 
THmD PREFERENCE AND SIXTH PREFERENCE 

CLASSIFICATIONS FOR CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra­
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, re­
ports relating to third preference and sixth 
preference classification for certain aliens 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS AND A MEMORIAL 

Petitions and a memorial were laid be­
fore the Senate and referred as indi­
cated: 

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore (Mr. METcALF} : 

A resolution of the House of Representa­
tives of the State of Illinois; to the Com­
mitt ee on Government Operations: 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 106 
"Be it resolved, By the House of Repre­

sentatives of the Seventy-sixth General As­
sembly of the State of Illinois, the Senate 
concurring herein, that we designate the 
Chairman of the Illinois Commission on 
Intergovernmental Cooperation as that legis­
lative official who under the provisions of 
Section 201 of Title II of the United States' 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, 
has the authority to request of the Federal 
government and its agencies the purposes 
and amounts of Federal grants payable to 
the State or its political subdivisions; and 
be it 
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••Further resolved, The Secretary of State 

send a suitable copy of this resolution to: 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President of the Senate in the Con· 
gress of the United Sta.tes; the Comptroller 
General of the United States; the Director 
of the United States Office of Int ergovern· 
mental Relations; and to the Director of 
the United States Bureau of the Budget.'' 

Resolutions adopted by the U.S. Air Force 
Mothers, of Hollywood, Calif., praying for 
support in relation to the significance of the 
flag; and urging the Congress to demand 
that North Vietnam honor the Geneva Con­
vention rega.rding prisoners of war; ordered 
to lie on the table. 

A resolution adopted by the Municipal 
Assembly of Gushikawa City, Okinawa, re· 
monstrating against poison-gas weapons; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

A resolution adopted by the GU&hikawa 
City Assembly, Okinawa, praying for the en­
forcement of military diooipline in t he Ryu­
kyu Isla.nds; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. BURDICK, from the Commit tee on 

Interior and Insular Affairs, wit h amend­
ments: 

S. 2209. A bill to authorize and direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to convey certain 
property in the State of North Dakota to the 
Central Dakota Nursing Home (Rept. No. 
91-936). 

By Mr. PROXMIRE, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, with amendments: 

H.R. 17868. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Co­
lumbia and other activities chargeable in 
whole or in part against the revenues of said 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1971, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 91-
937). 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED 

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

By Mr. PEARSON: 
S. 3986. A bill to amend title 23 of the 

United States Code, relating to h ighways, in 
order to promote the development of rural 
America, and for other purposes; to t he Com­
mittee on Public Works. 

(The remarks of Mr. PEARSON when he in­
troduced the bill appear later in t he RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. BURDICK: 
S. 3987. A bill to provide for thorough 

health and sanitation inspection of all live­
stock products imported into the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Agriculture and Forest ry. 

By Mr. MUSKIE (for himself and Mr. 
WILLIAMS of New Jersey) (by re­
quest): 

S . 3988. A bill to amend the Securit ies Ex­
change Act of 1934, as amended, to provide 
g.reater protection for cuSibomers of registered 
brokers and dealers and members of national 
securit ies exchanges; and 

S. 3989. A bill to provide greater protection 
for consumers of registered brokers and 
dealers and members of national securities 
exchanges; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

(The remarks of Mr. MusKIE when he 
introduced the bills appear later in the 
RECORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. TYDINGS: 
S. 3990. A bi11 to authorize the U.S. Com­

missioner of Education to make grant s t o 
elementary and secondary schools and ot her 

educational institutions for the conduct of 
special educational programs and activities 
to enhance understanding of population dy­
namics and for other related educational pur­
poses, and to authorize the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Population Affairs to develop 
and disseminate information on population 
dynamics; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

(The remarks of Mr. TYDINGs when he 
introduced the billwppea.r later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
S. 3991. A bill to reduce the rate of duty on 

parts of ski bindings; to the Committ ee on 
Finance. 

(The remarks of Mr. BENNETT when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. TYDINGS (for himself, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. BROOKE, Mr. CANNON, Mr. 
CHURCH, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. DoLE, 
Mr. GOODELL, Mr. HART, Mr. MAGNU­
SON, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. METCALF, 
Mr. MONDALE, Mr. NELSON, Mr. PACK­
WOOD, Mr. PEARSON, Mr. PERCY, and 
Mr. SPONG): 

S .J. Res. 214. Joint resolution to set forth 
the policy of the United States with respect 
to the alleviation, by voluntary means, of 
the problems presented by population 
growth; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

(The remarks of Mr. TYDINGS when he 
introduced the joint resolution appear later 
in the RECORD under the appropria te head­
ing.) 

By Mr. TYDINGS: 
S.J. Res. 215. Joint resolution to authorize 

the National Academy of Sciences to under­
take a study of certain factors which should 
be considered in the formulation of a na­
tional population policy; to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. 

(The remarks of Mr. TYDINGS when he 
int roduced the joint resolution appear later 
in the RECORD under the appropriate head­
ing.) 

S. 3986-INTRODUCTION OF THE 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT HIGH­
WAYS ACT OF 1970 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I intro­

duce today the Rural Development High­
ways Act of 1970. The purpose of this 
bill is to encourage a more balanced geo­
graphical dispersal of the Nation's peo­
ple and industry and to generally pro­
mote the economic and social develop­
ment of our rural communities and to 
discourage a continuing of those urban 
concentration trends which are consid­
ered to be undesirable, through a more 
effective use, location, and design of the 
federally aided highway system. 

Mr. President, many of our metropoli­
tan centers are overcrowded. Much of the 
area outside the large cities is under­
populated. 

Unless corrective action is taken, this 
imbalance will worsen. The population of 

. this country is expected to grow by as 
much as 100 million people in the next 
three decades. Given present population 
trends most of this increase will occur 
within the boundaries of existing stand­
ard metropolitan areas. And it is likely 
that 60 percent of our people will be 
crowded into only four massive urban 
conglomerations by the year 2000. 

Mr. President, we now know that the 
overcrowding of people and the excessive 
concentration of economic activities have 
contributed significantly to the great 
crises of the cities. 

We know that the counterparts of the 
festering slums, polluted air, and the 
monotonous suburbs are the stagnating 
towns and deserted farms of rural 
America. 

A continuation of present trends will 
compound these crises. We must not al­
low this to happen. We must expand eco­
nomic, social, and cultural opportunities 
outside the metropolitan area. We must 
create those conditions which will allow 
more people to live outside the great 
metropolitan centers than would be the 
case if present trends were allowed to 
continue unaltered. 

Thus it is, that during the last few 
years we have witnessed a growing na­
tional commitment to the cause of rural 
development. 

Mr. President, there are a number of 
factors which affect the patterns of eco­
nomic growth and population distribu­
tion. The availability of transportation 
facilities is certainly one of considerable 
importance. Transportation networks 
have substantial impact on community 
development patters. 

The legislation I introduce today 
would provide additional aid for the con­
struction and improvement of rural de­
velopment highways and would call for 
the establishment of a special commis­
sion to review our entire highway trans­
portation policy in order to assure that 
future highway programs are in accord 
with our overall goal of population dis­
persal. 

Mr. President, the rural development 
highways program as provided for in the 
bill I introduce today, would be financed 
out of the highway trust fund. The bill 
provides that 20 percent of a State's ap­
portionment for the Federal-aid sec­
ondary systems for each fiscal year shall 
be used for rural development highways. 
To assure additional highway construc­
tion beyond presently authorized levels, 
I recommend that the appropriations out 
of the highway trust fund for the Fed­
eral-aid secondary system be increased 
by 30 percent. Building on present levels, 
this would mean a secondary highway 
appropriation of $494,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1972 and 
June 30, 1973. This represents an increase 
of about $114 million over present levels. 

The bill also provides that the Federal­
State share ratio be changed from the 
present 50-50 to 80-20. The pressing na­
tional necessity of rural community de­
velopment fully justifies that the Federal 
government carry the major financial 
share of the rural development high­
ways program. 

Mr. President, at this point I would 
state that I am not wedded to these 
precise figures and formulas. And pos­
sibly, these funds should come from the 
Treasury rather than the trust fund. 
Also, further study may demonstrate 
that this program should be handled 
through the Federally-aided primary 
system or some special combination of 
the Federally-aided primary and sec­
ondary systems. But with the study of 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 al­
ready under way it is of first importance 
that we initiate the discussion of the 
concept of rural development highways 
at this time. 
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Mr. President, rural development tively encourage greater geographic dis­

highways would for the most part be persal of people and economic activity 
shorthaul roads and as designated in and to assure a more balanced economic 
this bill they would be highways which growth across the country and to dis­
would- courage the continuation of those urban 

Encourage the location of business concentration patterns which are con-
and industry in rural communities; sidered to be undesirable for economic, 

Facilitate the mobility of labor in social, and environmental reasons. 
sparsely populated areas; We already know a great deal but we 

Facilitate the flow of tourist traffic need to know more. At a time when we 
into rural areas; are beginning to consider the future 

Provide rural citizens with improved status of the Interstate System, at a time 
access to such public and private services our rail and air transportation policies 
as health care, recreation, education, are undergoing considerable change and 
and cultural activities, and particularly at a time when we are so 

Otherwise encourage the economic and keenly aware of the relationship between 
social development of rural communities. population distribution patterns and the 

These rural development highways quality of life, we want to have the very 
would connect smaller towns and cities best information possible regarding high­
with Interstate highways and other way needs during the last third of the 
major roads. They would also serve to 20th century. 
provide rural residents with speedier and The Commission would not only make 
easier access to social services and cui- recommendations as to how to strengthen 
tural amenities of larger urban centers. or modify the rural development high­
And, in many sparsely populated areas, ways program, but would, of course, make 
they would serve as people-to-job roads recommendations regarding the Nation's 
allowing workers to commute consid- entire highway policy ranging from rec­
erable distances in relatively short pe- ommendations regarding the successor 
riods of time. program to the present Interstate Sys-

Mr. President, in my discussions with tern, regional highway development pro­
community development leaders, not grams, and suggested policies for State 
only in Kansas but across the country, I and local governments. 
have heard of a number of examples The Commission would be composed 
where an industry in the final analysis of 15 members: three appointed by the 
has decided not to locate in a particular President of the Senate from the Mem­
community because the highway net- bers of the Senate; three appointed by 
work serving the community was not the Speaker of the House of Representa­
fully adequate; possibly because there tives from the Members of the House· 
was no access to an Interstate road with- nine appointed by the President, thre~ 
in convenient distance; possibly because from the executive branch of the Gov­
the existing highway was not of strong ernment and six from the general public. 
enough construction to handle the heavY Mr. President, achieving a reasonable, 
load traffic needed to serve the industry. healthy rural-urban balance in the fu-

And certainly we know that the special ture will not be easy. And the public 
highway programs in such areas as Ap- policy approaches will be many and 
palachia have had a great influence on varied. Those who presume that there is 
the economic and social development of some one simple approach to rural de­
that region. development are simply mistaken. But 

Mr. President, no rural development the fact that the task at hand is difficult 
highway would be located in a standard and complex should not be used as an 
metropolitan statistical area, nor would excuse for inaction. Indeed the enormity 
such a highway be located in a country of the task should impress upon us the 
where less than 15 percent of the families need to begin to move forward. 
have an annual income below the cur- Rural community development is not 
rently defined poverty level. The bill fur- simply a desirable goal but, increasingly 
ther provides that the Secretary of an urgent national necessity. ' 
Transportation, after consulting with the Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
Secretaries of Agriculture commerce sent that the Rural Development High­
HOD, and the Director of 'the Office of ways Act be printed in the RECORD. 
Economic Opportunity, will establish The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
further guidelines to assure that funds CRANSTON). The bill will be received and 
are allocated in accordance with the appropriately referred; and, without ob­
basic goals of this act. jection, the bill will be printed in the 

In establishing these guidelines the RECORD. 
Secretary would also want to take into The bill <S. 3986) to amend title 23 of 
account the special and sometimes unique the United States Code, relating to high­
problems and needs of rural communities ways, in order to promote the develop­
and local nonmetropolitan governments. ment of rural America, and for other 

Mr. President, the second major pro- purposes, introduced by Mr. PEARSON, 
vision of this bill looks beyond the estab- was received, read twice by its title, re­
lishment of the rural development high- ferred to the Committee on Public 
ways program and calls for the estab- Works, and ordered to be printed in the 
lishment of a special commission which RECORD, as follows: 
would b~ charged with the responsibility s. 3986 
of s~udymg how the location and design Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of highway systems affect economic and of Representatives of the United states of 
population growth patterns and sub- America in congress assembled, 
mitting recommendations as~ how high- sHoRT TITLE 
way programs-Federal, State, and lo- SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
cal--should be changed to more effec- "Rural Development Highway Act of 1970". 

DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 
SEC. 2. The purpose of this Act is to en­

courage a more balanced geographical dis­
persal of the nation's population and eco­
nomic activities, to generally promote the 
economic and social development of our rural 
communities, and to discourage undesirable 
trends of urban compaction through a more 
effective use, design, and location of high­
ways in the Federal-aid system. 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT HIGHWAYS 
SEC. 3. (a) Title 23 of the United States 

Code is amended by inserting at the end of 
chapter 1 a new section as follows: "§ 142. 
Secondary System Rural Development High­
ways. 

"(a) Effective for fiscal years beginning 
after June 30, 1971, thirty per centum of a 
State's apportionment for the Federel-aid 
secondary system for each fiscal year pur­
suant to section 104(b) (2) shall be used for 
rural development highways within such sys­
tem. Such highways shall be selected in the 
manner provided for the selection cxf high­
ways on the Federal-aid secondary system, 
except that they shall be in locations which 
will-

"(1) encourage the location of business 
and industry in rural communities; 

"(2) facilitate the mobility of labor in 
sparsely populated areas; 

"(3) facmtate the flow of tourist traffic 
into rural areas; 

"(4) provide rural citizens with imprbved 
highways to such public and private services 
as health care, recreation, education, and 
cultural activities; or 

" ( 5) otherwise encourage the social and 
economic development qf rural communities. 

No rural development highway shall be 
located in a standard metropolitan statistical 
area or in a county where less than 15 per 
centum of the families have an annual salary 
below the poverty level as determined by the 
Director of the Office of Economic Oppor­
tunity. The requirement of the last sentence 
in section 103(c) with respect to extensions 
of the secondary system into urban areas 
shall not apply to rural development high­
ways. 

"(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 120 the Federal share payable on 
account of any project for rural development 
highways in accordance with this section 
shall be 90 per centum of the cost of con­
struction. 

"(c) The Secretary shall, after consulta­
tion with the Secretaries of Agriculture, 
Commerce, and Housing and Urban Develop­
ment and the Director of the Office of Eco­
nomic Opportunity, establish criteria for the 
application of clauses (1) through (5) of 
subsection (a) of this section." 

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated 
out of the Highway Trust Fund for the Fed­
eral-aid secondary highway system $494,000,-
000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 
1972, and June 30, 1973. 

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY SYSTEM STUDY 
COMMISSION 

SEc. 4. (a) There is hereby established a 
Federal-Aid Highway System Study Com­
mission (hereinafter referred to as the "Com­
mission") which shall be composed of fifteen 
m.embers as follows: 

(1) three appointed by the President of 
the Senate from Members of the Senate· 

(2) three appointed by the Speaker of.the 
House of Representatives from Members of 
the House of Representatives; and 

(3) nine appointed by the President, three 
from the executive branch of the Govern­
ment and six from the general public. 
Any vacancy in the Commission shall not 
affect its powers, but shall be filled in the 
same manner as the original appointment. 
The Commission shall elect a Chairman and 
a . Vice Chairman from among its members. 
E1ght members of the Commission shall con­
stitute a quorum. 
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(b) The Commission shall make a full and 

complete investigation and study in order 
to determine how location and design of 
highway systems affect economic and popu­
lation growth patterns and to submit rec­
ommendations as to how Federal-aid hrigh­
way policy should be changed to more 
effectively encourage greater geographic dis­
persal of people and economic activity, to 
assure a more balanced economic and popu­
lation growth across the country, and to dis­
courage a continuation of those urban con­
centration patterns which are considered to 
be undesirable for economic, social, and en­
vironmental reasons. 

(c) The Commission shall submit to the 
President and to the Congress a report with 
respect to its findings and recommendations 
not later than twelve months after the Com­
mission has been fully organized. 

(d) The Commission or, on the authoriza­
fJion of the Commission, any subcommittee 
or member thereof, may, for the purpose of 
carrying out the provisions of this section, 
hold such hearings, take such testimony, and 
sit and act at such times and places as the 
Commission, subcommittee, or member 
deems adV'isable. Any member authorized by 
the Commission may administer ooths or 
affirmations to witnesses a.ppearing before 
the Commission, or any subcommittee or 
member thereof. 

(e) Each department, agency, and instru­
mentality of the executive branch of the 
Government, including independent agen­
Oies, 1s authorized and directed to furnish to 
the Commission, upon request made by the 
Chairman or Vice Chairman, such informa­
tion a.s the Commission deems necessary to 
carry out its functipns under this section. 

(f) Subject to such rules and regulations 
as may be a.dopted by the Commission, the 
Chairman, without regard to the provisions 
of title 5, United States Code, governing 
appointments in the competitive service, and 
without regard to the provisions of chapter 
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such 
title relating to classification and General 
Schedule pay rates, shall have the power-

( 1) to appoint and fix the compensation 
of such staff personnel as he deems neces­
sary, and 

(2) to procure temporary and intermittent 
services to the same extent as is authorized 
by section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(g) (1) Any member of the Commission 
who is appointed from the Federal Govern­
ment shall serve without compensation in 
addition to that received in his regular em­
ployment, but shall be entitled to reimburse­
ment for travel, subsistence, and other neces­
sary expenses incurred by him in the per­
formance of duties vested in the Commission. 

(2) Members of the Commission, other 
than those referred to in paragraph ( 1) , shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $100 per 
day for each day they are engaged in the 
performance of their duties as members of 
the C<munission and shall be entitled to 
reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and 
other necessary expenses incurred by them 
in the performance of their duties as mem­
bers of the Commission. 

(h) The Commission shall cease to exist 
ninety days after the submission of its re­
port. 

(~) There are authorized to be appropri­
ated, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out this section. 

S. 3988 AND S. 3989-INTRODUCTION 
OF Bn.LS RELATING TO PROTEC­
TION FOR SECURITIES INVESTORS 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, at a hear-

ing before a subcommittee the House 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-

mittee earlier this week, the Chairman 
of the Securities and Exchange Commis­
sion, Hamer H. Budge. offered two al­
ternative legislative proposals to provide 
protection for securities investors. 

Because of their relevance to today's 
hearing on my bill, S. 2348, before the 
Senate Securities Subcommittee, I am 
introducing two bills by request, on be­
half of myself and Senator WILLIAMS of 
New Jersey, chairman of the Subcom­
mittee on Securities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON). The bills will be received and 
appropriately referred. 

The bills <S. 3988 and S. 3989) were 
received, read twice by their titles, and 
referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, as follows: 

S. 3988. A bill to amend the Securities Ex­
change Act of 1934, as amended, to provide 
greater protection for customers of registered 
brokers and dealers and members of na­
tional securities exchanges; and 

S. 3989. A bill to provide greater protection 
for consumers of registered brokers and 
dealers and members of national securities 
exchanges. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 214, S. 
3990, AND SENATE JOINT RESOLU­
TION 215-INTRODUCTION OF 
TWO JOINT RESOLUTIONS AND A 
BILL ESTABLISHING A NATIONAL 
POPULATION POLICY: A PRUDENT 
APPROACH TO PRESERVING THE 
QUALITY OF AMERICAN LIFE 
Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, few na­

tional issues have exploded into the pub­
lic consciousness with the rapidity and 
dramatic impact of the population issue. 
Five years ago, population growth was 
a problem buried from public view in a 
shroud of misinformation and anach­
ronistic political fears. It was con­
sidered improper and dangerous to even 
discuss the subject in the Halls of Con­
gress. Today, thanks to the pioneering 
efforts of men such as Senator Ernest 
Groening, Senator Joseph Clark, Gen­
eral William Draper, John D. Rocke­
feller m, and Paul Ehrlich, we not only 
can discuss family planning and popula­
tion problems openly in the Congress, we 
must discuss them. Americans in in­
creasing numbers are beginning to real­
ize that unchecked population growth 
poses a critical threat to both our pres­
ent standard of living and our future 
survival. 

And the voters are starting to demand 
that their Government act. 

PAST CONGRESSIONAL ACTION 

How has Congress responded to date? 
In 1967, we enacted amendments to the 
Social Security Act and to the Equal Op­
portunity Act authorizing special project 
grants to provide family planning serv­
ices to women who desire such services 
but cannot afford to purchase them from 
private medical sources. Congress also 
created the authority for State govern­
ments to offer family planning services 
to public assistance and medicaid recipi­
ents who request them. 

This year for the first time, Congress 
looked beyond family planning at the 
problem of overall population growth 
and established a Commission on Pop-

ulation Growth and the American Fu­
ture. Part of the Commission's legisla­
tive mandate calls for a careful investi­
gation of the possibility of determining 
an optimum population level for the 
United States and developing means for 
achieving a birth rate consistent with 
that level. 

Taken together, this legislative activity 
of the past 3 years hardly constitutes 
a serious attack on our population prob­
lems. But we have gotten our feet wet 
and indicated by these actions that Con­
gress considers family planning and pop­
ulation policy within the proper purview 
of government. 

THE NEXT STEP: A NATIONAL POPULATION 

POLICY 

Now the time has come to take a ma­
jor step forward: the development and 
implementation of a comprehensive na­
tional population policy. 

However, formulating a sound na­
tional population policy first requires a 
review of what we know about the pop­
u1ation problem-its causes, conse­
quences and cures. Like any issue which 
surfaces suddenly into public view, popu­
lation growth has been burdened with 
much misunderstanding and confusion; 
fact about population has been liberally 
mixed with fiction and exaggeration. So 
our initial task must be a careful separa­
tion of what we can state with confi­
dence about America's population prob­
lems from what is myth or mere con­
jecture. 

WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT POPULATION 

Let us begin with what we know. 
First, according to a study conducted 

for the Planned Parenthood-World Pop­
ulation's Social Science Committee, there 
are approximately 5 million women in 
this country who currently desire family 
planning services but cannot afford 
them. No more than 800,000 of these 
women-le~ than 20 percent-are now 
being helped through all public and 
private family-planning programs com­
bined. 

Based on the Nation's commitment 
to the principle of equal opportunity, 
it is clear that a national family plan­
ning policy is essential to provide every 
woman-rich or poor-with the same 
chance to plan the size and spacing of 
her family. As you know, last year I intro­
duced legislation to authorize the service 
and research resources and the organi­
zational framework in HEW to insure 
every woman this fundamental human 
right and thereby eliminate all un­
wanted fertility in the Nation. This bill, 
S. 2108, with 30 Senate cosponsors, has 
been reported favorably by the Senate 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee 
and should reach the floor shortly. 

Second, we know that as many as 1.2 
million women terminated unwanted 
pregnancies last year by means of medi­
cally induced abortions. But only 10,000 
of these abortions qualified as thera­
peutic under our various State abortion 
laws. The rest were performed illegally, 
often by unqualified butchers and hacks, 
resulting in serious harm to the health 
of thousands of American women. 

The abortion laws which promote this 
barbaric condition must be refonned. 
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The decision to have or not have an 
abortion must be preserved as a personal 
choice; a choice dictated by the indi­
vidual's values and religious beliefs. It 
should not fall within the jurisdiction 
of the Government to either compel a 
woman to have an abortion or to con­
strain her from having an abortion. 

Third, in a nation with finite space 
and resources, population stabilization­
the balancing of births and death-is in­
evitable. As the National Academy of 
Sciences 1965 study, the Growth of U.S. 
Population, put it: 

If present fertility and mortality trends 
persist, (U.S.) population will surpass the 
present world population in a century and 
a half. And in about 650 years, there would 
be one person per square foot throughout 
the United States. In the very long run, con­
tinued growth of the United States popula­
tion would first become intolerable and then 
physically impossible. 

Therefore, differences aside concerning 
the Nation's carrying capacity and the 
time it will take to reach that capacity, 
there is no real debate over the neces­
sity to eventually stabilize U.S. popula­
tion growth. The issue is rather when 
and how. 

Fourth, there are demonstrable costs 
associated with continued population 
growth both in terms of taxes and the 
quality of American life. While halting 
U.S. population growth would not elim­
inate any of our pressing national prob­
lems, it would make the solution of those 
problems less costly and complex. 

Take, for example, the Nation's en­
vironmental crisis. The principal cause 
of environmental pollution in the United 
States today is high levels of goods con­
sumption combined with a sophisticated 
and powerful technology. According to 
a recent Census Bureau study, if we 
could maintain our present population 
level of 205 million over the next 15 
years, consumption in the United States 
would increase 90 percent by 1955 owing 
to the rapid growth of personal income 
in the Nation. However, if our current 
birth rate persists, consumption will in­
crease by more than 120 percent in the 
next 15 years. In other words, while sta­
bilizing our population will not automa­
tically restore our environment, clean­
ing up our air and water will be markedly 
more expensive with 250 million Ameri­
cans than with 203 million. 

Similarly, rebuilding our cities into 
healthy, humane places to live over the 
next 80 years will be rendered consider­
ably more difficult and costly by the 
appearance of between 78 and 120 mil­
lion additional Americans in our urban 
areas by the year 2000-the estimated 
increase in size of the U.S. population 
by the end of this century if our birth 
rate is not reduced. 

And all of the additional social costs 
associated with population growth can 
be translated into tax dollars. Every 
time a child is born in California, the 
State must set aside a minimum of $10,-
000 in additional public resources to pro­
vide services for that child until he be­
comes a self-supporting taxpayer. Given 
this kind of capital outlay for each addi­
tional American, there is every reason 
to believe that it is less expensive on a 

per capita basis to slow down population 
growth than to shoulder the taxpayers 
with the costs of a larger population. 

Fifth, and finally, we know that any 
program to stabilize U.S. population size 
must rely on voluntary, noncoercive 
means. 

The basic principle governing the dis­
position of civil liberties in a democratic 
society posits that the State only gains 
the right to deprive the individual of 
freedoms when the exercise of those free­
doms constitutes a clear danger to the 
survival or well-being of the community; 
and that State abrogation of such free­
doms can only occur after all reasonable 
alternatives short of compulsion have 
been tried and found wanting. 

The United States has had no pre­
vious experience with attempts to slow 
the birth rate. We have no way of ascer­
taining yet whether voluntary incentives 
and public education will be sufficient to 
stem the population growth that is be­
ginning to threaten us. Thus, until we 
exhaust the possibilities of developing 
effective voluntary programs, recourse to 
compulsion is inconsistent with our tra­
ditional commitment to maximize indi­
vidual freedom. 

These five statements comprise a brief 
summary of what we know at this junc­
ture about the dimensions and nature of 
America's population problem. Here is 
what we do not know. 
WHAT WE DO NOT KNOW ABOUT POPULATION 

First, we do not know what impact an 
effective national family planning pol­
icy-that is, a policy to eliminate all 
births not desired by parents-would 
have on the U.S. birth rate. Undoubtedly, 
the birth rate would be reduced; some 
studies suggest by as much as 20 per­
cent. But this is only speculation and the 
range of possible effects is quite wide. 

Second, we do not know what consti­
tutes an optimum population for this 
country. Virtually all population experts 
agree that the addition of 100 million 
more Americans over the next three dec­
ades would involve some costs. But there 
is little agreement over the magnitude 
and nature of those costs. Some argue 
that intelligent planning and effective 
population dispersal policies would en­
able us to integrate 100 million more 
Americans without seriously compro­
mising our standard of living and the 
quality of our environment. Others pre­
dict that 100 million additional country­
men by the year 2000 will undermine our 
life-sustaining ecological systems and 
seriously threaten our survival. 

The only indication that we may have 
already reached an optimum population 
size or surpassed it is an absence of those 
who claim that a population increase 
of 50 percent in the next 30 years would 
enhance the quality of American life. 

Third, we do not know what kinds of 
voluntary incentives, economic rewards 
and educational programs would reduce 
the birth rate to a level consistent with 
securing a stable population size. Science 
has not yet discovered the determinants 
of family size. We know very little about 
parental motivation; why one family 
wants two children while the family next 
door wants six. 

As a result, proposals such as those to 
limit income tax deductions to encourage 
smaller families-while useful symbols 
and stimulants to debate-are only blind 
experiments lacking an empirical basis. 

WHAT CONCLUSIONS CAN BE DRAWN? 

Having completed this cursory survey 
of the state of our present information 
in the population field, what sound policy 
conclusions can be drawn? 

First, the establishment of a national 
family planning policy which includes 
the reform of outdated abortion laws is 
an essential element of equal opportunity 
in this country and promises a reduction 
in the Nation's birth rate-though th~ 
exact size of this reduction cannot be 
ascertained in advance. As I stated 
earlier, I believe S. 2108, the family plan­
ning legislation which will soon come 
before the Senate for a vote, is the logical 
legislative response to this national need. 

Second, since the extreme claims often 
heard in connection with problems of 
population growth have not yet been 
justified with hard data, we should not 
allow them to dictate our policymaking 
decisions. On the one extreme we have 
the assertion that effective family-plan­
ning programs are sufficient to solve our 
aggregate population growth problem. 
This case that we need not go beyond 
family planning rests on the premise 
that desired births in this country will 
automatically equal the birth rate con­
sistent with a stable population size-an 
argument which simply cannot be sus­
tained with any scientific certainty at 
this time. 

On the other hand, we hear warnings 
that, unless U.S. population growth is 
halted immediately by whatever means 
necessary-including alarmist proposals 
such as compulsory vasectomies after 
two children or sterilants in the drink­
ing water-the survival of the Nation is 
in grave jeopardy. This apocalyptic 
claim, likewise lacks an empirical basis. 
While the addition of 100 million more 
Americans in the next three decades may 
be ex~remely costly and undesirable, 
there IS no generally accepted evidence 
that such an increase would destroy our 
society. In other words, while stabilizing 
population may be a terribly urgent pri­
ority, there appears to be enough time to 
fully exp~ore the feasibility of voluntary, 
noncoerc1ve methods for bringing our 
birth rate into balance with our death 
rate. 

Third, based on what we currently 
know and do not know about America's 
population problems, the development of 
a national population stabilization policy 
relying strictly on voluntary methods 
represents a prudent and necessary Gov­
ernment course of action. 

We know that the U.S. population 
will have to be stabilized eventually or 
nature's culling tools of war, disease 
and famine will do the job. 

We know that the rapid increase !n 
our population we are now experiencing 
undermines the quality of life in t,his 
country, threatens the preservation of 
the ecological systems upon which we 
rely for sustenance, and promises to in­
crease the average American's tax bill . 

We know that, even if we could 



20336 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE June 18, 1970 
achieve an average family size of two 
children immediately, it would take as 
much as a half century for population 
size in the United States to stabilize 
because of the number of women who 
have not yet completed or even reached 
their child-bearing years. In short, any­
one who believes that halting our pop­
u1ation growth by the year 2030-when 
the U.S. population will match India's 
present population of 450 million if our 
current birth rate persists-represents a 
sensible goal is compelled by the demog­
rapher's calculus to begin today. 

And, finally, we know that, while the 
United States might be able to survive 
another doubling of the population, the 
planet cannot. This spaceship earth, 
particularly the developing section, is 
being dangerously threatened by un­
checked population growth. Most of 
Asia, Africa and Latin America cannot 
survive a population doubling time of 25 
years or less without experiencing fa­
mines, mass unemployment, and un­
ceasing cycles of revolution and repres­
sion. 

If we intend to convince the develop­
ing nations as cohabitants of this space­
ship that their progress and survival as 
viable states demands a dramatic drop 
in the birth rate, it will have to be by 
example. If we are to convince the na­
tions of Asia, Africa, and Latin America 
that stabilizing world population size is 
a requisite for global survival rather than 
a plot to limit the number of nonwhite 
peoples, we must begin by practicing 
what we preach. 

A PROGRAM OF ACTION 

Therefore, Mr. President, as a first step 
toward the development and implemen­
tation of a national population policy 
designed to stabilize U.S. population size 
by voluntary means, I am introducing 
the following legislation today. 
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 214-INTRODUCTION 

0:1' A JOINT RESOLUTION COMMITI'ING THE NA­

TION TO POPULATION STABILIZATION 

Mr. President, first, on behalf of myself 
and Senators BAYH, BROOKE, CANNON, 
CHURCH, CRANSTON, DOLE, GOODELL, HART, 
MAGNUSON, McGOVERN, METCALF, MON­
DALE, NELSON, PACKWOOD, PEARSON, 
PERCY, and SPONG, I am introducing a 
joint resolution to put the Congress offi­
cially on record in support of a national 
population stabilization policy. 

The initial step in the solution of 
any urgent public problem is the recog­
nition that the problem exists and gov­
ernmental determination to find an ac­
ceptable solution. Therefore, I believe it 
is critically important that the Congress 
demonstrate its awareness that the 
United States has a serious population 
problem and express its willingness to 
begin devoting time and resources to the 
elimination of this problem. 

This resolution states that it is the 
"policy of the United States to develop, 
encourage, and implement, at the earliest 
possible time, the necessary policies, atti­
tudes, social standards and actions which 
will, by voluntary means consistent with 
human rights and individual conscience. 
stabilize the population of the United 
States and thereby promote the future 
well-being of the citizens of this Nation 
and the entire world.'' 

Mr. President, I ask consent that the 
text of this joint resolution be printed 
at this point in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CRANSTON). The joint resolution will be 
received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the joint resolu­
tion will be printed 1n the RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 214) to 
set forth the policy of the United States 
with respect to the alleviation by volun­
tary means, of the problems presented 
by population growth, introduced by 
Mr. TYDINGS (for himself and other 
Senators) , was received, read twice by 
its title, referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

S .J. RES. 214 
Whereas in any nation with finite space 

and resources population stabilization will 
necessarily occur either through rational 
public policies to reduce the birth rate or 
nature's alternative of higher death rates; 

Whereas population growth creates seri­
ous problems both at home and abroad; 

Whereas all citizens of the United States 
seek a world with a healthy environment, 
clean a.1r and water, uncluttered land, suffi­
cient open spaces, natural beauty, and 
wilderness and wildlife in variety and abun­
dance, in which the dignity of human life 
ls enhanced; 

Whereas an expanding population makes 
ever-increasing demands upon irreplaceable 
natural materials and energy resources; 

Whereas unchecked population growth 
significantly increases the difficulty and cost 
of solving the social, economic, and political 
problems of the United States and directly 
contributes to the pollution and degrada­
tion of the environment; 

Whereas it 1s only by lts own example that 
the United States can hope to lead the fight 
to curb world population growth which is 
obstructing economic progress and threat­
ening starvation, mass unemployment, and 
civil strife in the developing countries of 
Asia, Africa, and Latin America; 

Whereas it ls estimated that a half cen­
tury or more may be required for population 
size within the United States to stabilize 
after a national average of two children per 
family 1s achieved; 

Whereas the longer population stablliza­
tion is delayed, the more difficult and costly 
will become the measures required to achieve 
it; and 

Whereas postponing the stabil1zation of 
United States population size will result in 
mounting tax bills and a deteriorating qual­
ity of life for every American; 

Now therefore, be it 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That it is the policy 
of the United States to develop, encourage 
and implement, at the earliest possible time, 
the necessary policies, attitudes, social stand­
ards and actions which will, by voluntary 
means consistent with human rights and 
individual conscience, stabilize the popula­
tion of the United States and thereby pro­
mote the future well-being of the citizens of 
this Nation and the entire world. 

S. 3990-INTRODUCTION OF THE POPULATION 
EDUCATION ACT OF 1970 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, second, 
I am introducing a Population Education 
Act to provide the resources for a cam­
paign to explain the dimensions and con­
sequences of U.S. and global population 
growth to the American people. For un­
til the public understands in personal 
terms the threat unchecked population 
growth poses to the quality of life in 
America and to the world our children 

will inherit, a successful solution to our 
population problems will elude our grasp. 

This act consists of two titles. Title I 
authorizes the U.S. Commissioner of 
Education to make grants and enter into 
contracts with institutions of higher edu­
cation and other public and private agen­
cies for: the development of curricula 
on population dynamics for use in ele­
mentary, secondary, higher, and adult 
education programs; the testing, evalua­
tion, and dissemination of population 
curricula; training programs on popula­
tion dynamics for teachers, counselors 
and community leaders; and the creatio~ 
of community education programs, par­
ticularly for parents, by local educational 
agencies. Funds authorized for the im­
plementation of title I are $10 nllllion 
for fiscal year 1971, $14 million for fiscal 
year 1972, and $20 million for each of the 
next 2 fiscal years. 

In addition, title I authorized the es­
tablishment of an Advisory Committee 
on Population Dynamics Education to 
make recommendations to the Commis­
sioner of Education with respect to the 
administration of this act. 

Title II provides authority for the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Popula­
tion Affairs in HEW to make grants and 
enter into contracts for the development 
and dissemination of materials to inform 
the general public about the population 
problems that confront us. Special stress 
is placed in this title on the production 
of materials suitable for use by the mass 
media. One milllon dollars is authorized 
for this purpose for fiscal year 1971, $2 
million for fiscal year 1972, and $5 mil­
Uon for each of the 2 succeeding fiscal 
years. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of this act be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON). The bill will be received and 
appropriately referred; and, without ob­
jection, the bill will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3990) to authorize the 
U.S. Commissioner of Education to make 
grants to elementary and secondary 
schools and other educational institu­
tions for the conduct of special educa­
tional programs and activities to en­
hance understanding of population dy­
namics and for other related educational 
purposes, and to authorize the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Population Af­
fairs to develop and disseminate infor­
mation on population dynamics, intro­
duced by Mr. TYDINGS, was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel­
fare, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S . 3990 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Con-gress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Population Educa­
tion Act of 1970." 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

The Congress hereby finds a.nd declares 
that unlim.ited population growth in this 
Nation may seriously threaten our natural 
resources and the quality of life; and that 
there 1s a lack of authoritative informa­
tion and creative projects designed to in­
crease knowledge of pat terns and conse­
quences of population growth• that this 
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lack o! knowledge and the concern regard­
ing growth have the potential o! giving rise 
to ooercive measures that would impinge 
on the privacy and threaten the freedom of 
all Americans. 

It is the purpose of this Act to encourage 
the development of new and improved cur­
riculums on population dynamics; to dem­
'Onstrate the use of such curriculums in 
model educational programs and to evalu­
ate the effectiveness thereof; to disseminate 
curricular materials and significant infor­
mation for use in educational programs 
throughout the Nation; to provide training 
programs tor teachers, counselors, and an­
cillary educational personnel and to offer 
community education programs for par­
ents and others and to disseminate to the 
public at large information designed to en­
hance knowledge of population dynamics. 

TITLE I-POPULATION DYNAMICS 
EDUCATION 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 101. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1971, $14,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and $20,-
000,000 for each of the next two fiscal years 
for the purpose of carrying out this Act. 
Sums appropriated pursuant to this section 
shall remain •available until expended. 

USES OF FUNDS 

SEC. 102 (a) From the sums appropriated 
pursuant to section 101, the Commissioner 
o! Education shall a.ssist projects designed 
to eduoote the public on the problems of 
population dynamics by: 

(1) making grants to or entering into 
contracts with institutions of higher educa­
tion and other public or private agencies, 
institutions, or organizations, for: 

(A) projects for the development of cur­
riculums on population dynamics, includ­
ing the preparation of new and improved 
curricular m-aterials for use in elementary, 
secondary, higher, and adult education pro­
grams; 

(B) pilot projects designed to demon­
strate, and test the effectiveness of curricu­
lums described in clause (A) (whether de­
veloped with assisflance under this Act or 
otherwise) ; 

(C) in the case of applicants who have 
conducted pilot projects under clause (B), 
projects for the dlissemination of curricu­
lar Inaterials and other significant informa­
tion reg'arding population dynamics to pub­
lic and private elementary, secondary, higher, 
and adult education programs; 

(2) undertaking, directly or through con­
tracts or other arrangements with institu­
tions of higher education or other public or 
private agencies, institutions, or organiza­
tions, evaluations of the effectiveness of cur­
riculums tested in use in elementary, sec­
ondary, higher and adult education pro­
grams involved in pilot projects described in 
paragraph (1) (B): 

(3) making grants to institutions of high­
er education and local educational agencies 
to provide preservice and inservice training 
programs on population dynamics (including 
courses of study, institutes, seminars, work­
shops, and conferences) for teachers, coun­
selors, and other educational personnel and 
various community leaders; 

(4) making grants to local educational 
agencies for community education programs 
on population dynamics (including semi­
nars, workshops, and conferences) especial­
ly for parents and others in the commu­
nity. 

(b) In addition to the purposes described 
in subsection (a), the Commissioner may 
make available not to exceed 5 per centum 
of the sums appropriated to carry out this 
Act for each fiscal year for payment of the 
reasonable and necessary expenses o! State 
educational agencies 1n assisting local edu­
cational agencies in the planning, develop-
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ment, and implementation of population 
dya.mics education programs. 

APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS 

SEC. 103. (a) Financial assistance for a 
project under this Act may be made only 
upon application at such time or times, in 
such manner, and containing or accompanied 
by such information as the Commissioner 
deems necessary, and only if such applica­
tion: 

(1) provides that the activities and serv­
ices for which assistance under this title 
is sought will be administered by or under 
the supervision of the applicant; 

(2) sets forth a program for carrying out 
the purposes set forth in section 4 and pro­
vides for such methods of administration 
as are necessary for the proper and efficient 
operation of such program; 

(3) sets forth policies and procedures 
which assure that Federal funds made avail­
able under this Act for any fiscal year will 
be so used as to supplement and, to the 
extent practical, increase the level of funds, 
be made available by the applicant for the 
purposes described in section 102, and in no 
case supplant such funds; 

(4) provides for such fiscal control and 
fund accounting procedures as may be nec­
essary to assure proper disbursement of and 
accounting for Federal funds paid to the ap­
plicant under this title; and 

(5) provides for making an annual report 
and such other reports, in such form and 
containing such information, as the Com­
missioner may reasonably require and for 
keeping such records and for affording such 
access thereto as the Commissioner Ina.Y find 
necessary to assure the correctness and verifi­
cation of such reports. 

(b) Applications from local educational 
agencies for financial assistance under this 
Aci; may be approved by the Commissioner 
only if the State educational agency has 
been notified of the application and been 
given the opportunity to offer recommenda­
tions. 

(c) Amendments of applications shall, ex­
cept as the Commissioner may otherwise pro­
vide by or pursuant to regulation, be sub­
ject to approval in the same manner as 
original applications. 
CONSULTATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES 

SEc. 104. (a) The Commissioner Ina.Y not 
approve an application for assistance under 
this Act unless he has given the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Population and Fam­
ily Planning of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare an opportunity to re­
view the application and Ina.ke recommenda­
tions thereon within a period of not to ex­
ceed sixty days. 

(b) The Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare shall promulgate regulations 
establishing the procedures for consultation 
with other Federal agencies (including the 
consultation required by subsection (a)) 
and with other appropriate public and pri­
vate agencies. 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON POPULATION DYNAMICS 

EDUCATION 

SEc. 105. (a) The Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare shall appoint an Ad­
visory Committee on Population Dynamics 
Education. which shall: 

(1) advise the Commissioner concerning 
the administration of, preparation of gen­
eral regulations for, and operation of, pro­
grams supported with assistance under this 
Act; 

(2) make recomendations regarding the 
allocation of the funds under this Act among 
the various purposes set forth in section 102 
and the criteria for establishing priorities in 
deciding which applications to approve, in­
cluding criteria designed to achieve an ap­
propriate geographical distribution of ap­
proved projects throughout all regions o~ the 
Nation; 

(3) review the administration and opera-

tion of programs under this Act, including 
the effectiveness of such programs in meet­
ing the purposes for which they are estab­
lished and operated, making recommenda­
tions with respect thereto, and make annual 
reports of its findings and recommendations 
(including recommendations for improve­
ments in this Act to the Secretary for trans­
mittal to the Congress; and 

(4) evaluate programs and projects car­
ried out under this Act and disseminate the 
results of such evaluations. 

(b) The Advisory Committee on Popula­
tion Dynamics Education shall be appointed 
by the Secretary without regard to the civil 
service laws and shall consist of twenty-one 
members. The Secretary shall appoint one 
member as Chairman. The Committee shall 
consist of persons familiar with education 
(including elementary, secondary, and adult 
education, and higher education), and with 
problems of population growth. The Com­
mittee shall meet at the call of the Chairman 
or of the Commissioner. 

(c) Members of the Advisory Committee 
shall, while serving on the business of the 
Advisory Committee, be entitled to receive 
compensation at rates fixed by the Secretary, 
but not exceeding $100 per day, including 
traveltime; and while so serving away from 
their homes or regular places of business, 
they may be allowed travel expenses, includ­
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, as au­
thorized by section 5703 of title 5 of the 
United States Code for persons in the Gov­
ernment service employed intermittently. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 106. The Secretary of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare shall, when requested, 
render technical assistance to local educa­
tional agencies and institutions of higher 
education in the development and imple­
mentation of programs of population dy­
namics education. Such technical assist­
ance may, among other activities, include 
making available to such agencies or insti­
tutions information regarding effective 
methods of dealing with various aspects of 
population dynamics, and making available 
to such agencies or inStitutions personnel of 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare or other persons qualified to advise 
and assist in coping with such problems or 
carrying out a population dynamics educa­
tion program. 

PAYMENTS 

SEc. 107. Payments under this Act may be 
made in installments and in advance or by 
way of reimbursement, with necessary ad­
justments on account of overpayments or 
underpayments. 

ADMINISTRATION 

SEc. 108 (a) The Commissioner may dele­
gate any of his functions under this Act, 
except the making of regulations, to any 
ofllcer or employee of the Office of Education. 

(b) In administering the provisions of this 
Act, the Commissioner is authorized to utilize 
the services and facilities of any agency of 
the Federal Government and of any other 
public or private agency or institution in 
accordance with appropriate agreements, a.nd 
to pay for such services either in advance or 
by way of reimbursement, as may be agreed 
upon. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 109. As used in this Act: 
(a) The term. "Commissioner" means the 

Commissioner of Education. 
(b) The term "elementary school" means 

a day or residential school which provides 
preschool or elementary educa..tlon. 

(c) The term "secondary school" means a 
day or residential school which proVides 
secondary education. 

(d) The term •~institution of higher edu­
cation" means an educational institution in 
any Sta.te which: 

( 1) admits as regular students only per­
sons having a certificate of graduation from 
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a school providing secondary education, or 
the recognized equivalent of such a 
certificate; 

(2) is legally authorized within such State 
to provide a program of education beyond 
secondary education; 

(3) provides an educational program for 
which it awards a bachelor's degree or pro­
vides not less than a two-year program which 
is accept able for full credit toward such a 
degree; 

(4) is a public or other nonprofit institu­
tion; and 

(5) is accredited by a nationally recognized 
accrediting agency or association or, if not so 
accredited, (A) is an institution with respect 
to which the Commissioner has determined 
that there is satisfactory assurance, consider­
ing the resources available to the institution, 
the period of time, if any, during which it has 
operated, the effort it is making to meet ac­
creditation standards, and the purpose for 
which this determination is being made, 
that the institution will meet the accredit a­
tion standards of such an agency or associa­
tion within a reasonable time, or (B) is an 
institution whose credits are accepted, on 
transfer, by not less than three institutions 
which are so accredited, for credit on the 
same basis as if transferred from an in­
stitution so accredited. 

Such term also includes any school which 
provides not less than a one-year program 
of training to prepare students for gainful 
employment in a recognized occupation and 
which meets the provisions of paragraphs 
(1), (2), (4). and (5). For purposes of this 
subsection, the Commissioner shall publish 
a list of nationally recognized accrediting 
agencies or associations which he deter­
mines to be reliable authority as to the 
quality of training offered. 

(e) The term "local educational agency" 
means a public board of education or other 
public authority legally constituted within 
a State for either administrative control of 
direction of, or to perform a service func­
tion for, public elementary or secondary 
schools in a city, county, township, school 
district, or other political subdivision of a 
State, or, such combination of school dis­
tricts or counties as are recognized in a 
State as an administrative agency for its 
public elementary or secondary school. 

(f) The term "Secretary" means the Sec­
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

(g) The term "State" includes, in addition 
to the several States of the Union, the Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the District of 
Columbia, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands. 

(h) The term "State educational agency" 
means the State board of education or other 
agency or officer primarily responsible for 
the State supervision of public elementary 
and secondary schools, or, if there is no such 
officer or agency, an officer or agency desig­
nated by the Government or by State law. 
TITLE II-POPULATION DYNAMICS IN-

FORMATION 
SEc. 201. There are hereby authorized to 

be appropriated $1,000,000 for the Fiscal 
Year ending June 30, 1971; $2,000,000 for 
the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 1972; and 
$5,000,000 in each of the succeeding two 
fiscal years for the purpose of carrying out 
this title. Sums available pursuant to this 
section shall remain available until ex­
pended. 

SEc. 202. From sums available pursuant to 
section 201, the Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Population Affairs in the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare is author­
ized to make grants and enter into contracts 
for the development and dissemination of 
materials to inform the general public on 
problems of population dynamics. These 
shall include but not be limited to materials 
suitable for use by the mass media. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 215-INTRODUCTION 
OF A JOINT RESOLUTION RELATING TO A STUDY 

OF THE DETERMINANTS OF FAMILY SIZE 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, third, 
and last, I am introducing a joint res­
olution urging the National Academy of 
Sciences to undertake a comprehensive, 
indepth study of the social and eco­
nomic determinants of family size and 
of the impact that the various voluntary 
proposals for stabilizing U.S. population 
size would actually have on the birth 
rate. 

We desperately need research and 
new data with which to develop non­
compulsory methods for reducing the 
birth rate. Without reliable information 
on the determinants of family size and 
parental motivation, efforts to stabilize 
U.S. population size by voluntary means 
will surely fail. 

To the best of my knowledge, very 
little social science research of this na­
ture is currently being conducted by the 
National Institutes for Health or in our 
universities. It is for this reason I am 
calling on the National Academy of Sci­
ences to undertake this urgent task. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
joint resolution be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON). The joint resolution will be 
received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the joint resolu­
tion will be printed in the RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 215) to 
authorize the National Academy of Sci­
ences to undertake a study of certain 
factors which should be considered in 
the formulation of a national population 
policy introduced by Mr. TYDINGS, was 
received, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 215 
Joint resolution to authorize the National 

Academy of Sciences to undertake a study 
of certain factors which should be consid­
ered in the formulation of a national 
population policy 
Whereas the formulation of a national 

population policy employing voluntary 
means to achieve a population level con­
sistent with our needs and aspirations is 
difficult, 1! not impossible, without reliable 
information on the social and economic de­
terminants of family size and an under­
standing of parental motivation; 

Whereas it is the consensus of the natural 
and social scientists currently working in the 
population field that there is a lack of ade­
quate information on the determinants of 
family size and on parental motivation to 
have children, and that virtually no research 
to supply this information is being con­
ducted presently in the United States; and 

Whereas stabilizing population growth in 
the United States is a matter of great 
urgency which requires decisive action as 
soon as the requisite information necessary 
for the formulation of sound public policy 
is made available: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the National 
Academy of Sciences is requested to under­
take a thorough and complete study of-

(1) the determinants of, and the relation­
ship between, family size and parental mo­
tivation to have children; 

(2) the potential effect on the Nation's 
birth rate of the various proposals for volun-

tary programs designed to stabilize the size 
of the population of the United States; and 

(3) the social, cultural, and economic con­
ditions which affect family size other than 
specific measures designed to alter the birt h 
rate. 

The Academy shall give the highest prior­
tty to organizing the resources of the scien­
tific community necessary to conduct this 
study in accordance with the charter of the 
Academy. 

THIS GENERATION' S RESPONSIBILITY 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, whether 
we wish it or not, fate has placed us at 
that point in history where a responsible, 
rational, moral solution to the population 
problem must be found. Failure to find 
such a solution can only resul~ in an 
overcrowded, misery-ridden world in 
which population stability will eventually 
be secured by a brutal rise in the death 
rate rather than a rational, humanistic 
decline in the birth rate. 

Make no mistake. Man is destined to 
travel one of these two roads to popula­
tion stability-the birth rate approach 
or the death rate approach. Should we 
be forced to travel the latter, history 
and our progeny will rightly judge us 
harshly. 

This Congress has the ability to gui.de 
this Nation and other nations along the 
moral, humane path. The only necessary 
ingredient is the will to do it. 

S. 3991-INTRODUCTION OF A Bn.L 
TO PROVIDE SPECIAL TARIFF 
CLASSIFICATION FOR IMPORTS 
OF SKI BINDING PARTS 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, under 

the existing tariff classifications, imports 
of metal parts of ski bindings are im­
ported under the same tariff classifica- · 
tion as the ski bindings themselves. This 
has the unfortunate effect of making it 
more economical to import ski bindings 
manufactured with labor costs only a 
fraction of our Ame~ican labor costs, 
rather than to import only the metal 
parts and use American labor to manu­
facture the complete ski bindings. 

In other words, Mr. President, the 
present tariff classification of ski bind­
ings gives an advantage to foreign pro­
ducers. However, rather than raise the 
rate for the entire ski binding, the bill 
I am introducing today would reduce 
the rate on the metal parts that go into 
the manufacture of the ski binding. In 
this way we can help protect American 
jobs by making it more profitable to im­
port the components and use American 
labor tJo assemble them into finished 
bindings here, rather than to import the 
finished product. 

Mr. President, there is a firm in my 
State which has been a major manufac­
turer and exporter of ski bindings. That 
firm has used American labor to assem­
ble ski bindings in the United States and 
to sell them here and abroad. It has re­
ceived the much coveted Presidential "E" 
award for its exporting accomplish­
ments. However, unless we make it more 
profitable to import ski parts rather than 
the finished product, this firm will move 
its major binding production to another 
country next year, and export the prod­
ucts back to the United States. 

The bill I am introducing today would 
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establish a new tari1f classification for 
ski binding parts--metal stampings­
and establish an ad valorem rate of duty 
of 4 percent. Beginning in January 1971,. 
the rate will drop to 3.5 percent, and on 
January 1, 1972, it will drop further to 
3 percent. 

Mr. President, this reduction in duty 
from the present rate of 12.5 percent 
will help preserve U.S. jobs. It is com­
ple·tely consistent with the philosophy of 
our tari1f schedules of providing a lower 
rate of duty on components than on 
finished products, and is wholly con­
sistent with international trade com­
mitments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON). The bill will be received and 
appropriately referred. 

The bill <S. 3991> to reduce the rate 
of duty on parts of ski bindings, intro­
duced by Mr. BENNETT, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A FEDERAL 
BROKER-DEALER INSURANCE 
CORPORATION-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 709 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, when I 
introduced a bill-S. 2348-to establish 
a program of insurance for the protec­
tion of securities industry customers a 
year ago, it did not find enthusiastic 
reception either in the securities industry 
or elsewhere. Sporadic failures in the 
brokerage business, even among some 
larger firms, did not seem to provide suf­
ficient incentive for action in this field, 
despite the overwhelming importance of 
capital market stability to our economic 
life and health. 

But now successive months of almost 
unparalleled erosion of prices and vol­
ume, a direct consequence of widening 
public uncertainty and unease over ad­
ministration policies both at home and 
abroad, have changed the picture. The 
securities industry, accustomed to ren­
dering financial advice, is itself beset with 
financial problems on a scale which, 
though not yet disastrous, leaves no room 
for either optimism or patience. Increas­
ingly, firms find themselves unable to 
meet even the relatively modest net capi­
tal requirements imposed by the SEC or 
self-regulatory bodies. Increasingly they 
seek to solve these problems by merger 
as one of the few alternatives to public 
offerings in a disinterested market. And 
increasingly the public has become aware 
of the risks inherent in a situation un­
likely to disappear even if a bull market 
were to return-an event no one_ is will­
ing to predict. 

As a result of these events, I now dis­
cover interest in my proposal has been 
aroused on all sides. I was pleased to note 
that President Nixon in his economic ad­
dress on June 17 mentioned the impor­
tance he attaches to constructive legisla­
tion in this field. But even before the 
President's remarks, our efforts have pro­
duced various proposals from the indus­
try as well as from the SEC. 

Today I am submitting on behalf of 
myself and Senators HART, MciNTYRE, 
METCALF, MONDALE, and MOSS, an amend­
ment to s. 2348 which reflects many of 

the constructive views embodied in these 
proposals. 

In submitting this amendment. I hope 
that we can move to a speedy and con­
structive conclusion in the best interest 
of both the securities industry and the 
public. 

The major differences between the ver­
sion of S. 2348 now before the Banking 
Committee and the version I introduced 
today are as follows: 

The new version provides broader and 
more explicit supervisory and oversight 
authority, as well as exemptive powers, 
for the SEC, partly as a matter of reiter­
ation of authority already available to 
the SEC. Also, the bankruptcy provisions 
as now written reflect the thinking and 
research of both the SEC and the in­
dustry as expressed in proposals each has 
recently submitted. Further, we have in­
troduced a suggested reserve of $75 mil­
lion as an appropriate size for the Corpo­
ration's insurance fund in periods when 
no Treasury borrowings are outstanding. 
However, this figure is discretionary. In 
the event that a Treasury loan is out­
standing to the Corporation, the assess­
ment rate for the industry would be ad­
justed upward to facilitate timely repay­
ment of such loans. 

Treasury borrowing authority under 
the new version has been reduced to $1 
billion, from the earlier $3 billion. Insur­
able coverage is not extended to other 
broker-dealers. Two additional amend­
ments worthy of note are an improved 
definition of insurable risk, and the sub­
stitution of an independent auditor for 
the GSA. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the amendment be printed in the REc­
ORD at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CRANSTON) . The amendment will be re­
ceived and printed, and will be appro­
priately referred; and, without objection, 
the amendment will be printed. in the 
RECORD. 

The amendment <No. 709) was re­
ferred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 709 
Strike out a.ll after the enacting clause 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
"Securities Investor Insurance Act". 

SEC. 2. The Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 is amended by adding the following new 
section: 

"SEc. 35(a) There is hereby established a 
body corporate to be known as the 'Securi­
ties Investor Insurance Corporation' (here­
inafter referred to as the 'Corporation') . 
The Corporation sha.ll be a nonpro:fi t cor­
poration and shall have succession until dis­
solved by Act of Congress. The Corporation 
sha.ll be an instrumentality of the United 
States Government. 

" (b) The Corporation shall be under the 
direction of a Board of Governors which 
shall consist of the members of the Securi­
ties and Exchange Commission who sha.ll 
serve, ex otll.cio, as members of the Board 
without additional compensation. The prin­
cipal otll.ce of the Corporation shall be in the 
District of Columbia. 

"(c) The Board of Directors shall meet at 
the call of its Chairman, or as otherwise 
provided by its bylaws. The Board shall deter­
mine the policies which shall govern the 
operations of the Corporation. 

"(d) (1) The Corporation shall establish a 
:fund to carry out its operations under this 
section. All fees and assessments collected by 
the Corporation sha.ll be paid into the fund. 
All expenses of the Corporation shall be paid 
from the fund. 

"Brokers and dealers shall be assessed, un­
der rules and regulations of the Corporation 
(which may grant exemptions), at a rate 
which will result in total annual asseSSinent 
income to the Corporation of not more than 
$25,000,000. 

"(2) Each year, the premium is to be paid 
by an insured broker or insured dealer shall, 
subject to subsection (d) (3) of this Act, de­
pend on risk factors determined by the 
Corporation to be relevant. Risk factors shall 
include, but not be limited to, giving rea­
sonable consideration to (i) membership in a 
guarantee fund or plan which is approved by 
the Corporation and has substantial reserves 
kept in a separate account that is required 
to be applied to indemnify holders af insured 
customer accounts or insured liabilities, and 
(ii) varying practices among broker-dealers 
or members of exchanges or classes thereof 
with reference to the method of conduct of 
their respective business and consequent risks 
to their customers, including but not limited 
to whether and to what extent such persons 
hold 'free-credit balances' of customers, or 
accept payments from customers in advance 
of delivery Of securities, or accept custody of 
customer owned securities, or segregate their 
business as agents for customers from that as 
dealer, including underwriter; and (ill) such 
fees or charges as may be payable for the 
purpose of contribution to any exchange or 
securities association trust or other fund 
for the protection of customers of particular 
classes of broker-dealers. 

"(3) All assessment income after deduct­
ing the operating expenses of the Corpora­
tion, including interest or borrowings from 
the Treasury, shall be set aside as a reserve 
for possible insurance losses and all losses 
paid shall be charged to the reserve. In any 
year that the balance in the reserve reaches 
$75,000,000 or such amount which the Cor­
poration considers reasonable, the Corpora­
tion shall adjust the assessment rate for the 
succeeding year so that assessment income 
will approximate (i) the annual expenses of 
the Corporation, including interest on Treas­
ury borrowings, and (11) insurance losses in­
curred in the most recent calendar or fiscal 
year. 

" (e) Any national securities exchange or 
registered national securities association of 
securities dealers may transfer funds to the 
Corporation at any time, and these funds 
shall constitute an advance payment of fees 
and assessments on behalf of members of 
such exchange or association. 

"(f) In the event that moneys in the ftmd 
are or may reasonably appear to be insuf­
ficient for the purposes of this section, the 
Treasury is authorized to make loans to the 
Corporation. 

"To enable the Treasury to make such 
loans, the Corporation is authorized to issue 
to the Secretary of the Treasury notes or 
other obligations in an aggregate amount 
of not to exceed $1,000,000,000 in such forms 
and denominations, bearing such maturities, 
and subject to such terms and conditions, 
as may be prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Such notes or other obligations 
shall bear interest at a rate determined by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, taking into 
consideration the average market yield on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States of comparable maturities dur­
ing the quarter preceding the issuance of 
the notes or other obligations. The Secre­
tary of the Treasury is authorized and di­
rected to purchase any notes aJ;ld other ob­
ligations issued hereunder and for that pur­
pose is authorized to use as a public debt 
transaction the proceeds from the sale of 
any securities issued under the Second 
Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and the pur-
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poses for which securities may be issued 
under that Act, as amended, are extended 
to include any purchase of such notes and 
obligations. The Secretary of the Treasury 
may at any time sell any of the notes or 
other obligations acquired by him under 
this subsection. All redemptions, purchases, 
and sales by the Secretary of the Treasury 
of such notes or other obligations shall be 
treated as public debt transactions of the 
United States. 

"(g) At the time of application for, and 
as a condition to, any such loan the Cor­
poration shall file with the Treasury a state­
ment with respect to the anticipated use of 
the proceeds of the loan and a plan pro­
viding for the imposition of the minimum 
additional fees and assessments intended to 
be collected during the term of the loan. 
Such additional fees and assessments, which 
shall not be limited in amount by any other 
provisions of this Act, shall take into ac­
count varying practices among brokers and 
dealers with respect to the method of con­
duct of their business and consequent risks 
to their customers. The Corporation shall 
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury that 
such loan is necessary for the protection 
of customers of brokers and dealers and 
maintenance of confidence in the United 
States securities markets. Notwithstanding 
the provisions of any plan, the Corporation 
may, taking into account the ability of the 
industry to pay and to continue to function 
effectively at any time during the period 
when such loan may be outstanding, either 
impose such further additional fees and as­
sessments as it may conclude to be reason­
able in order to expedite the repayment of 
such loan or, with the approval of the Secre­
tary of the Treasury, either reduce existing 
fees and assessment, or extend the maturi­
ties of outstanding indebtedness of the Cor­
poration. 

"(h) The Corporation shall have power­
" (1) to sue and be sued, complain and 

defend, in its corporate name and through 
its own counsel; 

"(2) to adopt, alter, and use the corpo­
rate seal, which sha.ll be judicially noticed; 

"(3) to adopt, amend, and repeal by its 
board of directors such bylaws, rules, and 
regulations relating to the conduct of its 
business as the Commission may approve 
or require as provided in subsection (1); 

"(4) to conduct its business, carry on its 
operations, and have offices and exercise the 
powers granted by this se(}tion in any State 
without regard to any qualification or simi­
lar statute in any State; 

" ( 5) to lease, purchase, or othewise ac­
quire, own, hold, improve, use or otherwise 
deal in and with any property, real, per­
sonal or mixed, or any intt!rest therein, wher­
ever situated; 

"(6) to accept gifts or donations of serv­
ices, or of property, real, personal or mixed, 
tangible or intangible, in aid of any of the 
purposes of the Corporation; 

"(7) to sell, convey, mortgage, pledge, 
lease, exchange and otherwise dispose of its 
property and assets; 

"(8) to appoint such officers, attorneys, 
employees and agents as may be required, 
to determine their qualifications, to define 
their duties, to fix their salaries, require 
bonds for them and fix the penalty thereof; 

"(9) to invest in securities issued or guar­
anteed by the United States or an agency 
thereof; and 

"(10) to enter into contracts, to execute 
instruments, to incur liabilities, and to do all 
things as are necessary or incidental to the 
proper management of its affairs and the 
proper conduct of its business. 

"(i) (1) Whenever it shall appear to the 
Corporation that any broker or dealer regis­
tered pursuant to section 15 (a) of this Act or 
any member of a national securities exchange 
not exempted by the Corporation pursuant to 

subsection (d) (1) hereof (herein called the 
debtor) is in danger of failing to meet its 
outstanding obligations to customers, the 
Corporation in its discretion may apply to 
any court o! competent jurisdiction as speci­
fied in sections 27 and 21 (e) of this Act and 
upon notice to the debtor obtain a decree ad­
judicating that customers of the debtor are 
in need of protection under this section. If 
a national securities exchange or a registered 
national securities association has reason to 
believe that a debtor is in danger of failing 
to meet its outstanding obligations as de­
fined in this paragraph it shall immediately 
notify the Corporation. For purposes of this 
subsection, the court shall deem the debtor 
to be in danger of failing to meet its obliga­
tions if it is insolvent within the meaning of 
section 1 ( 19) of the Bankruptcy Act, or is un­
able to meet its obligations as they mature, 
or has committed an act of bankruptcy, or 
is the subject of a proceeding in which a re­
ceiver, trustee, or liquidator has been ap­
pointed pending in any court or before any 
agency of the United States or any State, or 
is not in compliance with requirements un­
der the Act or rules of the Commission, the 
Corporation, or any national securities ex­
change or registered national securities asso­
ciation with respect to net capital, hypoth­
ecation of customers' securities, or the 
maintenance or preservation of books and 
records, or is unable to make such computa­
tions as may be necessary to establish com­
pliance with such net capital requirements. 
In the discretion of the Corporation, an ap­
plication under this subsection may be com­
bined with any action brought by the Cor­
poration or the Commission including an 
action by it for a temporary receiver pending 
an appointment of a trustee under this sub­
section. If the debtor shall consent to or fail 
to contest the Corporation's application or if 
the debtor fails adequately to controvert any 
material allegation of the application, the 
court shall forthwith grant an application 
which satisfies the requirements of this sub­
section. For the purposes of assessment and 
coverage, the provisions of this section shall 
not apply to any office of a debtor outside the 
United States if the head office and principal 
business of the debtor are not within the 
United States, unless otherwise provided by 
rule or regulation of the Corporation. 

"(2) The purpose of a proceeding under 
this section shall be: 

"(A) To provide for prompt payment and 
satisfaction, insofar as is possible, of the 
debtor's obligations to customers relating to 
securities and obligations owing to other 
brokers and dealers on open securities trans­
actions made for and on behalf of customers 
in the ordinary course of business; 

"(B) To enforce rights of subrogation to 
claims as specified in paragraph (11) of this 
subsection; 

"(C) To the extent not inconsistent with 
purposes (A) and (B), to liquidate the 
debtor. 

"(3) Such application may be filed not­
withstanding the pendency in the same or 
any other court, of any bankruptcy, mort­
gage foreclosure, equity receivership proceed­
ing or any similar proceeding to reorganize, 
conserve, or liquidate the debtor or its prop­
erty, or any proceeding to enforce a lien 
against property of the debtor. Upon the fil­
ing of such application, the court in which 
application is brought shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction of the debtor and its property 
wherever located. 

"(4) Upon the filing of the application by 
the Corporation and pending an adjudica­
tion under this subsection, the court may 
stay any prior pending bankruptcy, mort­
gage foreclosure, equity receivership or other 
proceeding to enforce a lien against property 
of the debtor any other suit against the 
debtor, or against any receiver, conservator, 
or trustee of the debtor or its property, and 

the court may appoint a temporary receiver. 
Upon such adjudication, the court shall 
stay or continue the stay of any such prior 
suit or proceeding, and shall appoint a trus­
tee for the defendant and its property. Such 
trustee shall be vested with the same powers 
and title with respect to the defendant, its 
property and the same rights to avoid pref­
erences as a trustee in a bankruptcy and a 
trustee under Chapter X of the Bankruptcy 
Act have with respect to a bankrupt and a 
Chapter X Debtor. 

In any proceeding under this subsection, 
customers and their subrogees shall have 
the rights of priorities specified in section 
60e of the Bankruptcy Act except of a na­
tional securities exchange which is the sub­
ject of a proceeding under this paragraph, 
and, in determining whether particular cus­
tomers are able to identify specifically their 
property, whether property remained in its 
identical form in the stockbroker's possession 
or such property or any substitutes therefor 
has been allocated to or physically set aside 
for such customer, and remained so allo­
cated or set aside, it shall be sufficient if 

"(A) securities are segregated individually, 
or in bulk for customers collectively, or 

"(B) in the case of securities held for the 
account of the debtor as part of any central 
certificate service of any clearing corpora­
tion or any similar depository, the records 
of the debtor show that all or a spooified 
part of the certificates representing the se­
curities held by such clearing corporation 
or other similar depositary are held for speci­
fied customers, or for customers collectively, 
if such records of the debtor also show the 
identities of the specific customers entitled 
to receive specified numbers of units of such 
securities so held for customers collectively, 
Provided, That if there is any Sib.ortage in 
any class of securities so segregated in bulk 
or held for customers collectively, as com­
pared to the aggregate rights of individual 
customers to receive specified securities, the 
respective interests of such customers in 
such securities shall be pro rated, without 
prejudice, however, to the satisfaction of 
any claim for deficiencies out of the funds 
provided in this section. 

" ( 5) In any such proceeding the court 
shall designate as trustee and as attorney 
for the trustee, such person as the Corpo­
ration shall specify provided that no person 
shall be permitted to qualify as such trustee 
or attorney if such person is not "disinterest­
ed' within the meaning of section 158 of the 
Bankruptcy Act. 

"(6) It shall be the duty of the trustee, 
to the extent feasible, to discharge promptly 
.all obligations of the debtor owing to each 
of its customers relating to securities and 
owing to other brokers and dealers on open 
securities transactions made for and on be­
half of customers in the ordinary course of 
business. Such obligations shall be dis­
charged by the delivery of securities or ef­
fecting payments insofar as they are ascer­
tainable from the books and records of the 
debtor or are otherwise determined to the 
satisfaction of the trustee, whether or not 
the particular customer shall have filed for­
mal proof of such claim. For that purpm:e 
the court among other things shall: 

"(A) Authorize the payment and discharge 
of claims out of funds made available by the 
Corporation notwithstanding the fact that 
there may have been no formal proof of such 
claims or no showing or determination that 
there are sufficient funds of the debtor avail­
able to make such payment; 

"(B) Authorize the trustee to satisfy 
claims to deliver specific securities, which 
are ascertainable from the books and records 
of the debtor or are otherwise determined 
to the satisfaction of the trustee, if and 
to the extent that 

"(i) securities to satisfy such claim are 
sufficiently identified; 
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"(ii) there is a deficiency of identified se­

curities, but funds are made available by the 
Corporation to purchase such securities; or 

"(iii) there is an unresolved controversy 
as to whether there is a deficiency of suffi­
ciently identified securities, and funds are 
committed by the Corporation to reimburse 
the estate of the debtor, depending upon the 
outcome of such controversy, if particular 
securities in such estate are distributed in 
satisfaction of such claim. 

"(C) Authorize the trustee, on the direc­
tion of a customer with a claim to undeliv­
ered securities, to sell such securities if and 
to the extent that--

.. (i) the books and records of the debtor 
show that the customer has such a claim; 
and 

"(if) securities sufficient to satisfy such a 
claim are sufficiently identified. 
Any payment, sale, or delivery of securities 
pursuant to this subsection may be condi­
tioned upon the trustee requiring claimants 
to execute in a form to be determined by the 
trustee, appropriate receipts, supporting af­
fidavits and assignments, but shall be with­
out prejudice to any claimant filing formal 
proof of claim for any balance of securities 
or cash to which he may deem himself en­
titled, and any cash received for any securi­
ties sold pursuant to subparagraph (C) of 
this subsection shall thereafter be treated as 
equivalent to such securities for the purpose 
of this section; 

"(D) Authorize the trustee to establish a 
procedure for fixing the value of unverified or 
insufficiently identified claims. 

"(7) The provisions of this subsection per­
mitting discharge of obligations of the 
debtor to pay cash or to deliver securities, 
without formal proofs of claim or with funds 
committed or made available by the Corpora­
tion shall not include any person 'associ­
ated' with the debtor as defined in section 
3(a) (18) or any holder of one percent or 
more of the voting stock of the debtor or 
any member of the immediate family of any 
of the foregoing. 

"(8) In order to provide for prompt pay­
ment and satisfaction of obligations the Cor­
poration shall make available to the trustee 
such of its funds as may be required to pay or 
otherwise satisfy claims relating to securi­
ties of each customer in full but not to ex­
ceed $50,000 or such greater amount as the 
Corpora~ion may determine with the ap­
proval of the Commission: Provided, That no 
limitation shall apply to the completion of 
open securities transactions of the debtor 
made for and on behalf of customers in the 
ordinary course of business; and Provided 
further, That in the case of a person acting 
as agent who transacts business for third 
parties through an account or accounts with 
a broker, dealer, or member of a national se­
curities exchange, for purposes of the $50,-
000 limitation, the term 'customer' shall not 
be limited by the number of such accounts 
but shall include each such third party in­
sofar as the claims of such third parties are 
ascertainable from the books and records 
of either the debtor or the person acting 
as agent made available to the trustee or 
are otherwise determined to the satisfac­
tion of the trustee. 

"(9) For the purposes of the $50,000 limita­
ti'on of this subsection, the amount of the 
claims of each customer shall be determined 
as of the date of bankruptcy or the date of 
filing of the application, whichever shall 
occur first. 

"(10) Nothing in this section shall limit the 
rights of any person to establish by formal 
proof such rights as such person may have 
to payment, or to delivery of specific securi­
ties without resort to such funds as may be 
made available by the Corporation. 

" ( 11) If and to the extent that provision is 
made to satis"fy the claims of customers out 

of any funds made available by t,he Corpora­
tion, the Commission, or the United States, 
or any agency or instrumentality thereof, or 
by any national securities exchange or reg­
istered national securities association, the 
provider of such funds shall be subrogated 
to the claims of such persons including the 
rights and priorities established under para­
graph ( 4) of this subsection. 

"(12) Without limiting the powers and 
duties of the trustee to discharge promptly 
obligations as specified in this subsection 
the court may make appropriate provision 
for proof and enforcement of all other claims 
against the debtor including claims of any 
provider of funds pursuant to paragraph 
(11) of this subsection as subrogee; and, 
subject to the order of the court, the pro­
ceeding shall be conducted in accordance 
with the provisions of Chapter X and such 
o'f the provisions of Chapters I through VIU 
inclusive, of the Bankruptcy Act as section 
102 of Chapter X makes applicable, except 
as inconsistent with the provisions of this 
subsection and except that such trustee shall 
not consider the formulation of a plan of 
reorganization. 

" ( 13) Notwithstanding the limitations 
contained in section 19(b) of the Act and 
without limiting its powers under other sec­
tions of the Act the Corporation by rule, 
regulation or order: (i) may require any 
registered securities association and P.ny na­
tional securities exchange to adopt any 
specified alteration of or supplement to its 
rules, practices and procedures with respect 
to the frequency and scope of inspections 
and examinations of its members and the 
selection and qualifications of examiners and 
may require such exchanges and associations 
to furnish the Corporation with such reports 
and records or copies thereof relating to the 
financial condition of its members as the 
Commissioner may consider necessary or ap­
propriate and may make or require inspec­
tions and examinations of such exchanges or 
associations or their members relating to any 
of the 'foregoing matters as it may consider 
necessary or appropriate; and (ii) is author­
ized to make, issue, and rescind such rules, 
regulations and orders with respect to the 
acceptance of custody and use of customers' 
securities, and the carrying and use of cus­
tomers' deposits or credit balances as the 
Commission may consider necessary or ap­
propriate to minimize the risks of fp.,ilure to 
meet obligations to customers and to reduce 
the expenses of providing against such risks. 

"(j) Unless specifically authorized by the 
Commission, no registered broker or dealer 
or member of a national securities exchange 
that is in arrears in any financial obligation 
arising under this section to the Corporation, 
the Commission, or to any national securi­
ties exchange or any registered national 
securities association shall continue to en­
gage in or conduct any securities business. 

"(k) The Corporation, its property, its 
franchise, capital, reserves, surplus, and its 
income, shall be exempt from all taxation 
now or hereafter imposed by the United 
States or by any State or local taxing author­
ity. 

" ( 1) The Corporation shall, as soon as 
practicable after the end of each fiscal year, 
transmit to the President and the Congress, 
an annual report of its operations and 
activities. 

" ( m) ( 1) The accounts of the Corporation 
shall be audited annually in accordance with 
generally accepted auditing standards by in­
dependent certified public accountants or 
independent licensed public accountants cer­
tified or licensed by a regulatory authority of 
a State or other political subdivision of the 
United States. The audits shall be conducted 
at the place or places where the accounts of 
the Corporation are normally kept. All books, 
accounts, financial records, reports, files, and 
all other papers, things, or property belong-

ing to or in use by the Corporation and nec­
essary to facilitate the audits shall be made 
available to the person or persons conduct­
ing the audits; and full facilities for verify­
ing transactions with the balances or securi­
ties held by depositories, fiscal agents and 
custodians shall be afforded to such person 
or persons. 

"(2) The report of each such independent 
audit shall be included in the annual report 
required by subsection ( 1) of this section. 
The audit report shall set forth the scope 
of the audit and include such statements as 
are necessary to present fairly the Corpora­
tion's assets and liabilities, surplus or deficit, 
with an analysis of the changes therein dur­
ing the year, supplemented in reasonable de­
tail by a statement of the Corporation's in­
come and expenses during the year, and a 
statement of the sources and application of 
funds, together with the independent audi­
tor's opinion of those statements. 

"(n) Whoever steals, unlawfully abstracts, 
unlawfully and willfully converts to his own 
use or to the use of another, or embezzles 
any of the monies, funds, securities, credits, 
property or assets of the Corporation shall be 
deemed guilty of a crime, and upon convic­
tion shall be fined not more than $50,000 or 
imprisoned not more than five years, or both. 

"(o) Any broker or dealer, or any officer, 
director, partner, owner of 10 percent or more 
of the voting securities or controlling person 
of such broker or dealer thereafter shall be 
ineligible to be a broker or dealer, or to be 
associated with a broker or dealer included 
within the coverage of the Corporation if 
such broker or dealer has received funds or 
caused funds to be obligated from the Cor­
poration on its behalf, unless the Commis­
sion otherwise determines in the public in­
terest. 

"(p) This Act shall become effective on 
-----, except that, with the approval of 
the Commission, the Corporation may be 
substituted for or joined with the Commis­
sion in any action instituted by the Com­
mission on or after the date of the in tro­
duction of this Act and for the purposes of 
such action the provisions of this Act shall be 
fully applicable as if it were in effect as of 
that date." 

SEc. 3. Subsection (c) of section 24 of the 
Securities and Exchange Act of 1934 is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(c) It shall be unlawful for any member, 
officer, or employee of the Commission to 
disclose to any person other than a member, 
officer, or employee of the Commission, or to 
use for personal benefit, any information 
contained in any application, report, or docu­
ment filed with the Commission which is not 
made available to the public pursuant to 
subsection (b) of this section: Provi ded, 
That the Commission may make available to 
the Treasury Department, the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, or 
the Securities Investor Insurance Corpora­
tion any information requested by the Treas­
ury Department, the Board, or the Corpora­
tion for the purpose of enabling the Depart ­
ment, the Board, or the Corporation to per­
form its respective duties under this title." 

SEc. 4. (a.) Each insured broker and insured 
dealer shall display at each place of business 
maintained by it a sign or signs, and in­
clude in all its advertisements a statement, 
to the effect that its customer accounts are 
insured by the Corporation: Provided, That 
the Board of Directors may exempt from this 
requirement advertisements which do not 
relate to customer accounts or when it is 
impractical to include such statement there­
in. The Board of Directors shall prescribe by 
regulation and forms of such signs and the 
manner of display and the substance of such 
statements and the manner of use. For each 
day an insured broker or insured dealer con­
tinues to violate a.ny provisions of this sub­
section or any lawful provisions of said regu-
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lations, it shall be subject to a penalty of not 
more than $100, which the Corpor81tion may 
recover for its use. 

(b) The Corporation may require any in­
sured broker, insured dealer, or stock clear­
ing corporation to provide protection and 
indemnity against burglary, defalcation, and 
other insurable losses. Whenever any insured 
broker. insured dealer, or stock clearing 
corporation refuses to comply with any su~h 
requirement the Corporation may contract 
for such protection and indemnity and assess 
the refusing party. 

(c) Any inSured broker or insured dealer 
which willfully falls or refuses to file any 
certified statement, or pay any assessment, 
required under this Act shall be subject to 
a penalty of not more than $1,000 for each 
day that any such violation continues, which 
penalty the Corporation may recover for its 
use. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA­
TIONS FOR PROCUREMENT OF 
AffiCRAFT, MISSILES, AND OTHER 
WEAPONS FOR THE ARMED 
FORCES-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 710 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, word 
has reached me today that the Army is 
initiating action to transfer 1,380 civil­
ian Maryland residents and 200 military 
personnel from Fort Detrick in Frederick, 
Md., to the Dugway P.roving Ground for 
biological warfare in Dugway, Utah. Ab­
solutely no justification has been offered 
for this serious uprooting of Maryland 
residents by the Office of the Secretary 
of the Army or by any other official of 
the Government. 

Therefore, to prevent this costly and 
inconvenient uprooting of more than 
1,500 Marylanders, I am submitting in 
the Senate today an amendment in­
tended to be proposed by me to the mili­
tary procurement bill-H.R. 17123-to 
prevent the transfer of any personnel, op­
eration or equipment from Fort Detrick 
to any other Government facility in the 
United States 

Senator MciNTYRE, of New Hampshire, 
chairman of the Armed Services Sub­
committee on Research and Develop­
ment, has agreed to hold a conference 
next Tuesday with appropriate officials of 
the Department of the Army in order to 
ascertain all of the pertinent facts. 

The Pentagon has indicated in the past 
that it plans to convert Fort Detrick into 
a health facility under HEW which would 
employ the scientists currently working 
at the fort. But suddenly uprooting hun­
dreds of people to be shipped across the 
country is hardly the way to bring about 
the planned conversion. 

Therefore, I am also requesting as­
surances from the President that no per­
sonnel will be transferred from Fort De­
trick. If the White House wishes to con­
vert Fort Detrick into a health-research 
facility, let the Army and HEW produce 
a reasonable transition plan that does 
not require major personnel transfers. 

I will not stand by silently while hun­
dreds of residents of this State are 
shipped across thousands of miles with 
no regard for their personal lives and 
families because of the thoughtlessness 
of certain Government officials. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

CRANSTON). The amendment will be re­
ceived and printed, and will lie on the 
table. 

COMMENCEME:1T ADDRESS AT 
STANFORD UNIVERSITY 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, last Sun­
day, I had the privilege of delivering the 
commencement address at one of this 
country's finest academic institutions, 
Stanford University. I discussed topics 
which I think concern us all today-the 
light of individuals to dissent, and the 
parallel right of a society to be free from 
serious disordera; the very real threat of 
repression, and the equally menacing 
dangers of violen~. 

Mr. President, let me add a personal 
note, that this commencement address 
was one of the more difficult speeches for 
me to make because my son was in the 
graduating class at Stanford last Sunday. 

I find th&t all of my children are my 
severest critics in anything that I say 
publicly. However, I trust that this ad­
dress not only satisfied my son, but also 
will answer some of the questions which 
were on the minds of the graduating 
class at Stanford. · 

Mr. President, in order that I may 
share my thoughts in detail with my 
collea.,oues, I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of my remarks be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS BY SENATOR CHARLES 

H. PERCY, STANFORD UNIVERSITY, SUNDAY, 
JUNE 14, 1970 
I speak to you during an unhappy period in 

our national life. Social critics and historians 
tell us that we are more deeply divided as a 
people than we have been since the Oivll War. 
Whether or not this analysis is precisely ac­
curate is immaterial. By any standard, it is 
apparent that the nation is profoundly 
troubled. 

We even have developed a new vocabularly 
to cover our maladies; we talk of "polariza­
tion," of a "national malaise," of a "crisis of 
confidence." But we often seem powerless to 
cope with our problems, however they are 
described. Our efforts to respond to the con­
ditions that divide us have been halting and, 
too often, misguided. Too frequently we have 
operated on the fallacious premise that we 
can somehow restore national unity by limit­
ing the rights of some of our citizens. 

The quandary in which we now find our­
selves is doubly perplexing because we are 
accustomed to success. Historically, there 
has been no frontier, no enemy, no scien­
tific or technical problem that did not even­
tually succumb to American might, Ameri­
can genius, American will. The difficult would 
be done today, the impossible by Wednes­
day or Thursday. 

But today America faces problems with­
out parallel in our experience. In the con­
text of 1970, technological, military and eco­
nomic greatness are not sufficient to create 
a sense of national well-being. We are drift­
ing-and, in some cases, being torn-apart. 
Many concerned Americans feel as though 
they are flailing in quicksand. 

In Southeast Asia, we are involved 1n a 
seemingly pointless and endless war that has 
drained our treasury, maimed and killed 
tens of thousands of our best young men 
and left an indelible stain on our character 
in the opinion of many. Instead of having the 
support of our traditional allies, we have 

become a pariah in the eyes of many of them. 
It is a new, and agonizing, role. 

Here at home, we find antagonisms between 
classes, generations, races, regions. Tolerance 
of minority thought, word and deed con­
tinues to wane. Far too often, ~ t is impos­
sible for two individuals or two groups to 
resolve their differences peaceably. Invectiv~ 
and confrontation have been substituted 
for reason and judicious compromise. 

These divisions beset us at a time when we 
urgently require a massive national effort 
to solve an extraordinary array of serious 
domestic problems. They rob us of our nat­
ural vigor and replace it with depression and 
doubt. As we concentrate on what separat es 
us, rat her than what binds us together, we 
find that we have lost sight of the goals that 
are important to this nation. we suffer from 
a dangerous internal disease, and its prin­
cipal symptoms are our distorted priorities. 

Today we are able to appropriate billlons 
of dollars for a war in Indochina, but we are 
unable to provide adequate funding for a 
war on poverty. 

We can authorize hundreds of millions of 
dollars for a dubious project such as the su­
personic transport, which will further con­
taminate an already polluted atmosphere, 
but we cannot fully fund adequate anti-pol­
lution efforts. 

We can build Army barracks in Vietnam. 
Japan and Europe to house the troops that 
protect our allies abroad, but we do not have 
the money to provide our own poor with ade­
quate shelter from the elements. 

We can spend billions to send astronauts 
to the moon, but we cannot devise ways for 
Earth-bound Americans to travel safely, 
comfortably and economically wit hin Amer­
ican cities. 

We are able to commit billions each year 
to limiting crop production, yet we reject 
appropriations that would provide much­
n eeded food for hungry Americans. 

We can spend billions on military hard­
ware to quiet our obsessive fears about a 
Communist threat from without, but we 
cannot get sufficiently concerned about the 
far graver threats that impelil us from 
wlthin. 

As the cleavages in American society grow 
wider, fewer people remain committed to 
the broad political center that historically 
h as led the battle against internal decay. 
Moderates become radicals, conservatives are 
transformed into reactionaries. The camps 
of the far-left and the far-right swell wit h 
new converts. 

What this situation could portend for this 
country was vividly described in a recent 
speech on the :floor of the Senate by Sena­
tor Margaret Chase Smith of Maine. The sen­
ator warned that a new era of right-wing 
repression could occur in this country in 
reaction to the "anti-democratic arrogance 
and nihilism from the political extreme 
left." 

If the narrow choice between anarchy and 
repression has to be made, she said, "the 
American people, even with reluctance and 
misgiving, will choose repression." 

This is an owjnous warning, and Mrs. 
Smith is not alone in her opinion. A poll 
conducted recently by CBS News suggests 
that a large portion of the American people 
already may be prepared to walive fundamen­
tal constitutional guarantees to enhance 
their individual comfort and security. 

In the CBS poll, 1,136 typical Americans 
were interviewed on the Bill of Rights, as 
applied to current situations. I was shocked 
and disturbed by the findings. They show: 

That half of the 10 Amendments which 
comprise the Blll of Rights were rejected by 
those interviewed. 

That 76 per cent favored outlawing pro­
test against the government even when there 
was no danger of violence. 

That 58 per cent believed the police should 
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be allowed to hold people in jail before they 
gather evidence. 

That 58 per cent opposed the double jeop­
ardy standard, arguing that if a man were 
found innocent of a crime, but new evidence 
subsequently were uncovered, he should be 
tried again for the same crime. 

It is impossible to overestimate the dan­
gers inherent in this repudiation of the 
rights and liberties that have nourished this 
nation for nearly two centuries. Repressive 
attitudes already have begun to manifest 
themselves in the national govemment, in 
the form of measures that in normal times 
would be consigned to the legislative scrap 
heap, but today are being seriously debated. 

One of the bills which represents a signif­
icant threat to our freedoms-one which is 
typical of the contagion of repression flow­
ing through the Congress-is the District 
of Columbia Crime Bill. I will not dwell on 
all of the distasteful features of this near­
sighted, vindictive bill, but permit me to 
mention one example, the provision for "no­
knock" entries. This provision deviates com­
pletely from the long-established principle 
that <a man's home is his castle. It author­
izes conduct by the state not dissimilar to 
that of a common burglar. 

Justice and a free society will be the vic­
tims if the D.C. Crime Bill-or any of the 
others which sacrifice our cherished rights 
and traditions to public hysteri~are en­
acted. If repression gets a foothold, it will 
not be easily dislodged. And you and I and 
our children will pay the price of fear for 
years to come. 

More than a century ago, Abraham Lin­
coln said that "It is a sin to be silent when 
it is your duty to protest." I state today it is 
your duty, my duty-the dutzy of every 
American who believes that the function of 
law in a democracy is to insure liberty-to 
protest vigorously against the recurring leg­
islative threats to our fundamental protec­
tions. 

Ten years ago I would have dismissed as 
ludicrous the notion that the people of this 
country would be threatened by an abridge­
ment of their constitutional rights in my 
lifetime. Today I am far less sanguine. We 
have been plunged into a crisis that few 
anticipated. And, as Alexander Hamilton ob­
served at the time the Bill of Rights was 
first conceived, nothing is more common in 
times of crisis than "to gratify momentary 
passions by letting into government prin­
ciples and precedents which afterwards 
prove fatal." 

As the crescendo of dissent thunders forth 
on the far left, with its concomitant reac­
tion on the far right, this will be a time of 
testing for that shrinking majority of non­
violent Americans located between the two 
extremes. 

Basically, the test will involve these ques­
tions: Are we willing, as a society, to com­
promise our dedication to constitutional 
principles in volatile times? Are we willing 
to let fear become the dominant force in our 
lives? 

Unless the answer to both of these ques­
tions is a resounding "no," the future will 
be bleak indeed. We will either affirm our 
commitment to liberty and the democratic 
process over the next few years, or we will 
admit that the Constitution is a document 
applicable only to tranquil times. 

It is easy to uphold the right of free speech 
when the only dissenting sounds to be heard 
are those of constructive criticism by a 
responsible and loyal opposition. But what 
will be this society's response if it knows that 
it will hear a bedlam of articulate, rebellious 
voices summoning a whole generation to 
attack the foundations of our nation? 

It is easy to uphold the right to assemble 
if we are likely to see an orderly line of pick­
ets carrying innocuous signs. But how will 
most Americans react to the sight of thou­
sands of militants marching in protest 

against the basic policies of our lawfully 
elected government? 

It is easy to uphold the right to petition 
the government when requests are neatly 
and properly presented and an immediate 
reply is not expected. But how will the na­
tion as a whole respond when the behavior 
of the petitioners is one of flagrant disre­
spect and is accompanied by demands for 
instantaneous action? 

Some individuals in public life today con­
tend that government may igonre basic hu­
man rights to a limited degree to enable it to 
deal efficiently and quickly with clearly out­
rageous and irresponsible behavior. I am 
not sure whether such statements reflect an 
l.mconscious lack of respect for our Consti­
tution, or a blatant contempt for it. But I 
do know they imperil us all. 

The Constitution does not say that free­
dom of speech, the press and assembly and 
due process are guaranteed to three-quarters 
of our citizens seven-eights of the time. I1ls 
protection is permanent and all-encompass­
ing. Any attempt to curtail ba-sic freedoms 
weakens and further divides the nation, for 
if rights are not insured for all, they cannot 
be guaranteed to anyone. 

I strongly believe that this society will 
reiterate its commitment to its underlying 
principles, and will find means to profit from 
dissent, rather than ways to repress it. This 
course will involve tension, but tension can 
be the hallmark of sensitive progress. It will 
also involve risk, but the risks of freedom 
are perferable by fa,r to the chilling cer­
tainties of tyranny. 

My optimism in this time of national un­
ease is tempered by one imponderable, how­
ever-violence. I have focused my thoughts 
today on individual rights and the very real 
dangers of repression, but I can assure you 
that I am as deeply concerned about law 
and order as anyone else in this country. I 
refuse to sacrifice freedom and justice to 
reach this goal, and it is here that I depart 
from the disciples of backlash and repres­
sion-the groups that have given a yearning 
for order a malignant a.ura. 

Violence-whether it be the wa.nton de­
struction of a scholar's life work, the killing 
of innocent student demonstrators, or any 
other form of damage to life and property­
should and must be condemned. Criminal 
aots can never be rationalized, no matter 
how noble the cause that prompts them. To 
a.rgue otherwise is to defend infringements 
of liberty and to place oneself in the same 
category with those who would bend the 
Constitution to repress dissent. 

In testimony before the Senate Govern­
ment Operations Committee in Washington 
last year, your president, Dr. Kenneth 
Pitzer, perceptively described acts of violence 
on campus as "a threat to free inquiry, to 
the free expression of ideas, and to the very 
civil liberties long regarded as vital to the 
campus community." 

In the fina~l analysis, violence almost a.l­
ways is counterproductive, providing mone­
ta.ry gratification at the expense of long­
range goals. Not only does it retard social 
progress, but it could also bring closer the 
d-ay when America-ns would be forced to 
make the fateful choice described by Sena­
tor Smith-between anarchy and repression. 

I am deeply disturbed at the thought of 
our ever having to make such a decision. 
But I know how threatened the vast ma­
jority of Americans feel by the current levels 
of violence. They will not tolerate it much 
longer. 

As we go forward into the 1970's, we in 
government must heed the voices of respon­
sible dissent for they have much to tell us 
a.bout the social and moral obligations of 
this country. It will be necessary to Insure 
that our national instttutions do not permit 
'the channels of communication to be clogged 
by those who fear new ideas. 

If we are to listen and to act creatively, 
we must replace "the politics of fear" with 
what John Gardner has called "the politics 
of confidence." We must stop seeking solu­
tions in terms of repression and begin to 
look for them in terms of responsiveness. 

It is simple enough today to cater to the 
fears and to exploit the divisions that exist 
in the United StlaJtes, as wa-s done earlier this 
month in the disgraceful gubernatorial pri­
mary in Alabama. It is far more challeng­
ing-and, ultimately, more enduring andre­
warding-to appeal successfully to the best 
instincts in our fellow citizens. 

If we sincerely wish to further justice and 
harmony in this troubled land, it is impera­
tive that we accept the greater challenge. By 
acting together in a spirit of generosity and 
com.passion, I believe we can help our nation 
renew and rebuild itself. 

I would urge four steps which might con­
stitute a beginning. 

First, we must rededicate ourselves to 
bringing an end to American involvement in 
Indoohina. We must have the grace and the 
fortitude to admit that this war was a tlragic 
error without military or moral justification. 

Second, we must vow that the United 
Strutes no longer has any desire to play po­
liceman to the whole world, nor does it wish 
to inflict American values on other, different 
cultures. 

Third, we must commit our full energies to 
the vital program of nation building here at 
hom.e, to such tasks as reversing the process 
of urban decay and improving the level of 
our housing, education, health and welfare 
services. We must rid ourselves of the moral 
hypocrisy that trumpets the equality of man 
on tJhe one hand, yet permi1ls-even enoour­
ages-v:itia.ting racial prejudice on the other. 

Fourth, we must seek out those issues on 
which there is consensus and marshal all of 
our forces in a common effort to solve prob­
lems. Pollution is an example of a problem 
which presents no philosophical or partisan 
barrier to a united approach now. Nothing 
separates us from a heal1ihy eu.vironment ex­
cept a total commitment to strive together 
to achieve one. 

Whether we succeed or fail in all these 
areas will depend in large measure on the 
courage and stamina of your generation, not 
mine. You are the heirs to our problems, and 
you are the personification of our future. 

In spite of the divisions on every side, you 
approach a period of leadership with a critical 
advantage over your predecessors: You are 
fully aware that something has been wrong 
with this country. As John Gardner pointed 
out in his eloquent Godkin Lectures at Har­
vard, "We were in greater peril in the com­
placent years, when all of the present evils 
were in existence, or brewing, but layered 
over by our national smugness." 

The great confidence I have in the America 
of tomorrow stems from the amount of soul­
searching we are doing today. We are askin g 
ourselves the fundamental questions: what 
kind of a nation do we want to be? What 
kind of a people do we wish to become? You 
are helping to ask the right questions; our 
future as a nation and a-s a people depends 
upon your ability to help find the right 
answers. 

I have had people tell me that a decade 
from now your generation, like those that 
have gone before you, will be consumed wit h 
worries about spouses, children, schools, 
mortgages and job promotions. They have 
.cynically described your idealism as the 
modern equivalent of goldfish-swallowing. 

I don't believe it. Your generation has 
changed the course of a war, helped awaken 
a nation to the need for preserving its en­
vironment and marched in the front ranks of 
the battles against poverty and racial dis­
crimination. Having committed yourselves 
so deeply and so passionately, you are hardly 
likely to abandon your convictions and turn 
your back on your country. 
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I will state unequivocally that there is 

hope far this great country. I have faith in 
the enormously gifted and concerned genera­
tion you represent here today. I sincerely be­
lieve that all of our institutions can be made 
to move forward again, particularly our gov­
ernment, which, in spite of its imperfections, 
remains the best ever devised by man. 

We see before us in the United States to­
day some shattered fragments of greatness. 
It is our task to pick up the pieces and put 
them back together again, into an even 
greater and more durable whole. 

INFLATION-AN ECONOMIC 
MALADJUSTMENT 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, Prof. Har­
old W. Fox of Northern Tilinois Univer­
sity has written a most thoughtful mono­
graph on the subject of inflation. He 
discusses different sow·ces of general in­
flation and concludes that the success 
of anti-inflationary policies depends up­
on the support and cooperation of the 
private sector, including individuals. He 
rejects wage and price controls to fight 
inflation, thus supporting the position 
taken by President Nixon yesterday in 
his excellent economic message. Profes­
sor Fox points out that wage and price 
controls are virtually impossible to en­
force, and that they promote the misal­
location of resources. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that Professor Fox's article on in­
flation be printed in the RECORD. 

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

INFLATION-AN ECONOMIC MALADJUSTMENT 

(By Harold W. Fox, Ph.D.) 
America enters the 1970s in the throes of 

inflation. This persistent rise in the general 
price level has many ramifications. Cost-of­
living indexes from 45 countries, published 
annually by the First National City Bank 
of New York, show long-term deterioration 
of most foreign currencies even worse than 
the dollar's. Thus the scope of inflation is 
worldwide. The following pages will examine 
inflationary forces in the United States as 
the decaee of the 1970s is about to begin. 
The presentation is nontechnical. 

A PERPLEXING MALADY 

An economist discussing the ca. use of in­
flation is analogous to a physician describ­
ing cancer. Inflation is an economic disease 
as cancer is an organic disease. Both mal­
functions have been analyzed for a long 
time, but thus far the professional investiga­
tors have reached no consensus on either 
cause or cure. Perhaps neither cancer nor in­
flation is a single disorder, but a number of 
maladjustments between a system and its 
environment. Since the environment changes 
constantly, it may also be generating new 
causes which produce the same symptoms. 

Historical perspective 
Two major changes in the economic en­

vironment since 194Q--both conducive to in­
flation-are absence of major depressions 
and constancy of war or cold war. Tradi­
tionally, prices have skyrocketed during 
wartime, receded after each armistice, and 
reached a nadir in cyclical contractions. Al­
though the price level traditionally has 
dropped during depressions, this does not 
mean that it has always increased in periods 
of prosperity. Both the Cost-of-Living and 
the Wholesale-Price indexes eased during 
the ebullient 1920s, for example. Figure 1, 
a 200-year history of wholesale prices in the 
United States, shows the patterns of ups 

and downs until 194o--and the virtually un­
interrupted rise since then. 

Evidently, price behavior since the 1930s 
differs from the prior rollercoaster pattern. 
Over the past several decades inflation has 
become entrenched in the American 
economy. 

Theoretical limitations 
Certainly, the methods used in the past to 

cope with inflation are not necessarily 
effective now. The symptom-a rise in 
prices--is the same as before, but the un­
derlying situation may be different. For ex­
ample, a situation of ten conflicting theories 
does not mean that nine are wrong. A theory 
may validly explain inflationary symptoms 
but fail to predict accurately if it does not 
reflect new circumstances. The prediction 
may have been based on the assumpt ion that 
no war would erupt. 

In addition, more than one theory may 
be capable of accurate prediction, but the 
implications for public policy could be sig­
nificantly different. To illustrate, inflation 
may be blamed on either excessive profits or 
on excessive wages. An explanation in terms 
of excessive profits leads to a forecast 
of higher prices due to a boom in capital 
spending; an explanation based on excessive 
wages leads to a forecast of higher prices 
due to a boom in consumption spending. 
Thus the identical conclusion follows from 
different assumptions and reasoning. 

A warning is also in order for so-called 
theories which are mere extrapolations. 
Forecasts that a trend will continue are 
more often right than wrong because a mas­
sive system like the United States economy 
moves with a momentum that is diffi.cult 
to reverse. Hence the test of a theory 's pre­
dictive powers is not the number of rights 
versus wrongs but how accurately the theory 
identifies the turning points. Th· ' far, no 
theory has proved to be infallible and opera­
tional with respect to containment of in­
flation in an economy whose vigor is sus­
tained by massive government programs. 

Price structure versus p1·ice level 
When discussing price changes, one must 

distinguish between price structure and price 
level. Whereas structure compares individual 
prices to each other at one point in time, 
level compares one period to another. 

Price structure is the interrelationship of 
market values. Usually some prices rise and 
others fall, so that the structure is constantly 
changing. Regardless of general inflation or 
deflation, prices of different products move 
at varying rates or even in opposite direc­
tions. In this way, the price system coordi­
nates economic activity. An increase in de­
mand for some product tends to raise its 
price, which spurs its output. This diverts 
resources from less-wanted products, which 
decline in price and spur consumption. 
Changes in the price structure are very im­
portant to businessmen because isolated 
price rises attract competition and repel 
buyers. 

The price level refers to the position of 
all market values, not their interrelation­
ships. Conceptually: 

Price level equals total money value of 
commodities divided by total physical quan­
tity of commodities. 

Even 1! the numerator could be measured 
accurately, the denominator would still pose 
a problem in aggregation. Dissimilar com­
modities--apples and oranges--cannot be 
added. What is the net result of an increase 
in 12 oranges and a decrease in 4 apples? It 
will not do to say a rise in 8 pieces of fruit, 
when consumers• tastes !or these two types 
are not identical. There is no perfect solu­
tion to this question. Official price indexes 
measure the price level as if buyers made 
no substitutions in response to changes ln 
the price structure. Additional limitations 
of price indexes are beyond the scope of this 
paper. 

It is clear, however, that inflation is not 
just any rise in prices. Indeed, some econo­
mists feel that a gently rising price level­
an annual rate below two percent-is favor­
able because it attracts investment which 
tends to cause prosperity. But certainly all 
are in agreement that yearly price increases 
exceeding two percent are object ionable. 

Objections to inflation 
One can see at once that inflation is objec­

tionable when one changes the definition 
from a persistent rise in the price level to the 
equivalent: a persistent fall in purchasing 
power. A given amount of money buys fewer 
goods. Inflation does not affect everybody 
equally, hence it is said to cause a redistri­
bution from the old to the young. In general, 
inflation hurts retired people, creditors, and 
people on fixed incomes while it favors some 
business owners, speculat-ors, and holders of 
goods. 

As a consequence, personal consumption 
declines whereas investment rises. Higher 
prices attract imports and discourage exports. 
If inflation runs rampant, it can destroy the 
economic system. Citizens make economic 
decisions in the expectation of further price 
rises. People with money speculate by hoard­
ing goods. Nobody is willing to lend money or 
even work for money which is expected to 
lose it s value. Merchants are unwilling to sell 
their inventory because replacement costs 
are increasing. At its worst, the economy 
s inks to a primitive state of barter. Accumu­
lat ed savings a re wiped out. A few speculators 
have amassed large holdings of land and 
other real values. The rest of the population 
is impoverished. Economic activity stops. It 
takes a political act to restore confidence. 

PARTIAL EXPLANATIONS OF INFLATION 

Many economists believe that during an 
inflationary period, some cost-push, some 
demand-pull, and some structural causes 
operate simultaneously. These theories will 
be discussed in some detail. 

One source of inflation is a push on costs, 
in industries which practice administered 
pricing and in service tr~es which lag in 
productivity. A second source is a pull by 
buyers for goods from those industries whose 
prices are responsive to demand-supply im­
balances. Some economists ascribe the im­
balance mainly to an excessive money sup­
ply whereas others emphasize the role of 
fiscal policy, private sectors, or international 
developments. Inflation, after all, is an 
international phenomenon. A third source 
is structural dislocation, to which a highly 
interdependent economy such as the United 
States is particularly vulnerable. Infla­
tion has persisted during recessions partly 
because a push on costs in some fields was 
not offset by a price decline in others where 
demand pressures eased. 

A fourth source is the action of national 
and local governments in response to pleas 
from the eleotorate and special-interest 
groups. The United States has a mixed econ­
omy. The growth in governmental participa­
tion of the past four decades seems on the 
verge of expanding in a new direction: en­
vironmental controls. All of these multifari­
ous, mutually reinforcing pressures frus­
trate efforts to trace a single cause and to 
devise a clear-cut solution for inflation. Fig­
ure 2 outlines these forces. 

Cost-push 
Perhaps the most plausible explanation of 

inflation is a widespread rise of wages in 
excess of productivity (output per unit of 
inputs). The rise in cost is tr.a.nslated into 
a rise in prices among those industries which 
set prices by adding a gross margin to their 
direct labor and materials costs. In terms of 
the fraction presented earlier: 

Price level equals total money value 
divided by total physical quantity; the nu­
merator rises but the denominator does not 
increase sufficiently. 
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The cost-push theory 1s usually tied in 

with what 1s often called administered prices 
and administered wages. Basic industry and 
many other types of business are s.aJ.d to es­
tablish prices without regard to conditions 
of demand. When sales orders slacken, they 
prefer to reduce output rather than prices­
or perhaps they believe that lower prices 
would not appreciably boost the quantity 
demanded. This is called ~dministered pric­
ing. 

Similarly, strong unions in key industries 
can Win wage increases beyond productivity 
gains, even in the face of substantial un­
employment. These excessive wage increases 
a.re amplified in various ways. For example, 
the union contract may serve as a pattern, 
or perhaps as a challenge to be surpassed by 
other unions. 

The output of basic industry serves as r.aw 
materials at successive stages of processing. 
I! a widely used method of pricing is addi­
tion of a gross margin to prime cost (labor 
and materials) • each wage increase will be 
compounded at every succeeding stage into 
increasing amounts of price rises. Another 
point 1s that some of the largest wage in­
creases have occurred in the construction 
industry, which translates immedi.ately into 
htg'her building costs for all industries, gov­
ernmental projects, etc. :As a result, the oost 
o! living and the cost of government rise, 
further fueling inflation. 

But if the monetary value of commodities 
increases, total purchases must decline un­
less the supply of money or its velocity in­
creases as well. Sooner or later, the Federal 
Reserve Board faces the dilemma of whether 
to expand the money supply and thereby in­
vite further price increases or to choke in­
:ft.ation by withholding the needed increase 
in money, thereby inviting some unemploy­
ment. This dilemma model shows quite 
clearly that infiation does not have a single 
cause. In fact, many economic phenomena 
and public policy decisions are intertwined. 

Unions ana Inflation The forementioned 
cost-push theory. laying the blame for in­
:ft.ation mainly on labor unions, has been 
under heavy attack. In the last decade prices 
have risen the most in industries lacking 
strong unions. Prices increasea from 36 to 
101 percent in such relatively unorganized 
fields as property and automobile insurance, 
haircuts, maid service, movie admissions, and 
dally hospital charges. During this same 
period, in such highly unionized fields as the 
manufacture of radios and television sets. 
vacuum cleaners, washing machines, and 
home permanent refills, prices aeclinea from 
20 to 11 percent. Although some of these fig­
ures are not comparable due to technical 
computational problems, it appears that de­
velopments in the 1960s undermined the 
cost-push explanation which may have had 
greater validity in the 1950s. Between 1966 
and 1968, at least, there was virtually no cor­
relation between the rise in average wage 
rates and the degree of union penetration. 
Compensation rose fastest in occupations re­
quiring long training and for some tradi­
tionally underpaid employees such as nurses, 
maids, etc.-jobs which are now being 
shunned. 

There are some further complications. It 
is sometimes pointed out that workers in the 
South and service employees and other non­
union labor, including professional workers, 
have enjoyed as high a rate of compensation 
increase as union members. But this does not 
mean that all workers would have fared as 
well if there were no unions at all. Some of 
the unorganized employees may have re­
ceived higher pay oocause of the threat of 
unionization. Some other occupations have 
no unions but formal examinations or other 
restrictions which have the same effect as 
unions. The growth of government workers 
has made them a separate political constit­
uency which their employers. the elected 

officials, try to satisfy. Finally, wage rates are 
generally not too far apart. Nonunionized 
office workers in a steel mill may be able to 
shift over to factory work. If nonunion oc­
cupations offer low pay, versatile employees 
and new recruits will shift to organized sec­
tors, and the ensuing shortage in the non­
union field will drive up wages. 

Similarly, cross-currents make it difiicult 
to assess the impact of unions on prices. Any 
wage increase in excess of productivity raises 
unit costs. If, however, price could discharge 
its role of allocator, an undue increase in 
the price of labor would be checked by sub­
stitution. But when workers strike, the em­
ployer often cannot hire replacements. He 
cannot change work rules, mechanize. or 
contract out some of the work. Moreover. 
some strategic crafts and professions have 
barriers to entry that can cause structural 
dislocations which are as pervasive as a tax 
on necessities. 

Thus it appears that unions contribute to 
infia.tion not so much by increases in wages 
and benefits, but by restrictions on output, 
requirements to hire unneeded employees, 
and rigidities in the work place. And when 
an economy has little slack, higher wages or 
unnecessary jobs create extra purchasing 
power but no extra production, so that prices 
of available goods rise. Paul A. Samuelson has 
stated, "Nowhere in the world, as far as I 
know, has a mixed economy solved the prob­
lem of maintaining full employment, free 
collective bargaining, and stable prices." 

A simple way of summarizing the apparent 
policy options under cost-push infiation is 
a Phillips curve. This diagram conceptualizes 
a relationship between three percentages: 
unemployment, wage rise, and price rise. On 
the horizontal axis is percentage of unem­
ployment. A vertical axis on the right is cali­
brated in percent of annual wage rise. The 
left vertical scale showing the percentage 
increase in prices differs from the right ver­
tical scale only by the postulated rate of 
productivity increase. If America's produc­
tivity rises three percent annually, the left­
hand price calibration would be three points 
lower than the wage changes on the right. 
The shape of the curve in Figure 3 depends 
more on institutional and psychological fac­
tors than on strictly economic phenomena.. 
What has been observed in the past is, of 
course, no proof of cause and effect. 

Services ana Inflation. If the case against 
labor unions is not proved, is there anything 
else that helps to explain the push on costs? 
The answer seems to be yes-the importance 
of services. 

The United States is a service economy 
with some 55 percent of the labor force in 
wholesale and retail trade, finance, insur­
ance, real estate, government, repairs, and 
business and professional services. Because 
the rise in service productivity is very small, 
the steady shift to service employment gives 
the American economy a widening infla­
tionary base. All the more, then, the mech­
anized sector must increase productivity be­
yond compensation rates 1f the overall price 
level is to remain even. Perhaps the recent 
increase in the prices of services and in other 
relatively nonunionized fields is not a true 
cost-push but a consequence of high pros­
perity. The increase was brought about by 
a rapidly increasing demand bidding for an 
insufficiently growing supply. 

Demana-pull 
According to the theory of demand-pull, 

buyers are the cause of inflation. Consum­
ers, investors, and governments increase their 
wants Mld compete for goods. Output is in­
adequate either because resources are fully 
utilized or because production cannot be 
increased on very short notice. 

In contrast to the cost-push theory, the 
demand-pull version argues that prices are 
flexible. Excessive demand causes an infia-

tionacy gap: the difference between total 
wants and total supply capacity. Buyers' 
willingness to pay more for scarce goods and 
services lets producers raise prices so that the 
producers, in turn, can bid for scarce labor 
and materials with higher prices. Thus, the 
pace of infiation escalates. This is the Key­
nesian version. 

Monetary Aspects. A traditional explana­
tion, which is currently regaining support, 
ascribes the blame for infiation to an ex­
cessive money supply. More bluntly, since 
the United States money supply is regulated 
by the Federal Reserve Board, some econo­
mists blame the policies of that agency for 
every recession and in:flation since World 
War I. There is no unanimity on how to de­
fine or measure the supply of money. Most 
economists say that money consists of cur­
rency and demand deposits (bank checking 
accounts). In 1969, this amounted to $200 
billion, about $45 billion currency and $155 
billion demand deposits. If the money supply 
is defined to include time deposits at com­
mercial banks as well, another $200 billion 
would be added. Since economists are more 
interested in changes than in absolute 
amounts, the important point is to analyze 
a particular series consistently. 

Like the Keynesian theory, the monetary 
theory puts the setting for infiation at full 
employment. The price level Is defined as: 

Money supply multiply income velocity di­
vided by total physical quantity of commod­
ities. 

Income velocity is the number of times 
that money moves annually from one income 
recipient to another. 

Income velocity equal net national prod­
uct divided by money supply. 

If income velocity is constant, it fo)lows 
from the first definition that a fUll em­
ployment, a. rise in the supply of money will 
cause a corresponding rise in the price level. 
In practice, income velocity moves cyclically. 
In a sharp downturn and with a decline in 
interest rates, it falls, too. Conversely, an 
economic upswing and a rise in interest rates 
also boost the turnover rate. Thus both fac­
tors can contribute to infiation if demand ex­
ceeds physical capacity; i.e., if real national 
prOduct cannot grow fast enough. 

Since the supply of money is more easily 
controllable than the rate at which millions 
of companies and consumers transfer, policy­
makers focus on the money supply. The Fed­
eral Reserve can expand the money supply 
by buying government bonds, by lowering 
the discount rate at which it makes loans 
to member banks, by lowering the required 
legal reserve ratios that member banks must 
keep against their deposits, plus by some 
minor actions such as lowering margin re­
quirements on purchases of stocks, changing 
Interest-rate ceilings on time deposits in 
member banks, and moral suasion. 

When the Federal Reserve buys govern­
ment bonds, its payment to the sellers is 
deposited in banks. If reserve requirements 
and leakages total 20 percent, the banking 
system as a whole can expand the money 
supply to $5 for every $1 of proceeds from the 
Fed's purchases. There is an uncertain time 
lag between the start of a new Federal Re­
serve policy and a. noticeable effect on the 
price level. Eventually, because the public 
has more funds than before or because the 
public does not wish to hold the funds, 
spending increases which pulls up prices. 

Proauctivity 
It should be clear that the demand-pull 

phenomena. just described and the cost­
push formulations presented earlier inter­
act. Higher prices due to excess demand set 
off a. clamor for higher wages not only to 
catch up but also to keep ahead of ex­
pected future price increases. Regardless of 
whether one focuses on unions and other 
strategically powerful suppliers on one hand, 
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or on government, investment, and -.on­
sumption expenditures and the money sup­
ply, on the other, the key to price stability 
is high productivity. Inflation would end if 
output of wanted goods and services caught 
up with buying power. But excessive output 
leads to price declines or idle capacity. 

Structural inflation 
There is a third prominent theory, called 

structural infl.ati'on, which is linked to the 
demand-pull model. Demand is not E'!Venjy 
distributed with supply. Thus there contin­
ues a pulling up of prices even as total 
measures of the economy show no stress_ 

The problem is rigidity. With adminis­
tered wages and prices, a slackening of de­
mand in one sector does not offset ~xces­
sive pulls elsewhere. Nowadays, "ed,~ction 
of wage rates is practically unthinkable. 
Therefore, cost-based prices are not respon­
sive to a decline in demand. But excess de­
mand quickly raises costs and prices. Hence 
inflation can persist even during a recession. 

Structural theories emphasize disaggrega­
tion. Each sector of the economy must be 
examined separately. In contrast, the cost­
push and demand-pull theories deal in to­
tals. One of the valuable lessons from the 
structural theory is that many economic 
phenomena are not symmetrical. If certain 
conditions cause a rise in prices, it does not 
foll'ow that the opposite conditions will bring 
a decline. In thinking about economics, it 
is also important to remember that many 
functions are not monotonic. Under a wide 
range of economic conditions, an tncrease 
in the supply of money will depress inter­
est rates-up to a point. Beyond that point, 
further expansion of the money supply will 
cause interest rate increases. Perhaps the 
most important lesson is that there are no 
simple 1: 1 economic relationships. Kwh eco­
nomic variable is interrelated with hun­
dreds of others. 

Enacted inflation 
In the last half of the 1960s the United 

States experienced very high rates of wage 
and price increases. Although it is impossi­
ble to give a full explanation, much evi­
dence points to the federal government as a 
major instigator. Perhaps this episode should 
be called, "enacted inflation." In a republic 
this means that the pressures for special leg­
islation and action which voters and lobby­
ists exert on the Congress and on the Pres­
ident are the basic cause of the rise in the 
price level. 

First, there are the expenditures for the 
war in Vietnam and other military needs. 

- Federal dollars spent for defense generate in­
come without producing goods and services 
that consumers can buy. Second, many of the 
other recent government projects have had 
similar effects. The space effort, agricultural 
supports, foreign aid, social programs in­
cluding local welfare, and other activities 
increase purchasing power without a com­
mensurate increase in consumption goods. 
These nonmilitary expenditures have grown 
even faster than the defense effort. Again, 
the huge Federal deficits and the heavy bor­
rowing by state and local governments have 
enormous inflationary leverage. 

Moreover, during much of the late 1960s 
the Federal Reserve allowed the money sup­
ply to grow at an extraordinarily high pace. 
When the Fed tightened the money supply, 
the banks found other sources. Further, in­
surance companies and other rapidly growing 
nonbank financial intermediaries exempt 
from direct control could step into the 
breach. And it is the supply of spendable 
funds instead of the money supply that is 
the important ce111ng on total expenditures, 
some bankers in the Federal Reserve believe. 
Restrictions on the money supply do reduce 
business investment and consumer outlays, 
but the burdens are inequitable and the ef-

fects appear only after nine months or longer. 
By that time, much damage has been done 
and the monetary needs of the economy may 
be different. 

Tight money, for example, helped reduce 
demand pressures on the construction in­
dustry. But the decrease in housing produc­
tion created a shortage which lifted rents 
and the prices of existing houses. Govern­
ment agencies tried to remedy this disloca­
tion by borrowing money at the prevailing 
high market rates and making it available 
to savings and loan associations for mort­
gage financing. Instead, the main result was 
an outflow of savings and loan deposits into 
the higher-interest bearing agency securities. 

Taxes were increased, but too little and 
then too late for sufficient effect. In par­
ticular, business spending on new plants 
and equipment has been motivated by a 
seven percent tax credit and by other gov­
ernmental incentives while its growth was 
so excessive that it should have been curbed 
temporarily. Lengthy restraint on new in­
vestment is undesirable, of course, because 
it leads to a decline in efficiency. 

Consumers reacted to a temporary tax in­
crease by reducing their rate Of saving, thus 
neutralizing the surtax's anti-inflationary 
intent which was to reduce their rate of 
consumption. Effective demand also in­
creased on two additional counts: (1) higher 
employment, both from an expansion of the 
labor force and a reduction in the percentage 
of unemployed, and (2) higher wages and 
salaries. 

It is further true that the last recruits to 
employment and the last production facili­
ties activated are generally much less pro­
ductive than average. During boom times, 
plant absenteeism increases; lower produc­
tion rates, lower qualities, and so forth ag­
gravate the shortages. Due to industrial in­
terdependence, failures in one place have 
widespread repercussions; production is held 
up in many other plants. 

If efforts to cool the economy produce 
some unemployment, the first effect would 
be not to reduce purchasing power but to 
reduce output. Loss of production is, of 
course, a real loss to the economy. It offsets 
the deflationary influence of unemployment 
if demand persists. Wage continuity pro­
grams, unemployment insurance, personal 
savings, credit, etc. stabilize demand over 
short to medium-long periods of adversity. 
Moreover, any slight upward tilt in the un­
employment rate is a signal for agitation­
in Congress and elsewhere--for massive gov­
ernment programs which guarantee infla­
tion. Thus attempts to combat inflation pro­
duce countervailing forces which can lead 
to further maladjustments. 

In 1969, for example, just as economic 
theory predicts, higher prices in the United 
States beckones a surge of imports. This 
further impaired the strength of the dollar. 
But higher interest rates in the United 
States also attracted short-term foreign cap­
ital. The inflows of merchandise tended to 
soften inflation; the inflows of capital helped 
sustain the dollar. The opposite would ob­
tain if inflation and interest rates ebbed. 
Further, American capital is poised for in­
vestment abroad, which would further 
weaken the dollar internationally, at least 
in the short run. 

Just as confidence in economic stability, 
based on the early 1960s postponed the sur­
facing of inflation, government policy at the 
end of that decade embedded it. Inflation is 
a st.ate of mind as well as of money. Ex­
pectations of continuing price rises can be 
self-confirming. Workers hold out for extra 
wage increases; businessmen and consumers 
step up their purchases. In these ways, cost­
push, demand-pull, and structural disloca­
tions increase. The economy is not so fleXible 
that the inflationary trend can be reversed 
quickly. 

As America enters the 1970s, many people 
fear that prices will continue to rise. They 
point to the inexorable political pressures 
to support agriculture, subsidize industry, 
sustain full employment, safeguard Ameri­
can prestige abroad, satisfy various con­
stituents, and start many new programs. 
Surely, governmental actions to check in­
flation deserve strong cooperation. 

GOVERNMENTAL PRICE CONTROL 

Since governmental policy shares some cr 
much of the responsibility for inflation, it 
seems reasonable that new laws should be 
enacted to stop the escalation of prices. But 
few economists believe that controls would 
be helpful in the present circumstances. 

Price-wage controls are useless unless ac­
companied by governmental rationing of 
goods and allocating of labor. Both in money 
and manpower, such regulations are very 
expensive to administer. Instead of motivat­
ing increases in output, governmental regu­
lations lead to commercial emphasis on 
high-price, low-quality lines and to mis­
classification of workers. 

Controls are virtually impossible to en­
force, at the very time that they infringe 
on individual liberty. Even when citizens 
were united, or when violations were sub­
ject to the death penalty, price controls 
have always been accompanied by evasion 
and black markets. But if most citizens 
strongly support regulation, price-wage con­
trols with rationing may improve national 
morale because all are subject to the same 
law. It can be effective in an emergency. 

Selective controls (say, of basic industry 
only) obviate such wastes as mountains of 
paperwork and multitudes of policemen. But 
selective restraints are clearly inequitable 
and spur misallocation of resources. If reg­
ulations underprice steel relative to alterna­
tives, the demand for scarce steel will rise, 
intensifying the pressures on the industry. 
Yet, the controls stifle progress. In time, steel 
workers begin a shift to greater opportuni­
ties. Capital is even more mobile. If the ex­
pected profit from steel production is low, in­
vestors do not supply funds to expand capac­
ity. On the contrary, established steel com­
panies will diversify into uncontrolled activi­
ties that offer a greater return on invest­
ment. 

Thus selective price controls might benefit 
consumers temporarily but aggravate future 
scarcities. Capacity declines instead of ex­
panding. As older workers and obsolete fa­
cilities are retired, they are not replaced. 

The dislocations generated by one law re­
quires a series of exceptions and amendments 
until even selective controls are a maze of 
regulations. Bureaucrats and lawyers assume 
the roles formerly occupied by buyers and 
sellers. Rent control in New York City is an 
example. If selective controls seem essential, 
they must be temporary. They might tide the 
economy over a shortage which is being re­
lieved. 

The consumer is not necessarily the one 
whom selective controls benefit, temporarily 
or longer term. More likely, intermediaries 
like apartment brokers in New York City or 
recipients of steel like manufacturers of 
plumbing fixtures can reap windfall profits 
because final demand is strong. 

The effects predicted for selective re­
straints also apply to wage-pr,ice guidelines, 
except that the latter do not incur ad­
ministrative costs. At the same time, guide­
lines are weaker because they lack the force 
of law. Government officials can harass non­
cooperators with "jawbone" tactics such as 
investigations and unfavorable publicity. 
The administration can withhold purchase 
orders and release stockpiled materials. But 
many people feel that sporadic nonlegal pres­
sures on a few viola.te the American philos­
ophy of fairness and due process. Extra­
legal pressures on some are a pathway to 
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extra-legal pressures on others. In short, 
neither comprehensive controls nor selective 
controls or guidelines offer much hope of re­
straining in.flation. 

FACING THE 1970'S 

From the indications available, it appears 
that the future course of inflation depends 
primarily on political decisions, which are 
outside the purview of economic forecasting. 
The following economic points seem worth 
emphasizing: 

1. After three decades of prosperity, busi­
ness, labor, and the consumer have at their 
disposal many alternatives that reduce the 
effectiveness of fiscal and monetary policies. 

2. The most disastrous course of action, in 
the opinion of many economists, would be 
governmental price-wage controls. Whatever 
the economic consequences, the basic prob­
lem of price regulations is political: it is im­
possible to enforce a law that is frequently 
violated by a large proportion of the citizenry. 

3. Assuming no new war and no major gov­
ernmental action to escalate the rate of in­
:tla.tion, the immediate, short-term outlook is 
for a slight recession accompanied by con­
tinuing in.flation. For one thing, many labor 
contracts provide for substantial wage in­
creases over the next several years. For an­
other, increasing dependence on nonpostpon­
able labor-intensive services such as medi­
cal care, auto repairs, hotel services, and 
baby-sitting, plus rising financial outlays on 
interest, insurance, and property taxes give 
the American economy a strong inflationary 
base. To this can be added agricultural price 
supports, oil quotas, obsolete building codes 
which perpetuate inefficiency in home con­
struction, and other government programs 
that maintain or raise prices. But, hopefully, 
the rate of price increase will abate. 

4. Over the longer term, it appears that 
the price system's traditional role as alloca­
tor of resources will continue to erode. The 
present outlook is for greater emphasis on 
what economists call social overhead. There 
seems to be an inescapable need for concen­
tration on urban renewal, mass transporta­
tion, air purification, water cleansing, and 
many other collective prrojects. Insofar as 
they are essential for human survival, there 
is no choice but to motivate these social 
efforts. The challenge is to perform them 
effectively while preserving America's herit­
age of individual freedom including occu­
pational options and business incentives. 

In principle, the price mechanism could 
coordinate social undertakings as well as in­
dividual pursuits. For example, if each auto­
mobile and each bus had to defray the costs 
of its infringement on the environment, most 
oom.m.uters would have to elect mass trans­
porta.tion. 

Only weal thy people could afford the high 
cost of riding in a separate car. But such an 
extension of the price system might engender 
strong sentiment tor governmental reddstri­
bution of wealth and income. 

5. This paper has shown that two variants 
each of cost-push, demand-pull, and social 
rigidity interact to erode the purchasing 
power of the dollar, with little likelihood of 
a reversal. The most important influence on 
the future course of price stability is the will 
of the citizenry. OUtput must be increased 
e.nd infusions of buying power curtailed to­
ward a zone where the supply of most gOOds 
a.nd services is in balance with demand at 
existing prices. If the implications of eco­
nomic policies are widely understood and if 
price stability receives vigorous backing, pol­
icymakers--m.a.inly in governments, but also 
in labor umons and corporate directorships-­
will pursue whatever economic goals the 
public deems to be in its interest. Cure from 
the malady of inflation depends on the re­
solve of the people a.nd the skill of their 
representa.ti ves. 

JOINT SPACE EXPLORATION 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on several 

occasions prior to today, I have spoken 
of efforts that I believe ought to be taken 
towards achieving international cooper­
ation in the field of space exploration. On 
March 4, 1970, along with Senators 
MANSFIELD, SCOTT, and MONDALE, I intro­
duced Senate Concurrent Resolution 56, 
which calls upon the President of the 
United States to convene at the earliest 
convenient time a Conference on the In­
ternational Exploration of Space. This 
resolution is currently pending in the 
Foreign Relations Committee. No action 
on it has been taken as of yet. 

Today, I rise once again and renew my 
plea for the idea and the hope embodied 
in this resolution. 

International cooperation in space is 
not only a logical step to take, but it is 
also a very practical step to take. Those 
astronauts who have traveled to the moon 
have repeatedly commented how small 
the earth is compared to the yawning 
vastness of space. From this perspective 
it is clear that differences should melt 
away in the face of the challenge that 
presents itself to mankind. It is a chal­
lenge that daily entices us and nightly 
entrances us; it is a challenge that we as 
a nation have accepted. We have set 
ourselves on a course to explore, to un­
derstand, and to be able to derive bene­
fits from the exploration of space. 

Yet, we are not the only nation that 
has set itself on this path. Many nations 
are seeking to explore space, and brave 
men from different nations have per­
ished in the quest. 

It is a quest that must logically be 
an international undertaking. Nations 
should not try to race each other. In­
stead, nations should come together and 
work together to achieve a common goal. 

The resolution that I have offered 
would be a first step in the achievement 
of this goal. 

The idea of cooperation in space is 
often discussed among scientists and ex­
plorers of all nationalities. Frank Bor­
man has spoken of the willingness and 
the eagerness of Soviet scientists and 
cosmonauts to participate with the 
United States in joint space ventures. 

Neil Armstrong, on a recent visit to 
the Soviet Union, encountered the same 
feelings. He stated that the objectives of 
the cosmonauts and the astronauts were 
very similar. Whenever the topic of con­
versation turned to international coop­
eration, the response of the Soviets 
seemed to be most favorable. A report of 
Neil Armstrong's visit was carried in 
the New York Times on June 4. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have the article printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
EAGLETON). Without objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, we who are 

tied to this planet by the unrelenting 
force of gravity, and who can rise no 
further above ground than the altitude 
of a jet we may be passengers on, do not 
have the perspective of those who do fly 

in space. Scientists and space explorers 
from all interested nations continually 
express their desire for international 
cooperation in space. It is the duty and 
it is the unprecedented opportunity of 
this Nation to call together an interna­
tional conference which would be a first 
step towards realizing achievement of 
an age-old dream and an age-old chal­
lenge: To explore the universe and use 
it to the advantage and benefit of all 
mankind. 

ExHmiT 1 

[From the New York Times, June 4, 1970] 
ARMSTRONG TELLS RUSSIAN SCIENTISTS UNITED 

STATES AND SOVIET SHOULD COOPERATE IN 
SPACE PROJECTS 

(By James F. Clarity} 
Moscow, June 3.-Neil A. Armstrong, the 

first man to walk on the moon, obviously 
pleased an audience of several hundred Soviet 
scientists today by advocating closer United 
States-Soviet cooperation in space explora­
tion and implying that the space programs 
of the two nations would eventually converge. 

Mr. Armstrong, on the last day of an official 
visit to this country, not only told the scien­
tists, who crowded into an ornate hall in the 
Academy of Sciences, that he favored in­
creased cooperation but he also said that the 
development of space stations and shuttles 
was "the most important" method of practical 
space usage. At present, the United States 
program is concentrated on lunar missions. 
The Soviet space program is geared toward -. 
the building of orbital space stations. 

As he described the Apollo 11 mission, 
which he commanded last July, and answered 
questions with occasional low-key humor, Mr. 
Armstrong was applauded several times and 
drew a few gusty laughs. 

Of United States-Soviet space cooperation 
efforts he said, "I believe these should be 
expanded a great deal and I hope they will 
be." He added, "I have found in discussions 
with my Soviet cosmonaut colleagues that 
their objectives in space are very much the 
same as ours." 

Describing the United States program, he 
said, "The next two years will include fouT 
more lunar flights, of the type that I com­
pleted, to new areas of the moon, which will 
leave scientific equipment that will continue 
to operate unmanned." 

"The following years," he said, "will be 
devoted to our initial space station efforts." 

He said the planned American space station 
would be "composed primarily of components 
built during the Apollo program." Such com­
ponents, he said will have additional space 
for scientific equipment and "will be capable 
of revisitability." 

Asked to comment on space shuttles and 
space stations-presuma-bly the prime objec­
tives of the Soviet program-he said: 

"I happen to believe that these two par­
ticular developments are the most important 
toward an early practical usage of space." 
He added that he would be glad to be a mem­
ber of a joint Soviet-American space crew. 
The remark elicited smiles throughout the 
audience. 

The American astronaut also pleased the 
scientists, judging from their faces, by prais­
ing Soyuz 9, the Soviet two-man spacecraft 
launched two days ago and reported still 
operating normally in earth orbit. Mr. Arm­
strong said the experiments in earth meas­
urements presumably being made by Soyuz 
9 would be useful to the United States space 
program. 

But the American won the most open ap­
proval of the Soviet audience when he an­
swered relatively unscientific questions. 

He was asked if the words he spoke when 
he stepped on the moon ("That's one small 
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step for man, one giant leap for mankind") 
were composed on earth or in space. 

"I'm afraid I'm guilty of composing that 
phrase on the lunar surface," he said, with 
a slight smile. The audience laughed, then 
burst into applause. 

Would he volunteer for a three-year trip 
to Mars? 

"I think I would ask them if I could take 
my family along," he said, as the scientists 
laughed and applauded again. 

DIPLOMATS MAY HAVE CHANCE TO 
PUSH PRISONER ISSUE 

Mr. BAKER, Mr. President, there are 
reports in this morning's press that the 
Communist Chinese want to resume con­
tacts with the United States in Warsaw. 
According to these reports Chou En Lai 
has so informed diplomats from other 
Communist countries in Peking. 

This is a hopeful sign. Hopeful not 
only because these talks could eventually 
lead to easing of major problems we have 
in Asia, but also because it is an opportu­
nity for American diplomats once again 
to work in behalf of those Americans be­
ing held incommunicado by the North 
Vietnamese. 

It is my hope that the talks in Warsaw 
between our Ambassador and representa­
tives of the Chinese government are re­
sumed after the temporary setback of 
last month. When they are resumed it is 
my further hope that our representative 
will make new and strong overtures to 
the Chinese about the prisoner situation. 

The North Vietnamese hold some 1,500 
Americans prisoner. Most of these men 
are being detained in foul prison com­
pounds and they are not allowed to con­
tact their families nor receive mail from 
their homes. 

It is too much to hope that the Chinese 
might be able to arrange a prisoner ex­
change. But it is reasonable to hope t~1at 
the Chinese can be used to pressure the 
North Vietnamese into a more realistic 
and more humane attitude on the pris­
oners they hold. 

I know our American diplomats in 
Warsaw are as concerned about this 
problem as we are in the Senate. They 
have an opportunity in the offing to do 
something about it; I hope they take 
full advantage of that opportunity. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE SMALL MEATPACKERS 
Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, the fate of 

the small packer in many of our Mid­
western States ha;s been growing increas­
ingly unhappy and, I think, turning to 
the detriment of the general public. In 
the last 2 weeks in Ohio there has 
been announced the closing of two siz­
able but still small business packers, the 
Val Decker Packing Plant in Piqua, Ohio, 
an~ the Sucher Packing Co. of Dayton, 
Ohio. Not long ago the David Davies 
Packing Co. in Columbus, Ohio, closed. 

The reasons for these closings has been 
said to be the inability to meet the sani­
tary requirements that were imposed by 
the Federal Government and the inspec­
tions that resulted. However, on closer 
examination it develops that many of 
these packing companies do have clean 
and sanitary operations but because of 
such ~screpancies as room size, storage 
capac1ty, and other construction items 
that have no relevancy to the cleanliness 
of the operation or the sanitary nature 
of the operation, they have been forced 
out of business. 

Packing has not been a profitable op­
eration in Ohio because of the small 
margin of profit and the tremendous in­
vestment required. When packers are 
faced with a demand that they rebuild 
their plants, they look over the profit 
~nd loss sheet and extend it, they say, 

Well, we will just close up," and they 
do, depriving the farmers of a ready and 
competitive market for their livestock 
and also depriving consumers of a guar­
anteed source of fresh meat. It also re­
sults in driving more and more of the 
business into the extremely large con­
centrated packing plants where they can 
afford to operate at a small margin of 
profit, extremely small, which would 
~r~vent the small packer from engaging 
m 1t. By large volume the big packer can 
prosper and afford the building pro­
grams that are demanded. 

This might be acceptable if it meant 
that this was the only result, because 
we do want to guarantee the quality of 
our meat, the quality of the inspection, 
and also the health of the animal and 
the sanitary nature of the killing and 
the plant. 

But we are at the same time admitting 
great amounts of foreign beef and mut­
ton from Australia, N.ew Zealand, Cen­
tral American countries such as Costa 
Rica, and South American countries. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent that I may' proceed 
for 3 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I am relia­
bly informed that there are no similar 
sanitary requirements for the killing of 
this meat which comes in as carcass or 
boned beef, in a fresh state that is 
either frozen or chilled, not ~ooked, a~ 
was previously the rule on Argentine 
beef. 

If we are going to close up our packers 
because of extremely severe inspections 
which go beyond the danger of bacteria 

and unclean processes, then we should 
require the same standards of inspection 
of plant construction and maintenance 
in these countries that are shipping in 
the tremendous amount of carcass beef 
or mutton. I do not think it is unrealistic 
that we require that their rooms be the 
sam~ size that we require, or that Fed­
eral mspectors be present, as we require, 
or any of the other things that are put­
ting our plants out of business. 

What good does it do us to close up 
a clean but stn1cturally unacceptable 
plant in Ohio and at the same time accept 
b~ef killed and processed on premises 
that would not begin to meet our most 
elementary requirements? This is what is 
happening in this country today. I am 
sure the follow-up on this situation is 
going to be that after these small pack­
ers go out of business and we have diffi­
c~ty in processing our meat, the prices 
will go up and we will have demands 
for increasing quotas to bring in Costa 
Rican beef, Argentine beef, or beef from 
some other country in South America 
or New Zealand or Australia. This beef 
will be brought in without any of the 
sanitary requirements except the most 
elementary. 

PROPOSED ELIMINATION OF F-111 
AIRCRAFT APPROPRIATION FROM 
FISCAL 1971 BUDGET 

. Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, last week 
m a speech before the Senate I indi~ 
cated my intent to go over the fiscal1971 
budget with a fine-toothed comb to elim­
inate as many programs as I could pos­
sibly find that might be of dubious value. 
I suggested it would be possible to reduce 
our deficit by at least $4 billion. This is 
going to be essential, in my judgment 
because of the adjustments we already 
see coming forward in the 1971 fiscal 
budget. The President originally fore­
cast a surplus of $1.3 billion; the pres­
ent otncial estimates now are for a defi­
cit of $1.3 billion. I have made my own 
calculations and can forecast a deficit 
of at least $6 billion. I think such a defi­
cit would be a disaster when we take into 
account the impact that the Federal 
budget has on commercial programs such 
as housing, and the impact it has on such 
economic problems as inflation. 

For this reason, I feel we must cut the 
budget by at least $4 billion, taking into 
account that additional revenue can be 
gained if Congress will approve the Pres­
ident's request for a revenue increase in 
an amount exceeding $1 billion, from the 
leaded gas tax that he has proposed 

In a little over a week now, I hav~ al­
ready suggested reductions that total al­
most $1 billion. In the process of the 
review I have been making, it now ap­
pears apparent that the goal of eliminat­
ing $4 billion without affecting vital pri­
ority programs is a modest one I am 
taking into account that budg~t cuts 
must be made in military expenditures 
as w~ll as civilian expenditures, in do­
mestiC programs as well as programs 
overseas. 

Today I call for the elimination of the 
F-111 aircraft appropriation from the 
fiscal 1971 budget in order to reduce the 
fiscal 1971 budget by another $350 mil-
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lion. The current Air Force contract for 
the F-111 ends in June. The Air Force 
requested funds for an additional 43 
planes. The F-111 project, in my opin­
ion and in the opinion of many other 
students of this subject, has been a dis­
aster. The additional $350 million should 
not be added as another strain on the 
economy at this time. We will have ex­
pended nearly $6.8 billion on this pro­
gram to purchase some 490 production 
airplanes, all of which are grounded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. PERCY. I request an additional 2 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PERCY. The F-111 project has 
been an unfortunate investment from its 
very inception. We embarked on the 
project by being told that each plane 
would cost $3.6 million. The cost so far 
has jumped to $16 million per plane-­
over a fourfold increase. And we now 
have an airplane that cannot perform 
its mission and, as I said, has even been 
grounded because of structural failures. 

Now, at a time when we are doing 
everything possible to cut waste in the 
Federal deficit, it seems the perfect op­
portunity to say "No" to the request for 
40 additional F-lll's, thus cutting 
another $350 million out of the fiscal 
1971 budget. 

Previously I have called for the elim­
ination of the SST appropriation which, 
as budgeted, would save $289 million. I 
have called for elimination of the 50 
percent "U.S. bottoms requirement" for 
shipping food surpluses, which would 
save $130 million annually. I have called 
for reduction of the Department of De­
fense's 50-percent price differential for 
overseas procurement to the 6-percent 
and 12-percent levels used by other 
agencies and departments, which would 
save $40 million. I have asked for the 
imposition of a $20,000 ceiling on farm 
surplus payments-my colleague from 
Dlinois, Senator RALPH SMITH, has put 
in a bill to provide for that-which 
would result in a $180 million saving. 

In other words, the savings I have 
called for to date total $989 million. I 
have a minimum of another $3 billion 
to go. I hope in succeeding weeks to find 
and identify items that can be taken out 
of the 1971 budget in order to get us 
back to a position of fiscal responsibil­
ity from the standpoint of the Federal 
impact on the national economy. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

PRESIDENT NIXON IS URGED TO 
VETO H.R. 4249, AMENDMENT TO 
VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, on yester­

day, when news of the action of the 

House of Representatives on H.R. 4249, 
the so-called voting rights bill and the 
lowering of the voting age to 18 by stat­
ute, reached the Senate, a number of 
Senators took the floor to express pleas­
ure and satisfaction at the action of the 
House in passage of that measure. The 
Senator from Michiga:1 spoke in that 
connection. The Senator from New York 
<Mr. JAVITS) spoke, as did the Senator 
from South Dakota, who also inserted 
a statement by the Senator from Massa­
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY). Only the junior 
Senator from Alabama rose to express 
dissatisfaction and displeasure at the 
action of the House in this connection. 

Mr. President, I have taken the liberty 
of sending a telegram to the President of 
the United States urging that he veto 
this measure. The President made dia­
metrically opposed recommendations to 
the Congress with respect to both aspects 
of the bill. He recommended a uniform­
ity of application throughout the coun­
try of the Voting Rights Act, whereas 
the bill as passed continues to discrim­
inate against seven Southern States. 
He recommended that the lowering of 
the voting age to 18 be handled by the 
submission of a constitutional amend­
ment, which would, of course, have to 
receive the votes of two-thirds of the 
Members of the House and two-thirds 
of the Members of the Senate, and be 
ratified by three-fourths of the State 
legislatures, 38 in number. 

The bill as passed makes an attempt 
to reduce the voting age to 18 by statute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I request 3 
additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLEN. In the judgment of the 
junior Senator from Alabama, that 
clearly violates the intent of at least five 
provisions of the Constitution and its 
amendments. It clearly violates the in­
tent of article I, section 2; article II, sec­
tion 1; the lOth amendment to the Con­
stitution; the 14th amendment to the 
Constitution, and the 17th amendment 
to the Constitution. 

It is the opinion of the junior Senator 
from Alabama, for what it may be worth, 
that if the President does sign the bill 
and it does become law, that portion of 
the law which deals with 18-year-old 
voting will be stricken down by the Su­
preme Court when the matter reaches it 
for decision. 

The wise use of the veto power by the 
President is an integral and salutary 
portion of the "checks-and-balances" 
system of government that we have in 
this country. 

It is the opinion of the junior Senator 
from Alabama, and his request and his 
urging, that the President use his veto 
power with respect to this bill, because if 
the veto power is not used by the Presi­
dent in this connection, what good would 
it have been, what useful purpose would 
have been served, for the President to 
have had a different view with respect 
to the two aspects of the bill? 

What good would it have been to rec­
ommend uniform application of the Vot­
ing Rights Act throughout the United 

States, and what good would it have been 
for him to have recommended a constitu­
tional amendment on the 18-year-old 
voting, if he does not back up his opinion, 
his recommendations, his views of what 
is right and best and fair for the people 
of this country, through the use of the 
veto power at this time? 

So, Mr. President, on today I have 
directed to the President of the United 
States the following telegram: 

The PRESIDENT, 
The WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D .O.: 

JUNE 18, 1970. 

I respectfully urge you to veto H.R. 4249, 
the so-called voting rights bill. Both as­
pects of the bill, as passed, are contrary to 
your own recommendations to the Congress 
and therefore your veto of the bill would 
be consistent with the positions you have 
taken on the issues covered by the bill. Fur­
thermore lowering the voting age by statute 
is clearly unconstitutional. In my judgment 
your veto would be sustained. Respectfully 
submitted. 

JAMES B. ALLEN, 
U.S. Senator. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as 
always, I have listened with apprecia­
tion to the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama, whose opinions are always 
worth listening to. We happen to be on 
different sides as far as the 18-year-old 
voting proposal is concerned. We ex­
pressed our views during the course of 
the debate and the Senate voted and 
now the House of Representatives has 
rendered its decision. 

I would point out that there is far 
more to the bill which will be on the 
President's desk shortly than the ques­
tion of 18-year-old voting. I would ·hope 
as well that the President, who has ex­
pressed his approval of giving the vote 
to the 18-year-olds-though he pre­
ferred the constitutional amendment 
route-would give this matter the most 
serious consideration, because I think it 
would help to calm some of the difficul­
ties which have faced this country in 
recent years. Most importantly, I think 
it offers hope to the younger generation. 

I would point out to my distinguished 
friend from Alabama-who knows this 
already-that if the bill is signed, there 
will be a court test immediately through 
the expediting appeal provisions o.f the 
measure. What the decision of the Su­
preme Court will be neither he nor I can 
tell at this time. 

But, to repeat the arguments, I think 
that if young persons at 18 are treated as 
adults in the courts-and they are-if 
they pay taxes at 18-and they do-if 
they can sign contracts at 18-and they 
can-if they are eligible for marriage at 
18-and they are--and if the young men 
are eligible to be called under a draft sys­
tem at age 18-as they are--then I think 
they ought to have some say in the mak­
ing of the policy which places their lives, 
their futures, and their hopes in 
jeopardy. 

I would like to see these young people 
come into the two parties; whether into 
the Democratic or the Republican Party 
is immaterial to me. I would like to see 
them bring in new blood and new 
ideas. I would like to see them learn what 
a system like this really is, because I 
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think, despite our weaknesses, it is the 
best political system in the world. 

They can make a great contribution, 
and they can help to eradicate the gap 
which exists between them and those 
of an older generation, like myself. They 
can help to unshackle some of us from 
ideas which have bound us hand and 
.foot for too many years, and they can 
make a contribution. I think they ought 
to be given a chance. 

It is my belief, furthermore, if I may 
say so to my good friend from Alabama, 
that if this bill is not signed, it will be 
decades before the 18-year-olds in this 
country outside of Kentucky and 
Georgia, the 19-year-olds outside of 
Alaska, and the 20-year-olds outside of 
Hawaii will have the chance to partici­
pate in the exercise of the franchise, and 
thereby in a small degree participate in 
the making of policy as well. 

Mr. PERCY and Mr. ALLEN addressed 
the Chair. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to my distin­
guished friend from Alabama. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I appreci­
ate the remarks of the distinguished ma­
pority leader. As he points out, the bill 
does contain a second aspect in addition 
to the aspect of 18-year-old voting pro­
vided by statute. That has to do with the 
discriminatory so-called Voting Rights 
Act, which applies, under an automatic 
trigger provision, to seven Southern 
States automatically. I was pointing out 
that the President had a different recom­
mendation which he made to Congress 
with respect to handling the matter of 
the protection of voting rights. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. ALLEN. Which was to have a uni­
form application of a single law for the 
entire country. We have had too many 
instances under the law where there is 
one law or one rule for the southern sec­
tion of the country and a different rule 
for the remainder of the country. The 
Senator from Alabama was pointing out 
that he would prefer a Voting Rights 
Act that would apply uniformly through­
out the country. 

It is true that the 18-year-old voting 
by statute provision was added to this 
bill here 1n the Senate, and possibly it 
will be felt that on account of the gen­
ei~al popularity throughout the country­
outside the South-of the voting rights 
provisions, the President w~uld be reluc­
tant to veto a measure which had the 
voting rights provisions in it. 

I believe that the President has dis­
played, on occasions, much courage, both 
personal and political. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN. I ask for 3 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLEN. This is another instance 
when the President would do well to back 
up his own recommendation and insist­
ence that the matter of 18-year-old vot­
ing be handled by a constitutional 
amendment, and that the voting rights 
matter be handled by a law providing for 
uniform application of that law through­
out the country. 

The Senator from Alabama has diffi.­
culty following the reasoning of the dis­
tinguished majority leader in saying that 
it is now or never with respect to the 
18-year-old voting, because here in this 
very body, we now have a constitutional 
amendment pending, with some 73 spon­
sors, that could be called up as soon as it 
comes out of the committee and be 
passed by the Senate, and would then go 
to the House of Representatives for ac­
tion and be submitted back to the legis­
latures of the respective States, which, in 
the judgment of the junior Senator from 
Alabama, is necessary if we are to have 
a law that will stand a test of its con­
stitutionality. 

So the Senator from Alabama does 
hope that the President will exercise the 
veto power with respect to this bill, not 
just on account of the 18-year-old voting, 
which I assure the distinguished major­
ity leader I am not opposing in princi­
ple, being one of the cosponsors of the 
constitutional amendment making that 
provision, but also on account by my op­
position to the discriminatory so-called 
Voting Rights Act, which is seeking to 
add an additional 5-year discrimina­
tory penalty on seven Southern States. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
delighted that the Senator from Ala­
bama has gone into such detail, because I 
had thought that even if the President 
did in some fashion eradicate the 18-
year-old voting feature, he would still 
be against the bill and would still want 
the President to veto the bill, as he has 
now brought out quite clearly. 

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct. I have 
often so stated. 

Mr. MANSFmLD. While it is true that 
there are 73, 74, 75, or maybe 76 spon­
sors of a constitutional amendment, the 
Senator knows as well as I that that 
amendment has about as much chance 
as a snowball in Hades of getting out of 
the Judiciary Committee. He knows, fur­
thermore, that it is relatively late in the 
legislative year. The session is well 
along-there is only another 6 months 
or so-and there is not much possibil­
ity, this year, of doing anything 
as far as both Houses of Congress are 
concerned. 

The Senator is also aware that some 
of the Senators--though not the Senator 
from Alabamar--who a.ffixed their signa­
tures to the constitutional amendment 
proposal did so, not with the idea that 
they would support the vote for the 18-
year-olds, but only to add a little to the 
confusion which was becoming apparent 
some 2 months ago when this matter was 
being considered on the floor of the Sen­
ate. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished 
majority leader. 

One other thing that the junior Sen­
ator from Alabama would like to have the 
distinguished majority leader clear up 
for him is the leader's statement that it 
is going to be possible to get an early 
decision by the Supreme Court on the 
constitutionality of this statute, when, 
as the junior Senator from Alabama re­
calls, the effective date of the provision 
with respect to 18-year-old voting is not 
until January 1, 1971; and the Senator 
is well aware that the Supreme Court 

handles only justifiable controversies 
and does not handle questions merely 
asking for advisory opinions. 

So the junior Senator from Alabama 
would like to be advised as to how such 
an early decision is going to be obtained 
from the Supreme Court. Does the Sen­
ator feel that the particular language of 
the bill makes that provision? 

Mr. MANSFmLD. Mr. President, may 
I say, in response to the question raised 
by the distinguished Senator from Ala­
bama, that he will be given an answer at 
an appropriate time. After all the pro­
posal has not yet become law. We must 
proceed one step at a time. We have to 
first look to see whether or not the bill 
is signed. If it is not signed and is vetoed, 
the question becomes moot, unless the 
veto is overridden. If it is signed, or 
otherwise becomes law, then I will report 
fully to the Senate. I am convinced and 
on the basis of initial legal consultation, 
I think it is accurate to state that a 
number of avenues are available to assure 
the resolution of the constitutional ques­
tions well in advance of any election. 
Not being a lawyer myself, I would not 
venture to assert a legal opinion at this 
time but at the appropriate time, will 
submit for the record a full memorandum 
on this point. 

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Ala­
bama hopes, then, that he never receives 
any such report from the distinguished 
majority leader, because that report is 
to be made only if the bill is signed by 
the President. So the junior Senator from 
Alabama hopes he never gets any such 
report from the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Again, we happen 
to be in different corners, but, as always, 
we are friendly opponents and only on 
specific subjects. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. PERCY. I should like to associate 

myself with the position taken by the 
majority leader, and express the hope 
that the President will see fit to sign this 
bill for several .reasons that to me are 
very compelling. 

I try always to keep in perspective the 
position taken by many fine people of 
the Southern States, whose point of 
view the junior Senator from Alabama 
has eloquently and articulately expressed 
on the floor of the Senate many, many 
times. But there is a division of view even 
in the South on this, and I speak from 
the perspective of a father and of his 
ancestors before him having lived in 
Mobile, Ala. I was born in the South, 
across the bay, at Pensacola, though I 
have lived practically all my life in the 
North. But our roots and family heritage 
go back to the State of Alabama for 
many, many years. 

So I have tried, through the eyes of 
my father, through the eyes of many of 
his friends and our acquaintances 
through the years in the South, to walk 
in their shoes and try to understand 
their problems, also. But when it comes 
to the right to vote, it seems fundamen-
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tally apparent to me that, a hundred 
years after the War Between the States, 
there must finally be enacted some way 
of permitting all Americans, not just 
some Americans, to have their voices 
heard at the polls. 

I think it is very interesting that in 
this one bill we have coupled the ques­
tion of enfranchisement of 1-8-year-olds 
with the voting rights bill. I can recall 
vividly it was the young people who years 
ago, in the summers, went down to the 
South to study this problem. 

I know that their presence there was 
greatly resented by some, and I know 
that they resented as well some of the 
occasional abuse they received-physical 
and verbal-at the hands of some peo­
ple-none of actions. I am sure, being 
condoned by the distinguished junior 
Senator from Alabama. These young 
people helped begin the registration 
drive that enabled people who had been 
Americans long before many of us, but 
denied the right to exercise the privileges 
of citizenship because of their black skin, 
to register and vote. 

In the State of Mississippi, which I 
recently visited when attending the fu­
neral services of the young people who 
were killed at Jackson State College, we 
had only 33,000 registered voters as of 
only a few years ago. Now that the vot­
ing rights bill of 1965 has been enacted, 
that number has been increased a thou­
sand-fold. We have increased from zero 
elected officials of the black race to some 
91 who now hold public office. We have 
given them a position of dignity andre­
sponsibility within the elective system 
as a result of this voting rights bill. 

I trust the President will now respond 
to the overwhelming voice of this body 
as well as that of the House of Repre­
sentatives. Even though we did not see 
fit to enact the measure that the Justice 
Department proposed and rather ex­
tended the bill which has served the pur­
pose so well since 1965, I trust the Presi­
dent will be responsive, by placing his 
signature on that bill to an overwhelm­
ing indication from Congress that we 
feel this bill is right in substance, in lan­
guage, and in effect and should be con­
tinued. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. PERCY. I a.sk unanimous consent 
that I may proceed for 3 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PERCY. I trust, also, that the 
President, who deeply believes, as many 
of us do, that the 18-year-old citizen 
should have the vote and should be per­
mitted to take his responsible place in 
the elective process now, would leave to 
the courts the decision as to whether this 
change in the law can be made through 
statute or through a constitutional 
amendment. 

There is exceedingly competent judi­
cial counsel on both sides of this issue. 
Many distinguished constitutional law­
yers in the law schools in the State of 
Illinois maintain that this change must 
be in the form of a constitutional amend­
ment in order to extend effectively the 
vote to the 18-year-old. I believe that 
even if the court ultimately does decide 

that the law we have passed is uncon­
stitutional, it would at least be a symbol 
to the young people that we mean what 
we say, that we are going to test it where 
it should be tested-in the courts-and 
that we are not going to attempt to pre­
judge it. We must let the courts make 
that decision, because there is strong 
evidence and strong judicial opinion on 
both sides of the issue, and it can only 
be ultimately decided by the Supreme 
Court. 

I hope it could be settled, so there 
would be no confusion, by the time of the 
national elections of 1972. Then if the 
decision is reversed, it will be fully un­
derstood by the young people of the 
country at that time, and I think be ac­
cepted by them. But I am afraid a veto 
of the bill by the President would be 
misunderstood by the young people of 
this country. 

I draw upon the experiences of two 
Southern States which have already the 
18-year-old vote-Georgia and Ken­
tucky, as the distinguished junior Sena­
tor from Alabama knows. I am not as 
familiar with the situation in Georgia 
a.s I am with that in Kentucky. Ken­
tucky is a sister State, and I well re­
member the words of the distinguished 
junior Senator from Kentucky when he 
pointed out that the young people have 
had the vote there since, I believe, 1953, 
and if a referendum were held in the 
State today, not 1 percent of the votern 
of that State would vote to take away 
the 18-year-old vote. They have been re­
sponsible voters. They have been respon­
sible party workers, in both parties, and 
they have exercised their privilege of 
voting in an exceedingly responsible way. 
They are an integral part of the elec­
tive process of the State of Kentucky. 

I cannot believe that if it works in 
Kentucky, it will not work in Illinois, in 
Alabama, or in any of the other States. 
The light to vote would give young peo­
ple who are moderate in their approach, 
but who are dissenting from certain 
things in modern society today. a 
mechanism by which they could imple­
ment their ideas. That is terribly im­
portant in order to remove the polaiiza­
tion and the alienation that many of 
our young people feel. It gives them an 
alternative to the violence and the ex­
tremist measures of those on the radical 
left who are really trying to wreck so­
ciety, and it provides a constructive al­
ternative for those who are construc­
tively discontented but have no way 
really to implement and bring about an 
effective voice in government. 

For that reason, I sincerely hope the 
President will sign this bill. I respect­
fully disagree with my distinguished col­
league the junior Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished 
Senator. I know that there is not time 
to answer all of the comments of the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois be­
cause it has come time to lay down the 
unfinished business; but I invite the at­
tention of the majority leader to the fact 
that one small contribution the junior 
Senator from Alabama made to the bill 
was the addition of the six words, "except 
as required by the Constitution." 

Thus, I do hope that those words will 

have some bea1ing on the matter when 
the act comes before the Supreme Court 
for decision. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
Montana should recall to the junior Sen­
ator from Alabama that he was one of 
those who supported the Stennis-Ribi­
coff amendment. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir; I remember that 
and appreciate the Senator's vote very 
much. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S ADDRESS ON 
ECONOMIC POLICY AND PRO­
DUCTIVITY YESTERDAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have read with interest the President's 
speech on the economy. There is merit 
in what he had to say. He ha.s brought 
forth some good suggestions, such as the 
creation of a commission, the publication 
of statistics, and the establishment of a 
regulations and purchasing review board. 
Those are all steps in the right direction. 
How effective they will be remains to be 
seen. 

The President had some good thoughts . 
He stated: 
The fight against inflation is everybody's 

business. 

Mr. President, it most certainly is. 
It is the Congress business as well as 

the administration's business. I would 
hope that we would be able to work to­
gether on a cooperative basis, without 
delving into the past, into the 8 years 
of the preceding administrations, or into 
the 17 months of the present administra­
tion. I would hope we could set our sights 
on the present and work together and 
plan for the future in tandem, in coordi­
nation, and in cooperation. 

Mr. President, there are some matters 
that we just cannot lose sight of, that 
cannot be buried or ignored because the 
figures speak for themselves. 

For example there is no question that, 
at the present time, there is an unem­
ployment rate in excess of 5 percent; I 
say more than 5 percent because when 
the latest figures were publicized, the 
high schools and colleges had not yet let 
out-an event which unleashed a tre­
mendous number of young men and 
women on the labor market, looking for 
jobs, looking for work and not finding it, 
adding greatly to the unemployment 
total. 

Inflation, according to the findings of 
the Federal Reserve Board of St. Louis 
last month, based on April figures, at the 
present time stands at 7.2 percent or 
more. 

The financial markets go up and down, 
exhibiting the gravest instability in 
decades. 

Speaking of the market, they tell me 
this is significant, at least when it goes 
down-! cannot speak from personal ex­
perience or participation because I own 
no stocks, so I have to depend on what 
others say-and interest rates are up 
the highest since 1864. I repeat, the high­
est since 1864--over 100 years. 

Credit is tightening. 
The money supply is tightening. 
Profits are down, generally, but bank 
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profits have gone unchecked to their 
highest levels in history. 

International payment deficits are on 
the rise. 

The dollar is in trouble. 
These are the economic facts of life. 

They spell out what is happening in this 
country; not what happened last week, 
last year or a decade ago, but what is 
happening today. 

Mr. President, I note that in the Pres­
ident's address to the Nation he urged­
The Congress to pass the legislation I pro­
posed nearly a year ago to expand and 
strengthen our unemployment insurance sys­
tem. 

Well, the measure has passed both 
Houses and the conference report on the 
unemployment insurance system was 
filed May 5, 1970. 

In the next paragraph, the President 
urges--
The Congress to pass the Manpower Train­
ing Act which provides an automatic in­
crease in manpower training funds in times 
of high unemployment. 

He also asks in the same paragraph-
for full appropriation for the Office of 
Economic Opportunity and I request the 
Congress to provide at once a supplemental 
budget of $50,000,000 to provide useful train­
ing and support to young people who are out 
of school for the summer months. 

That second part of that paragraph 
dealing with summer employment for 
young people is satisfied in the supple­
mental appropriation bill. So far as the 
Manpower Training Act is concerned, the 
Senate Subcommittee on Labor and 
Public Welfare now has it under con­
sideration. The House Education Sub­
committee hearings are now underway. 
So far as the supplemental bill is con­
cerned, which would include the $50 
million for summer employment, it has 
passed the House. It is now on the Sen­
ate calendar. We hope it will be brought 
up next week. 

On a third item, the President said: 
I support the establishment of an insurance 

corporation with a Federal backstop to guard 
the investor against losses that could be 
caused by financial difficulties of brokerage 
houses. 

It is my recollection that this bill was 
introduced by the distinguished Senator 
from Maine (Mr. MusKIE) originally one 
year ago this month. As I understand it, 
nothing has been forthcoming from 
either the administration or the industry 
in the way of support until only very 
recently. So I am sure the President and 
the Senator from Maine can now work 
together to accelerate consideration of 
the bill. 

On a fourth item, the President said: 
To relieve the worries of many of our older 

citizens living on fixed incomes, I urge the 
Congress to pass my proposal to tie social 
security benefits to the cost of living. 

The social security bill, so-called, 
passed the House on May 21. The Senate 
Finance Committee hearings began on 
June 17, but before that, it was sent 
back to the executive branch for revisions 
which were deemed necessary. 

On a fifth item, the President said: 

I strongly supported the Emergency Home 
Finance Act of 1970. This would attract as 
much as $6 billion into the housing market 
in the coming fiscal year. More than a third 
of a million families need this legislation for 
home financing now; the resulting new con­
struction of more than 200,000 houses will 
also help provide many new jobs. I urge the 
House to act promptly on the housing bill 
passed unanimously by the Senate and 
awaiting action for three months in the 
House. 

Mr. President, as I recall the Emer­
gency Home Finance Act of 1970, it was 
discussed by the President on Thursday 
last. He stated at that time, if my memory 
serves COITectly, that he had sent ames­
sage, with a.ccompanying legislation, to 
the Congress, I believe, last February. 

I have spoken with various members of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur­
rency and I can find no evidence that 
a message was sent, or that any legisla­
tion was sent. I do know for certain, 
however, that a five-part package of 
legislation was reported by the Commit­
tee on Banking and Currency and was 
passed soon thereafter. It was labeled 
the ''Emergency Home Finance Act" by 
the Senate committee. 

As the President said, the Emergency 
Home Finance Act of 1970, a congres­
sionally initiated House bill-
was passed unanimou.sly by the Senate .. .• 

Then the President said: 
I have asked the Congress for greater au­

thority for the Small Business Administra­
tion to stimulate banks and others to make 
loans to small businesses at lower intere&t 
rates. I submitted this legislation to Con­
gress 3 months ago. 

The Senate Committee on Banking and 
Currency hearings cover the period June 
15 to 17, 1970, and I would anticipate, so 
far as the Senate is concerned, that the 
President's request and suggestion would 
be given quick consideration. 

Then, on a seventh item, the President 
said: 

To strengthen our railroad industry, I 
am asking for legislation that will enable 
the Department of Transportation to pro­
vide emergency assistance to railroads in 
financiaa difficulties. 

The Railroad Passenger Service Act 
passed the Senate on May 6, 1970. And I 
am informed that House activities in this 
area are underway. 

Mr. President, my main purpose in 
speaking at this time is to hold out the 
hand of friendship, accommodation and 
cooperation to the President in facing up 
to the economic difficulties which he has 
said is the business of all of us. We do 
have difficult problems confronting us. 

It is true that not all of the prob­
lems are of the President's making; he 
inherited some. It is true that unemploy­
ment has exceeded what the President 
thought it would. He has said so. 

It is true that inflation has exceeded 
what he thought it would be. He has 
said so. 

He has been frank in those respects. 
And I must commend him for it. But I 
would hope, to repeat, that instead of go­
ing back over the years of the previous 

administration or the past 17 months of 
this administration, Congress and the 
President would forget any politics 
which might be involved and any differ­
ences we might have to the end that we 
may work together for the common good. 
We ought to forget that there is election 
in November, and forget personal hopes 
for success. We ought to do what we can 
do together, to the end that the eco­
nomic difficulties which confront the Na­
tion can be alleviated on a cooperative 
basis by the President and the Congress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
the resolution unanimously adopted by 
the Senate Democratic Policy Commit­
tee on June 16, 1970, and unanimously 
adopted by the full Democratic confer­
ence on June 18, 1970. 

There being no objection, the resolu­
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE SENATE DEMO­

CRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE 

June 16, 1970 
Whereas, the Senate Democratic Policy 

Committee, having met on the matter of the 
economy and taken note of recent state­
ments that current Administration policies 
are working, observes, nevertheless that the 
current rate of inflation is in excess of 7% 
and continues to burden, in particular, per­
sons on Socda.l Security, pensions, or other 
fixed income and 

Whereas, it recognizes that interest rates 
have reached the highest levels in over 100 
years and continue to cause hardship to 
housing, municipal governments, school dis­
tricts, f.armers, small businesses and the like; 
and 

Whereas, it further recognizes that the 
current ra.te of unemployment of 5% or more 
is steadily rising and that severe insta.bility 
exists in the financial markets and 

Whereas, it further recognizes that the 
economy has in fact entered a recession, it 
is hereby, 

Resolved that the Administration assume 
its responsibilities for dealing with the re­
cession by pursuing a balanced set of mone­
tary and fisoal actions and by convening a 
national conference on inflation and unem­
ployment; it is further 

Resolved, that business and labor should be 
enlisted by the Administration in an im­
mediate effort to reestablish ~ge and price 
guideposts in order to restrain increasing 
costs and prices; it is further 

Resolved, that the Administration act to 
relieve the situation in the housing indus­
try by the application of the authority over 
credit and interest already provided by Con­
gress and it is further 

Resolved, that the Administration join 
with the Congress in such other measures 
as may be requh·ed to check the decline in 
the economy. 

SUMMARY OF THE CAMBODIAN 
SANCTUARY OPERATIONS 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the minority leadership, I ask unani­
mous consent that a summary of the re­
sults of the Cambodian sanctuary op­
erations as of June 18, 1970, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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RESULTS OF CAMBODIAN OPERATIONS, JUNE 18, 1970 

Individual weapons__ _______________ 19, 955 I -+686 
Crew-served weapons__________ _____ 2, 381 
Bunkers/structures destroyed ___ ---- -==1~0,=3=16===+=6=0 

Machine gun rounds____________ 3, 984, 610 
Rifle rounds_ ___ ________________ 9, 325, 764 

+100 
+17,381 --------

Total small arms ammunition 
(Machine gun and rifle rounds) ____ 13, 310, 374 

Grenades_-------------- ----------- 53, 455 
Mines____ __________ ______ _________ 5, 270 
Miscellaneous explosives (pounds) 

(includes satchel charges)_ ___ _____ 81 , 000 
Anti-aircraft rounds________________ 166, 153 
Mortar rounds________ ______________ 63, 500 

~~~~:r0~~~;to~;~~ds=============== 3~; ~~ 
Recoi lless rifle rounds_______________ 27, 471 
Rice (pounds>- --------------------- 13, 236, 000 
Man months____ ___________________ 291, 192 
Vehicles__________ ______________ ___ 399 
Boats ___ _ ----------------------- 90 
Generators_____________ ___ _________ 36 
Rad ios____ _______ __________________ 238 
Medical supplies (pounds)_ _________ _ 54, 000 
Enemy KIA __ _____ _________________ 10, 383 
POW's (includes detainees)__________ 2, 216 

+ 17, 481 
+500 
+40 

( 2) 
(2) 

+ 754 
(2) 

+187 
+70 

+ 234, 000 
+5, 148 

(2) 
( 2) 
( 2) 
(2) 

+ 11, 670 
+26 
+1 

Note: Figures do not include 70 tons of assorted ammunition. 
t Field adjustment 
2 Unchanged. 

THE PRESIDENT AS COMMANDER 
IN CHIEF 

Mr. ALLOT!'. Mr. President the cur­
rent debate has ranged widely-though 
not improperly so-and it has explored 
many vital matters with proper thor­
oughness. 

The common thread running through 
this debate, and .:naking it a debate of 
genuine constitutional significance, has 
been the question of Presidential power. 
Specifically, the question has concerned 
the proper latitude to be enjoyed by the 
President when acting in his capacity as 
Commander in Chief. 

As this debate has continued, I have 
received a steady fiow of significant com­
munications from scholars in every sec­
tion of the Nation. These men have been 
anxious to rebut the arguments currently 
being used to attack the President's tra­
ditional powers as Commander in Chief. 
This outpouring of support for the Presi­
dent from the academic community has 
been impressive and gratifying. For 
several weeks now I have been sharing 
these communications with all the Sena­
tors participating in this important and 
complex debate. I intend to continue do­
ing this as long as our properly thorough 
debate continues. 

Yesterday, it was my pleasw·e and 
privilege to share with all Senators a por­
tion of a particularly impressive com­
munication I have received. It was from 
Prof. Stefan T. Possony. 

Professor Possony is professor of polit­
ical science and director of the interna­
tional political studies program at the 
Hoover Institute on War, Revolution, and 
Peace, at Stanford University. His pub­
lications include numerous articles in 
scholarly journals and such books as 
"Tomorrow's War," "Strategic Air 
Power," "International Relations," A 
Century of Confiict," "Lenin, The Com­
pulsive Revolutionary," "Strategie des 
Fliedens," "The Geography of Intellect," 
and "The Legality of the U.S. Action in 
Vietnam." 

Yesterday, I shared with the Senate 
two chapters from an extensive memo­
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randum. prepared for me by Professor 
Possony. The memorandum is entitled 
"Indochina and American Security" and 
it deals with many of the issues relating 
to this current debate. 

This memorandum is an astonishingly 
capable response to the fast-breaking 
events of recent months. Today I want 
to share with the Senate two more chap­
ters from this memorandum. These 
chapters are entitled "Constitutional 
Crisis or Congress as Usual?" and "Dan­
gers and Self-Deceptions." 

Professor Possony has an interesting 
diagnosis of our recent debate. He says 
this: 

The init ia l hostile reaction to President 
Nixon's initiative in Cambodia was that he 
must be forced to withdraw all troops im­
m ed i ately. Many Senators felt that the powers 
of Congress had to be reasserted and rede­
fined, that the powers of the President had 
to be cut down to size, and that the time 
had come as Senator Mansfield put it, to 
" clear the table and start from scratch." 

Such wondrous results, of course, cannot 
be achieved by a declaration or a resolution, 
but require legislation through which the 
President is denied the funds he needs for 
the operations which Congress finds objec­
tionable. 

The insight that Congress can exercise 
power only through legislation and not 
through oratory, but th!llt it can place legis­
lative restrictions on U.S. strategy, had a 
very sobering effect. President Nixon an­
nounced explicit time and space limitations 
on the American operation in CambOdia, and 
the Senate returned to mOderation. After all, 
legislation must be accepable to the House 
which is closer to the voters and whose ma­
jority still supports the war. Moreover, legis­
lation must not run the risk of veto--there 
is no absolute majority to override it; and it 
is unlikely that a legislative strike would be 
feasible. 

The powers are separate but they must 
work together. Hence, inevitably, the forces 
of compromise went to work. The show was, 
in fact, an impressive demonstration of the 
genius of the American system. Suddenly 
there was a consensus in the Senate that a 
constitutional crisis was not to be provoked 
and thart; Congress would not try to enlarge 
its powers at the expense of those held by 
the President. 

Professor Possony believes that there 
has been a significant shift in the focus 
of our debate. Perhaps he is right. He 
argues that the desire to restrict the 
current Cambodian operation changed 
into a desire to concoct restrictions on 
future action. He says this: 

Now, it became a J'llatter of ensuring that 
in future, President Nixon would not get 
into a war to defend Cambodia or the Lon 
No. 1 government. He would not be pro­
hibited to send American forces back acl'OS6 
the border if that be necessary to protect 
American lives, but he should not start a 
new wa.r about Cambodia without Congres­
sional concurrence. The text of the amend­
ment, however, is less clear on these points 
than the explanaltions or its sponsors. 

In other words, the President was told that 
he should not plan to do something which 
he never intended to do In the :first place; 
and that if he wanted to conclude a de facto 
or de jure alliance with Cambodia (which he 
doesn't), he will need. the approval o! Con­
gress. The White House knows this require­
ment just as well as the fact that even the 
stork can't deliver any babies U their pro­
spective papas don't find prospective mamas. 

All this is puzzling to Professor Pos­
sony, and who can wonder why? Writ­
ing a distinguished memorandum­
which is really a fine essay in contem­
porary history-he has a certain detach­
ment and distance from which to view 
all our actions. Perhaps he sees things 
with a special clarity. One thing is sure. 
He asks some pertinent questions. This 
paragraph is particularly interesting: 

Either the Senate acts in concert wit h the 
President or it asserts its authorit y wh ich 
for decades it has allowed t o erode. One 
wonders whether the Senatorial critics were 
wrong when in p r evious years they allowed., 
on t h eir present reading, the Senate to be 
impot ent; or whether they are wrong n ow 
when they want to "confront" the Senate's 
responsibilities. They can only mean tl:::.at 
since the power of the Senate has declineci 
(which is an incorrect premise ) , they now 
want t o add to this power. Yet such a ·'p.:>w­
er grab" would not be feasible U it were 
pursued openly. 

Professor Possony has some incisive 
questions about the legal arguments sent 
to the Senate by some members of the 
Yale Law School. Senators will recall 
that I have heard from some distin­
guished members of the Yale Law 
School faculty. To be specific, I have re­
ceived-and shared with the Senate, a 
lengthy letter from Profs. Eugene V. Ros­
tow, Robert H. Bork, and Ralph K. Win­
ter , Jr. This letter appeared in the REc­
ORD of June 4 on pages 18336 through 
18339. Clearly, the Yale Law School 
community is of several minds on the 
subject of the President's role as ~om­
mander in Chief. 

With this in mind, it is worth ex­
ammmg Professor Possony's dissent 
from some views expressed by some Yale 
Law School people. Again, he asks an 
interesting question. He says this: 

On May 21 , Senator Percy inserted in the 
Congressi onal Record a legal study on the 
alleged constitutional crisis. This study, 
which was prepared by professors and stu­
dents o! the Yale Law School, based itself 
on a. "theory of the power relationship be­
tween Congress and the President" developed 
by the late Justice Jackson. "A large meas­
ure of power to make national policy is fixed 
in neither the Presidency nor the Congress, 
but rather fluctuates wit h the initiatives and 
actions of each branch." "Either branch can 
almost always block action by the other. •• 
The authors stress that in case of a clash of 
wills, " the conflict would best be resolved 
through the spirit of cooperation." 

This is true, and it is also true, though the 
point was not mentioned, that mutual block­
ing has never yet occurred. Perhaps it was 
not the "spirit of cooperation" which pre­
vented the separate powers from fl.ying apart. 
Perhaps the lawyers have not yet quite 
grasped how the constitutional arrangement 
really compels cooperation. 

The Yale study is not really interest ed in 
cooperat ion. Its authors are for peace In In­
dochina, hence they want to press conflict 
in the United States. They argue that Con­
gress has the responsibil1ty to preserve its 
integrity and power: "The major questions 
concerning peace and war in Indochina ap­
proach the zone of authority which belongs 
exclusively to the Congress." This assertion, 
whose key word is "exclusively", Is described 
as an "oplnion"-it is that, and it is also 
silly. The Yale lawyers continue: "Never be­
fore has a President committed so muoh of 
our human and material resources, so much 
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of our moral fibre, for so long a time, when 
there was so little urgency." This statement 
hardly stands analysis. 

Yet on such premises, these iuminia of the 
legal profession suggest "Congressmen can­
not, they must not, allow the President to 
take the initiative in the zone which is ex­
clusively legislative". Congressional action or 
inaction "will define for the future the 
boundary between the twilight and exclu­
sively legislative zones .... If Congress de­
eides it must act, it will not precipitate a 
constitutional crisis: For we are in a con­
stitutional crisis. And it is a crisis in -.vhich 
Congress cannot avoid a response-in this 
situation, inaction is a response. Inaction, 
just as surely as will action, will define the 
boundaries of constitutional power for years 
to come." (Congressional Record, May 21, 
1970, pp. 16478-16481.) But while the lawyers 
at Yale were laboring to provoke a constitu­
tional crisis, on the grounds that the crisis 
was already here, Congress at Washington 
already was aborting this particular revolu­
tionary baby. 

Senator Percy failed to inquire what the 
Yale Law School hoped to accomplish 
through a constitutional crisis and whether 
they were aware of the possible effects of such 
a crisis, including the destruction of the 
American constitutional system. 

Somewhat by implication, the Yale law­
yers argued that the President can act inde­
pendently in "situations in which the na­
tional interest requires speedy action." Aside 
from the fact that a separation of powers 
along the line of "speed" would be unwork­
able, this is hardly the whole range of Presi­
dential freedom of action. I shall not enu­
merate the President's powers but obviously, 
he is also responsible for secrecy, and he owns 
that responsibility by explicit statute. An ac­
tion required in the national interest does 
not have to be speedy: if secrecy is manda­
tory, because it is a prerequisite of success or 
an indispensable protection against failure, 
the President is entitled to act independ­
ently. It is exclusively his judgment whether 
he can confide in Congresssional leaders or 
cannot risk leaks that would jeopardize the 
operation. Is that the point where the shoes 
of some Senators are pinching? 

In any event, the statistics show that the 
U. S. formally declared war, or declared the 
existence of a state of war, in less than 4% 
of the cases, or once every 27th military con­
frontation. Many of the Senators who raise 
constitutional questions never did so when 
they supported earlier Presidential actions 
of exactly the same type as the Cambodian 
initiative. Senator Dominick was right when 
he was "tempted to conclude that the legal 
principle of equitable estoppel precludes 
raising at this late date the question of the 
legality of this chain of events." 

While Professor Possony does not think 
there is a real constitutional crisis in 
America, he does think we are in a crisis 
situation. In fact, one of the serious dan­
gers of thinking that the President's 
Cambodian decision precipitated a "con­
stitutional crisis" is that it distracts us 
from the real dangers of the world. He 
says this: 

Although the United States probably does 
not find itself in a constitutional crisis, it 
has been for years in a serious crisis of na­
tional security. This crisis, unfortunately, 
continues to grow. Some of the salient fea­
tures of this crisis were summarized privately 
by Mr. Nixon; the President's remarks were 
reported by Admiral Smedberg whose account 
was inserted by Senator Thurmond in the 
Congressional Record (May 22, 1970, p. 
16775). The President identified no less than 
ten strategic weapon threats. This list did 
not purport to be complete, and it did not 
extend to theater and tactical problems, su<:h 

as NATO, Vietnam, Israel and Cuba. Several 
years will elapse before the crisis in nuclear 
se<:urity will mature; and perhaps the United 
States will take timely counter-measures to 
forestall such maturation, or else we shall be 
in mortal danger. The existence, severity, and 
growth of this crisis have escaped the average 
voter, partly because Congress has not yet 
shown much alarm. The Public has been 
conditioned against national defense and 
does not understand the problems involved. 
It is indeed politically difficult to evoke 
strong concern about anticipated events 
which need not eventuate as real threats. 
The public also resists the insight that tech­
nology moves on inexorably and that, there­
fore, defense must be repeatedly restructured 
and up-dated. 

Mr. President, so that all Senators can 
ponder Professor Possony's incisive and 
sobering analysis, I ask unanimous con­
sent for the two chapters I have been 
discussing to be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the chap­
ters were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CHAPTER III 
CONSTITUTIONAL CRISIS OR CONGRESS AS USUAL? 

The initial hostile reaction to President 
Nixon's initiative in Cambodia was that he 
must be forced to withdraw all troops im­
mediately. Many Senators felt that the 
powers of Congress had to be reasserted and 
redefined, that the powers of the President 
had to be cut down to size, and that the 
time had come, as Senator Mansfield put it, 
to "clear the table and start from scratch". 

Such wondrous results, of course, cannot 
be achieved by a declaration or a resolution, 
but require legislation through which the 
President is denied the funds he needs for 
the operations which Congress finds objec­
tionable. 

The insight that Congress can exercise 
power only through legislation and not 
through oratory, but that it can place leg­
islative restrictions on U.S. strategy, had 
a very sobering effect. President Nixon an­
nounced explicit time and space limitations 
on the American operation in Cambodia, and 
the Senate returned to moderation. After all, 
legislation must be acceptable to the House 
which is closer to the voters and whose ma­
jority still supports the war. Moreover, leg­
islation must not run the risk of veto-­
there is no absolute majority to override t.t; 
and it is unlikely that a legislative strike 
would be feasible. 

The powers are separate but they must 
work together. Hence, inevitably, the forces 
of compromise went to work. The show was, 
in fact, an i.mpressive demonstration of the 
genius of the American system. Suddenly 
there was a consensus in the Senate that a 
constitutional crisis was not to be provoked 
and that Congress would not try to enlarge 
its powers at the expense of those held by 
the President. 

After the constitutional crisis aborted, Sen­
ator Fulbright explained that he did not be­
lieve Mr. Nixon or his Cambodian timetable.1 
So it became a matter of "curbing the man 
and not the office", as Mr. Tom Wicker wrote 
in the New York Times. Mr. Wicker ex­
plained: "A clear distinction needs to be 
made between the powers of the Pi"esidency, 
on the one hand, and the particular policy 
of a particular President, on the other. About 
the first, Congress can do nothing by statute; 
about the second, it can do much, 1! it will." 

1 Senator Fulbright later amended his po­
sition: "I know of no one in the Sen!ite who 
questions the President's desire !or an end 
to the war, but many of us are very doubt­
ful, indeed, tha·t his present course can lead 
to peace." (Congressional Record, Ma.y 28, 
1970, p. 17409.) 

But the move to "curb" Mr. Nixon through 
amending the Foreign Military Sales Act just 
wasn't going fast enough to do much good. 
Accordingly, and in line with the unbroken 
tradition, the Senate accepted the Cam­
bodian operation and gave up attempts to 
undo it. 

Now, it became a matter of ensuring that 
in future, President Nixon would not get 
into a war to defend Cambodia or the Lon 
Nol government. He would not be prohibited 
to send American forces back across the bor­
der if that be necessary to protect American 
lives, but he should not start a new war 
about Cambodia without Congressional con­
currence. The text of the amendment, how­
ever, is less clear on these points than the 
explanations of its sponsors. 

In other words, the President was told 
that he should not plan to do something 
which he never intended to do in the first 
place; and that if he wanted to conclude a 
de facto or de jure alliance with Cambodia 
(which he doesn't), he will need the approv­
al of Congress. The White House knows this 
requirement just as well as the fact that 
even the stork can't deliver any babies if 
their prospective papas don't find prospec­
tive mamas. 

In addition, the Church-Cooper amend­
ment is supposed to help the President carry 
out his strategy. It is based on the explicit 
profession by several of its sponsors that, 
unlike Senator Fulbright, in his excited 
phase, they fully trust the President. So, 
the plan of "curbing the man" also evap­
orated. 

Unfortunately, the amendment cannot be 
entirely whitewashed, and the true intentions 
of its sponsors are not clear. Thus, Senator 
Mansfield deplores the "decades of erosion 
of Congressional responsib111ty" and added: 
"We have reached the end of the line in Cam­
bodia. It is time to confront our own con­
stitutional responsibilities in matters of war 
and peace, to accept them and to act on 
them." (Congressional Record, May 20, 1970, 
p. 16316.) 

On the same day, Senator Church declared: 
"The time has come, after many years of 
impotence, for Congress to assert its own 
authority." Yet he also said the amendment 
does not call into question "any powers the 
President derives directly from the consti­
tution", while Senator Mansfield explained 
that by adopting the Cooper-Church amend­
ment "the Senate will be acting in concert-­
and let me emphasize those words 'in con­
cert'-with" the President's intent. 

Either the Senate acts in concert with the 
President or it asserts its authority which 
for decades it has allowed to erode. One won­
ders whether the Senatorial critics were 
v.-rong when in previous years they allowed, 
on their present reading, the Senate to be 
impotent; or whether they are wrong now 
when they want to "confront" the Senate's 
responsibilities. They only can mean that 
since the power of the Senate has declined 
(which is an incorrect premise), they now 
want to add to this power. Yet such a "power 
grab" would not be feasible if it were pur­
sued openly. 

The fact remains that the Senate will not 
even try to play the strategist's role.2 The 
fact also is that Congress and President must 
act in concert. Hence the trend has been in 
direction of resuming and continuing co­
operation between Congress and the Presi­
dent. The incipient constitutional crisis was 
averted, or almost so, and we are getting 
back to normal legislation on budgetary al­
locations. 

2 Amendment No. 609 which is designed "to 
end war" (sic !) seems to have no chance of 
acceptance. There have been 75 wars since 
1945 when the United Nations was orga­
nized-three wars per year, and yet some 
were prevented. (Congressional Record, May 
28, p. 17235.) 
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On May 21, Senator Percy inserted in The 

Congressional Record a legal study on the 
alleged constitutional crisis. This study, 
which was prepared by professors and stu­
dents of the Yale Law School, based itself on 
a "theory of the power relationship between 
Congress and the President" developed by the 
late Justice Jackson. "A large measure of 
power to make national policy is fixed in 
neither the Presidency nor the Congress, but 
rather fluctuates with the initiatives and ac­
tions of each branch." "Either branch can 
almost always block action by the other." 
The authors stress that in case of a clash of 
wills, "the conflict would best be resolved 
through the spirit of cooperation." 

This is true, and it is also true, though 
the point was not mentioned, that mutual 
blocking has never yet occurred. Perhaps it 
was not the "spirit of cooperation" which 
prevented the separate powers from flying 
apart. Perhaps the laWYers have not yet 
grasped how the constitutional arrangement 
really compels cooperation. 

The Yale study is not really interested in 
cooperation. Its authors are for peace in In­
dochina, hence they want to press conflict 
in the United States. They argue that Con­
gress has the responsibillty to preserve its 
integrity and power. "The major questions 
concerning peace and war in Indochina ap• 
proach the zone of authority which belongs 
exclusively to the Congress." This assertion, 
whose key word is "exclusively", is described 
as an "oplnion"-it is that, and it is also 
silly. The Yale lawyers continue: "Never be­
fore has a President committed so much of 
our human and material resources, so much 
of our moral fibre .. for so long a time, when 
there was so little urgency." This statement 
hardly stands analysis. 

Yet, on such premises, these lumina of 
the legal profession suggest "Congressmen 
cannot, they must not, allow the President 
to take the initiative in the zone which is 
exclusively legislative." Congressional action 
or inaction "w111 define for the future the 
boundary between the twilight and exclu­
sively legislative zones .•• If Congress de­
cides it must act, it wm not precipitate a 
constitutional crisis: For we are in a con­
stitutional crisis. And it is a crisis in which 
Congress cannot avoid a response-in this 
situation, inaction is a response. Inaction, 
just as surely as will action, will define the 
boundaries of constitutional power for years 
to come.'' (Congressional Record, May 21, 
1970, pp. 16478-16481.) But while the laWYers 
a.t Yale were laboring to provoke a constitu­
tional crisis, on the grounds that the crisis 
was already here, Congress at Washington al­
ready was aborting this particular revolu­
tionary baby. 

Senator Percy failed to inquire what the 
Yale Law School hoped to accomplish 
through a constitutional crisis and whether 
they were aware of the possible effects of 
such a crisis, including the destruction of 
the American constitutional system. 

Somewhat by implication, the Yale law­
yers argued that the President can act in­
dependently in "situations in which the 
national interest requires speedy action." 
As!.de from the fact that a separation of 
powers along the line of "speed" would be 
unworkable, this is hardly the whole range 
of Presidential freedom of action. I shall 
not enumerate the President's powers but 
obviously he is also responsible for secrecy, 
and he owns that responsibility by explicit 
statute. An action required in the national 
interest does not have to be speedy: if 
secrecy is mandatory, because it is a pre­
requisite of success or an indispensable pro­
tection against failure, the President is en­
titled to act independently. It is exclusively 
his judgment whether he can confide in 
Congressional leaders or cannot risk leaks 
that would jeopardize the operation. Is that 
the point where the shoes of some Senators 
are pinching? · 

In any event, the statistics show that the 
U.S. formerly declared war, or declared the 
existence of a state of war, in less than 4% 
of the cases; or once every 27th mllita.ry 
confrontation. Many of the Senators who 
raise constitutional questions never did so 
when they supported earlier Presidential 
actions of exactly the same type as tl:e Cam­
bodian initiative. Senator Dominick was 
right when he was "tempted to conclude 
that the legal principle of equitable estoppel 
precludes raising at this late date the ques­
tion of the legality of this chain of events." 

CHAPTER IV 
DANGERS AND SELF-DECEPTIONS 

Although the United States probably does 
not find itself in a constitutional crisis, it 
has been for years in a serious crisis of na­
tional security. This crisis, unfortunately, 
continues to grow. Some of the salient fea­
tures of this crisis were summarized privately 
by Mr. Nixon; The President's remarks were 
reported by Admiral Smedberg whose ac­
count was inserted by senator Thurmond in 
the Congressional Record (May 22, 1970, p. 
16775). The President identified no less 
than ten strategic weapon threats. This list 
did not purport to be complete, and it did 
not extend to theater and tactical probleins, 
such a.s NATO, Vietnam, Israel, and Cuba. 

Several years will elapse before the crisis 
in nuclear security will mature; and perhaps 
the United States will take timely counter­
measures to forestall such maturation, or 
else we shall be in mortal danger. 

The existence, severity, and growth of this 
crisis have escaped the average voter, partly 
because Congress has not yet shown much 
alarm. The public has been conditioned 
against national defense and does not un­
derstand the probleins involved. It is indeed 
politically difficult to evoke strong concern 
about anticipated events which need not 
eventuate as real threats. The public also 
resists the insight that technology moves on 
inexorably and that, therefore, defense must 
be repeatedly re-structured and up-dated. 

Some twenty years ago Congress and the 
American people were much aroused to the 
danger, not just to the United States, but 
to freedom, to the representative system of 
government, and to the progress of democ­
racy. It was easy to conceive the thr~t 
under the overpowering symbol of Stalin, 
and the U.S. took many measures which 
were necessary to keep the danger under 
control. Since that time, the International 
Communist Movement has undergone sev­
eral changes and the direct threat against 
Western Europe, which the average Ameri­
can regards as the primary foreign security 
interest of the United States, has receded; 
or seemingly so. There occurred a number of 
acute confrontations, among which the con­
flict in Vietnam is only the most outstand­
ing example, yet the impression has been 
gaining ground that the "cold war" is slowly 
grinding to a halt. Little attention was paid 
to the fact that the USSR has continued to 
arm itself steadily for the transparent pur­
pose of establishing strategic superiority 
over the United States. 

When the United States intervened in Viet­
nam, the predominant opinion was that 
Hanoi was acting as a "stalking horse" for 
Peking and that despite a few recent ideolog­
ical di1Ierences between Moscow and Peking, 
the communist aggression in Southeast Asia 
was a major phase of the communist world 
revolution. Hence, under the writ of our 
bi-partisan strategy of containment, this 
particular operation had to be resisted. In 
addition, the undertaking was described by 
the communists as a test case to demonstrate 
the efficacy of "people's war" and the feasi­
bility of defeating the United States througll 
guerrilla operations. 

Those premises are now being questioned 
by several Senators. Basing themselves on 
academic studies, the opponents of the Viet-

nam war like to argue that ( 1) Hanoi 1s its 
own master and is fighting for the overriding 
and perhaps sole purpose of unifying Viet­
nam; (2) this particular war is not related 
to any plans Moscow may have for world 
conquest; and (3) there is no single com­
munist "conspiracy'' aiming at world revolu­
tion. Hence we are engaged in a. purely local 
and nationalistic atrair which does not atrect 
U.S. security in any meaningful way. 

Some argue that the strengthening of 
Hanoi, perhaps even the assumption by 
North Vietnam of control over the whole 
of Indochina, would be to the detriment of 
any aggressive plans Red China may have. 

The Vietnam war is "a very particular 
war-in a particular place, characterized by 
a. particular kind of terrain and weather, 
peopled by a particular breed of men and, 
above all, conditioned by a particular his­
tory", to quote Mr. Townsend Hoopes, former 
Under Secretary of the Air Force. ( Congres­
sional Record, May 19, 1970, p. 16107.) In 
that respect Hanoi's war is not di1Ierent from 
any other war anybody ever fought, nor can 
it possibly be. For that matter, the com­
munists have always taken particular pains 
to utilize nationalist sentiments as well a.s 
"concrete" circumstances. The old Viet Minh 
were an anti-colonialist movement dom­
inated by the communists, but present-day 
Vietnamese communism is not any more na­
tionalist than soviet or Maoist communisin. 

Mr. Hoopes asserted that Ho's "sacrificial 
legions" were driven by an "unfulfilled na­
tional purpose" and "the goal of national in­
dependence". He may well be right, although 
he couldn't prove it on the basis of the in­
doctrination those legions are given. But Mr. 
Hoopes ascribes this same motivation not 
just to the "sacrificial legions" but also to 
"North Vietnam" and to "Hanoi", i.e. to 
those elements who have been sacrificing the 
troops. What is worse, Mr. Hoopes does not 
seem to notice his sleight-of-hand by which 
he merges several subjects and confuses sub­
ject and object. Apparently in a deliberate 
way, he avoided to describe "Hanoi" as a. 
communist dictatorship. So if we give "North 
Vietnam" its right name, he is saying that 
the leaders of the communist party in North 
Vietnam were, "to be sure, fully aware of 
the implications for the wider application 
of the Mao-Ho-Giap insurgency doctrine" 
but they were not motivated by "the dream 
of world conquest, nor even the notion of 
generating a new momentum for communist 
advance and triumph throughout Asia.,. 

This is the sort of "evidence" tha;t is pre­
sented. It is based on the elementary mistake 
in logic which is known as petitio principii. 
Furthermore, since Mr. Hoopes does not know 
what the motivations of the Hanoi commu­
nists are and does not base his interpreta­
tion on any data, his statements are unsup­
ported assertions. Third, those assertions are 
in contradiction to the data he himself ad­
duces, viz. the Ho-Giap "insurgency doc­
trine"; and I pass over the obvious nonsense 
that these men were "aware" of the "impli­
cation for the wider application" of their own 
doctrine. Fourth, Mr. Hoopes' assertion is a. 
"red herring"~bviously the North Viet­
namese communists don't dream of world 
conquest, nor even conquest of the whole of 
Asia. But the evidence shows that they claim 
the whole of Indochina, not merely the whole 
of Vietnam. 

Now, the Hanoi leaders are strongly moti­
vated communists and conscious interna­
tional communists, even though they also 
are nationalists. They are the field com­
manders in their sector of the global front. 
They will carry their aggression as far a.s 
they can or deem advisable, and that neces­
sarily in agreement with other communist 
states and parties. To the extent that North 
Vietnalll accomplishes conquests, it not only 
violates the basic tenets of the U.N. Charter 
and of the fundamental principles of Amer­
ican policy, but it inevitably will generate 
"a new momentum for communist advance 
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and triumph throughout Asla"-and that re­
gardless of what the stated or secret motiva­
tions of the Hanoi politbureau are. 

Hanoi's war may or may not be connected 
witl'l Moscow's plans--we simply lack specific 
information about this point. Circumstan­
tial evidence suggests that Hanoi's aggression 
in 1964 and 1965 was agreed upon with 
Peking. Be that as it may, North Vietnam is 
the explicit and recognized ally of the USSR, 
of Red China, and of all other communist 
states. There is no particular point speculat­
ing about the precise understandings be­
tween the communist capitals because data 
are unavailable. The visible evidence suggests 
both agreements and disagreements. 

It is, however, a matter of record that 
North Vietnam considers itself bound to the 
objectives of the International Communist 
Movement. Those objectives have been writ­
ten down in voluminous detail and clearly 
include the completion of the world revolu­
tion. 

It is also a matter of record that North 
Vietnam could not continue its aggression 
without the large and sustained support 
which it is receiving from the USSR and other 
states ruled by communist parties. 

It is possible to re-interpret this fragmen­
tary evidence by saying that the communists 
don't take their objectives seriously any 
longer, but such a re-interpretation must be 
arrived at through a tenable methodology. 

Personally, I am not enamored by the word 
"conspiracy," because the International Com­
munist Movement is far broader and complex 
than any conspiratorial arrangement. How­
ever, the concept of "conspiracy" has a 
definite meaning which I explain in the 
Appendix. 

If the precise meaning attached to the 
term were that all communist operations are 
ordered, commanded, and controlled by Mos­
cow and that local communist commanders 
have no freedom of action, then this term 
would be inappropriate and not even cor­
rectly describe the situation under stalin. 
But the fact is that the various members of 
the International Communist Movement 
have committed themselves to adhere to a 
so-called "general line" which was finalized 
about ten years ago and which, despite the 
sino-soviet confict, has not been rescinded, 
certainly not with respect to Vietnam. The 
cause of North Vietnam, as well as of the 
communist movements in Cambodia and 
Laos, has been described as the "common 
cause" of all the "peaceful and democratic 
Torces" by Brezhnev as late as May 19, 1970. 

It flies, therefore, in the face of evidence to 
allege that Hanoi is fighting a purely na­
tionalistic war. Hanoi does have national 
objectives but it is also a participant in the 
efforts of all communist states and parties 
which are aimed at establishing communist 
dictatorships all over the world, including 
the United States. 

There has been a transformation from 
Stalin's "monolithic" structure via the "syn­
chronization of watches" under Khrushchev 
to poly-centrism and the sino-soviet "dis­
pute". Those facts are well known and amply 
documented. "The idea that American pol­
icy-makers believe in the myth of a mono­
lithic communist conspiracy is itself a myth," 
wrote Professor James L. Payne. (The Amer­
ican Threat, The Fear of War as an Instru­
ment of Foreign Policy, Chicago, Markham, 
1970, p. 113.) "The notion that if one's op­
ponents are not united, they are, for that 
reason, less dangerous is a gross oversim­
plification," he added. The competition be­
tween communist aggressors may be more 
dangerous than synchronization and single 
command. 

I said that Hanoi probably agreed with 
Peking about its escalation in 1965. But who 
took the initiative? We don't know. Perhaps 
the initiative has always been in Hanoi's 
hands. In this case, possibly reluctant allies 

were compelled to help, precisely because the 
official commitment to communism entails 
irremovable obligations. Neither Moscow nor 
Peking can afford to "betray" a communist 
revolution, and they hardly are inclined to 
do so. 

I testified, on March 17, 1970, at consid­
erable length on the sino-soviet conflict and 
fully explained my concern that an open 
military clash between the two communist 
super-powers, far from being unlikely, is 
highly probable. I \vill not repeat this tes­
timony here except to say that in my judg­
ment it is in Hanoi's interest to prevent 
an open clash between China and the USSR. 
If this clash should occur, the strategic 
complexities of the Vietnam-Indochinese war 
would change, but it is impossible to pre­
dict the direction of such change. But if 
the clash is averted, the conflict could es­
calate. The evidence suggests that the Indo­
chinese war has been contributing to the 
severity of the sino-soviet antagonism. 

"A wolf pack is not monolithic; nor is it 
an organized conspiracy. Wolves sometimes 
fight each other. Yet if a lonely traveller 
is pursued by a pack of wolves . . . he has 
to worry about each one. If one cub, harm­
less in itself, begins nibbling at his snow­
shoes, the traveler had better strike back. 
Otherwise others, which had paced quickly 
in the background, will suppose that the 
prey is weakening and may close in." (Payne, 
ibid, p. 112.) 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF 
SENATORS 

FAIR PACKAGING AND LABELING 
ACT 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, a few 
weeks ago, I introduced a bill designed 
to better implement the stated purpose 
of the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act. 
My bill, S. 3752, would require those 
commodities within the purview of the 
act to be marked or be in close proximity 
to information listing the unit price of 
that product. 

As a member of the Consumer Subcom­
mittee, I introduced the bill, Mr. Presi· 
dent, because I thought it in the public 
interest. Modern consumers, in my opin­
ion, deserve an honest, straightforward 
statement regarding the product they 
have purchased. Modem consumers, in 
my opinion, deserve to know the best buy 
for their money. In these inflationary 
times people with growing families, 
elderly people with fixed incomes, indeed, 
people of all income groups are trying 
to stretch their food dollars. They should 
not buy the giant economy size of a par­
ticular product based on the mistaken 
assumption that it represents the best 
buy for their money. They should be able 
to know-not after highly complicated, 
time-consuming calculations which, even 
among well educated shoppers, is suc­
cessful only about 50 percent of the time, 
according to studies, but after looking at 
the choices-what the best per unit buy 
really is. We already have unit pricing 
in meat and poultry products and in 
many fresh fruits and vegetable products. 
The consuming public deserves it in other 
product categories. 

Mr. President, I am well aware that 
certain groups within the grocery in­
dustry have strongly opposed unit pric­
ing and may continue to do so. It was 
my hope that all segments of the public 
concerned with the idea would be able 

to discuss it in a friendly, continuing 
public dialog. However, a certain segment 
of the grocery industry in my State sug­
gested that I have joined the ranks of 
"radical eastern Senators." Rather than 
presenting rational arguments, their 
communication has largely consisted of 
rhetoric. Mr. President, I do not intend 
to have my motives misunderstood; I 
intend to make the record clear. Unit 
pricing, in my opinion, is in the public 
interest and in the best interest of the 
grocery industry. Unit pricing tells con­
sumers what a product really costs. Unit 
pricing, in my opinion, is inevitable. 

Certain grocery chains across the 
United States are at present experienc­
ing with or have already implemented 
what my bill would require. The Presi­
dent of the National Association of Food 
Chains has publicly stated that "the 
idea is good" and that he might not 
oppose unit pricing if it could appear 
on a shelf rather than on each indi­
vidual item. This is precisely what my 
bill would do. 

One of the prime motivating faiCtors 
in the introduction of this bill was my 
concern that the legitimate interests of 
the grocery industry be recognized and 
protected. For this reason, my bill con­
tains two key provisions: First, the unit 
price need not appear on each separate 
package, but rather may appear in close 
proximity to it. As I have indicated, the 
unit price could appear on the shelf or 
gondola, at the end of the aisle, or even 
in front of the store. This was inten­
tionally included to provide the industry 
the flexibility to deal with unit pricing 
in the moot imaginative way possible and 
in a way in which competitive forces 
might interact. Second and perhaps most 
importantly, my bill would exempt that 
portion of the industry; namely, small 
retail outlets, which would be adversely 
affected by unit pricing as proposed by 
other more stringent bills presently be­
fore the Congress. My bill would spe­
cifically exempt small retail outlets, 
sometimes known as the Mom and Pop 
stores. Consumers shop in these kinds of 
stores for convenience purposes gener­
ally, rather than for value comparisons; 
a.nd unit pricing could be an administra­
tive burden for these small stores. For 
these reasons, I included this exemption. 
I intend to urge it, and if adopted, I 
intend to make it stick. It is my hope 
that the hearings on this bill will pro­
vide the Senate with proper guidance 
regarding the delineation of this exemp­
tion. 

I would also state that I was moti­
vated to introduce this bill because the 
Fair Packaging and Labeling Act simply 
has not worked. Despite the best in­
tentions of two administrations, the pro­
liferation of package sizes has not been 
significantly reduced. Moreover, Mr. 
President, I question today, as I did in 
1966 when I joined with other Members 
of the Senate Commerce Committee in 
the minority report on the Fair Packag­
ing and Labeling Act, the practicability 
of trying to reduce the number of differ­
ent package sizes. U a small manufac­
turer wants to market his product in an 
odd sized package and try to obtain an 
additional 3 percent of the market there-
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by, he should be able to do so, in my 
opinion. It would be a drab market place 
indeed if all packages in a particular 
product category were the same size. OUr 
goal, according to the Congressional 
Declaration of Policy in 1966, was and 
is to facilitate value comparisons. Is :l:t 
not more workable and sensible to fa­
cilitate value comparisons by comparing 
unit prices side by side, rather than by 
stifling creative market techniques, by 
forcing consumers of all income, educa­
tional, and social backgrounds to per­
form mental gymnastics, and by en­
couraging the continued deception of 
consumers? 

Mr. President, I would state again my 
hope that members of the groc~ry in­
dustry would recognize that we are all 
consumers, we are all partners in the 
economic system, and that the free and 
competitive marketplace functions best 
when straightforwardness and fairness 
and quality are the guidelines. I would 
encourage consumers, industry, and Gov­
ernment to be pragmatic and construc­
tive in their outlook. I would hope that 
we could work together. Unit pricing, as 
well as other public issues, deserves dis­
cussion in that spirit. 

Mr. President, on October 30 of last 
year, President Nixon listed what he 
called the "Buyers Bill of Rights." The 
first of the buyers rights, he stated, is 
"the right to make an intelligent choice 
among products and service." The sec­
ond right, he stated, is "the right to ac­
curate information on which to make 
his free choice." 

In a 1966 report of the President's 
Consumer Advisory Council, it was 
stated: 

Getting information is almost as difficult 
for the well educated and the poor. In one 
recent study, college educated shoppers who 
were directed to select the least expensive 
package in 20 product categories failed 43% 
of the time, at an extra. cost of 9.0%.'' (Cit­
ing M. Friedman, Rational Choice in the 
American Supermarket: An Empirical Study 
of the Effects of Marketing and Pricing 
Packages, Selected Proceedings of the 13th 
Annual Conference on Consumer Informa­
tion, 1966). 

More recently, an intensive study pre­
pared for Mayor John V. Lindsay of New 
York by Commissioner Grant and sub­
mitted as testimony before the Senate 
Consumer Subcommittee indicated that 
through unit pricing an 11-percent ex­
penditure of consumer food dollars could 
have been saved. The report further 
stated: 

In sum, the errors made by the women in 
each shopping group attempting to select 
the best buy for their dollars, considering 
quality alone, amounted to between 40% and 
50 % of their choices and cost them about a. 
dime on every dollar. 

A special study group of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, the Council on 
Trends and Perspectives, in a report on 
"Business and the Consumers-A Pro­
gram for the Seventies," states: 

In order to act rationally in making prod­
uct comparisons, the consumer needs in­
formation that is not generally available on 
such fundamental points as unit pricing ... 

Moreover, as I indicated to the Senate 
when I introduced the bill, several gro-

eery chains and individual stores are ex­
perimenting in varying degrees with unit 
pricing in Washington, Ohio, illinois, 
California, Massachusetts, Maryland, 
New York, and New Hampshire, and 
Maine. 

Mr. President, the supermarket of the 
future may have computerized checking, 
dated labeling, percentage of ingredients 
labeling, and other new items in market­
ing, warehousing, and consumer in­
formation. Perhaps it is time, then, to 
consider the merits of unit pricing. If so, 
Mr. President, let it be clear that as a 
member of the Consumer Subcommittee, 
I intend to represent fully the interests 
of everyone involved to the best of my 
ability. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that certain articles on unit pricing, 
a recent letter from the executive direc­
tor of the Kansas Food Dealers Associa­
tion, my letter in reply, and a letter from 
Prof. Richard Morse of Kansas State 
University be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

KANSAS FOOD DEALERS' AsSOCIA­
TION, INC., 

Arkansas City, Kans., May 18, 1970. 
Hon. JAMES PEARsoN, 
U.S. Senator from Kansas, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PEARSON: Kansas Grocers 
and Supermarket operators are so disap­
pointed to learn of your endorsement and 
sponsoring a. bill on Unit Pricing (S. 3752). 

Especially since there has been no clamor­
ing for this sort of pricing by Kansas con­
sumers. We understand the sub-committee 
of which you are Chairman, has heard only 
the proponents. 

The fact you would introduce such legisla­
tion before hearing the opponents, is pro­
cedure we might expect from some radical 
eastern Senators, but not our own Senator 
from Kansas. 

Some are wondering if you have been away 
too long and gotten out of touch with your 
Kansas people. We would like to think you 
consider the members of the Kansas Food 
Dealers Association, operating over 2000 
Kansas Supermarket and Convenience stores, 
their wives and employees, are part of your 
constituents. 

Your statement on the Senate floor that 
Sa.fewa.y and Kroger are using the Unit Pric­
ing system, is certainly misleading the pub­
lice and other Senrutors. It seems to infer the 
Company's endorsement. Our information 
from these people is they have recently 
started operating a few test stores to obtain 
for all of us, an accurate determination of 
the cost of implementing such a pricing pol­
icy, and to find out of the consumer really 
wants and would use the added price infor­
mation. 

Another one of your comments on the Sen­
ate floor relates to the statement your bill 
on Unit pricing would save the consumer 
10% of her grocery bill. 

Really Senator Pearson, I wouldn't have 
believed you made such a misleading public 
remark if I hadn't read it in the Congres­
sional Record. I know you know there is not 
that much margin left in the food business. 

If selective purchasing which Unit Pricing 
purportedly would provide, could save the 
consumer 10%, I know you know the fierce 
competitive situation which exists in food 
retailing, would have forced Unit Pricing on 
the food retailing industry long before now, 
without any Federal law or expensive bu­
reaucratic enforcing agency. 

Your bill's claimed exemption of Pop and 

Mom stores, is very unfair to them and their 
larger competitors. That was the pitch used 
to get Federal Wage and Hour controls 
started. Exempt the small store at first, now 
they are in. 

Senator Pearson we are saving a. State 
Board meeting in Topeka., Kansas Sunday 
June 7th. Our President Don Lumpkin along 
with Board members, have requested you be 
invited to attend this meeting. 

Shortly after the noon luncheon, which 
you should attend, you will be given an op­
portunity to try and sell your bill and its 
merits to our Grocers. 

We hope you can promptly write or wire us 
your acceptance. 

Very Sincerely, 
LEE E. CmcLE, 

Executive Secreto.ry, Kansas Food Deal­
ers Association. 

WHAT'S HAPPENED TO KANSAS' SENATOR JAMES 
PEARSON 

Senator Pearson's becoming a. sponsor of 
compulsory federal unit pricing legislation 
was a surprise and most serious disappoint­
ment and shock to all connected with the 
Retail Food business .in his home State. Re­
garded as a. conservative. a. friend of business, 
and opposed to unnecessary federal regula­
tion, the Senator's sudden espousal of mak­
ing unit pricing a federal requirement is 
bound to have serious repercussions among 
his home supporters. 

The many letters Pearson has received from 
food people asking he vote against such Fed­
eral legislation, apparently has only prompted 
him to introduce such legislation under his 
own sponsorship. 

Has our Kansas Senator already been in 
Washington so long he can only hear the 
militants, the para.ders and the revolu­
tionaries? Or, is he attempting to ride an 
illusionary Consumerism Bandwagon? His 
statement that Unit Pricing would save con­
sumers 10% would indicate his reckless dis­
regard for the facts relating to National im­
plementation of compulsory Unit Pricing. 

In 1966, Senator Pearson voted against leg­
islation which was the forerunner of the 
present packaging law. He joined in a. minor­
ity committee report opposing giving the 
federal government power to fix the size and 
weight of consumer packaged products. Then, 
he held that this power "confers on Federal 
Officials dangerous and arbitrary control over 
trade in the marketplace." 

Now almost four years later, the Senator 
believes, according to his statement in in­
troducing the unit pricing bill, that prolifera­
tion of package sizes confuses consumers try­
ing to select the best buy. He finds that 
reducing proliferation in package sizes 
through voluntary agreement of manu­
.facturers is not only "contrary to open and 
innovative marketing, but plainly unwork­
able." Therefore, in his opinion one way to 
assist consumers get the best value is to 
require unit pricing, a. simple and direct man­
ner of accomplishing the goal. So in place of 
either compulsory or voluntary regulation of 
package sizes and weights, Senator Pearson 
would impose mandatory unit retail pricing 
on all consumer packaged commodities. 

The interesting fa.ot about the Senator's 
views on unit pricing is that the Sub-com­
mittee on which he sits has not yet heard 
from industry representatives on the ques­
tion. It has listened to views from consumer 
groups and government witnesses, but gro­
cers, manufacturers and other sellers have 
not been given a. chance to be heard. 

It is also apparent that food distributors in 
Kansas must make an even greater effort to 
inform the Senator concerning the imprac­
tical effects connected with compulsory unit 
pricing. This may well turn out to be a. 
costly mistake for our Kansas Senator i! his 
bill should pass and raise prices instead of 
saving the consumers 10 %. 
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Senator Pearson's bill requiring unit retail 

prices certainly gives the proposal a new 
lustre of reasonableness materially improving 
its chances of eventual approval by Congress. 

Introduction of the bill by Senator Pear­
son, Republict>n of Kansas calling for manda­
tory federal unit pricing by retailers is a 
major breakthrough for its supporters. Sen­
ator Pearson is the ra.nk.ing Republican 
member of the Senate Commerce Consumer 
Subcommittee holding hearings on unit pric­
ing legislation. His bill S. 3752-would re­
quire retailers to disclose for each packaged 
consumer commodity its full price and price 
per unit of weight, volume, or measure. 

SMALL STORE EXEMPTION? 
In a statement on the Senate floor ac­

companying introduction of the bill, the 
Senator said his bill would exempt "mom 
and pop stores." However, actually the bill 
gives to the Federal Food and Drug Admin­
istration and the Federal Trade Commission 
broad discretionary authority to exempt those 
retailers who, because of a few employees or 
other factors, the agency finds would be seri­
ously burdened by the proposed law. How far 
this exemption would apply, to whom, and 
for how long is a matter of speculation. 
EXPANDED COVERAGE-REGULATION OF COUPONS 

INCLUDED 
Senator Pearson also proposes that unit 

pricing and the federal packaging law apply 
to a greater number of durable products 
bought by consumers. He would have the 
law cover household durable goods con­
sumed in less than a year. Newly covered 
&lrtlcles subject to unit pricing would in­
clude such articles as broOJn.s and mops, 
diaries and calendars, flower seeds, and greet­
ing cards. All of these articles are now ex­
empt under the federal packaging law. 

Another expansion of federal regulation 
proposed by the Senator applies to trading 
coupons. Under S. 3752, the Food and Drug 
Administration and the Federal Trade Com­
mission are allowed to regulate use of such 
coupons and other promotional devices stat­
ing or implying that a product ls offered at 
a price lower than is regularly charged. 
Neighborhood flyers and instore promotional 
material using such terms as "reduced price" 
would also be subject to federal regulation. 

TEN PERCENT SAVINGS FOR CONSUMERS 

ing the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act, 
often called the "Truth in Packaging" Act 
which the Senate Consumer Subcommittee 
conducted during the four years since its 
enactment. These hearings have been held 
for the express purpose of assessing the 
progress of the Fair Packaging and Labeling 
Act and its implementation, rather than for 
considering the merits of unit pricing. How­
ever, should hearings be held on my bill or 
any other proposed unit pricing legislation, 
you may be sure that the views of all in­
terested persons, including your Association, 
will be fully heard. 

During recent hearings, we heard testi­
mony from representatives of the government 
agencies charged with enforcing this Act and 
from members of the general public. Consid­
erable interest was evidenced for the idea of 
unit pricing as a means of better implement­
ing the stated purpose of the Act, namely 
to "facilitate value comparisons." Members 
of the Nixon Administration, including Mrs. 
Knauer, Special Assistant to the President for 
Consumer Affairs; Mr. Edwards, Commis­
sioner of the Food and Drug Administration; 
and Mr. Davis, Assistant Secretary of Com­
merce, expressed their interest in the con­
cept. 

Consumer representatives criticized the ap­
proach and the implementation of the Fair 
Packaging and Labeling Act and strongly 
endorsed unit pricing. Mrs. Bess Myerson 
Grant indicated that, based on her study, 
consumers were able to make the best buy for 
their money under test conditions only 
about 50 % of the time. Mrs. Helen Nelson, 
Associate Director, Center for Consumer Af­
fairs, University of Wisconsin, testified that, 
based on her studies in Sacramento, con­
sumers were now no more able to make the 
best buy for their money than they were be­
fore the Act was passed .. 

Perhaps you misunderstood my state­
ment that consumers might save as much 
as 10% on their grocery bill. But. regarding 
the estimated savings that consumers may 
obtain through unit pricing, a 1966 Report 
of the President's Consumer Advisory Coun­
cil stated: 

"Getting infonn.a.tion is almost as difficult 
!or the well educated and the poor. In 
one recent study, college educated shoppers 
who were directed to select the least ex­
pensive package in 20 product categories 
failed 43% of the time, at an extra cost of 
9.0%" (Citing M. Friedman. Rational Choice 
in the American Supermarket. An Empirical 
Study of the Effects of Marketing and Pric­
ing Packages, Selected Proceedings of the 
13th Annual Conference on Consumer infor­
mation. 1966) . 

More recently, an intensive study pre­
pared for Mayor John V. Lindsay of New 
York by Commissioner Grant and sub-

In a statement on the Senate floor accom­
panying introduction of his bill, Senator 
Pearson held that with unit pricing, con­
sumers could save up to 10% of their annual 
food budget. With annual expenditures of 
$120 billion, this could if true mean con­
sumers saving $12 billion each year. He held 
that "unit pricing is both timely and suit­
able," and pointed to a Chamber of Com­
merce of the United States report favoring 
unit pricing. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., June 3, 1970. 

Mr. LEE E. CmCLE, 
Executive Secretary, Kansas Food Dealers As­

sociation, Arkansas City, Kans. 

, mitted as testimony before the Senate Con­
sumer Subcommittee indicated that through 
unit pricing an 11% expenditure of con­
sumer food dollars could have been saved. 
The report further stated: 

DEAR MR. CmcLE: Thank you for your re­
cent letter and invitation to your Board 
meeting in Topeka. I have a prior commit­
ment to commission the USS Kansas City 
this weekend in Boston and, therefore, I 
must decline. I would, however, like to ex­
plain to you some of the reasons why I intro­
duced a. bill to provide for unit pricing. 

On October 30th of last year, President 
Nixon in his Consumer Address listed what 
he called the "Buyers Bill of Rights." The 
first of the buyers rights, he stated, 1s "the 
right to make an intelligent choice among 
products and service." The second right, he 
stated, is ''the right to accurate information 
on which to make his free choice." 

In agreement with the President's state­
ment, my interest in unit pricing is the re­
sult o! several overnight hearings concern-

"In sum, the errors made by women in 
each shopping group attempting to select 
the best buy for their dollars, considering 
quantity alone, amounted to between 40 % 
and 50% of their choices and cost them 
about a dime on every dollar." 

Further, unit pricing appears to be a more 
preferable way of facilitating value compari­
sons than by restricting the number of pack­
age sizes. This second approach could stifle 
imaginative marketing techniques whereby 
a manufacturer with an odd size or shaped 
package might be able to obtain an in­
creased share of the market. Secondly, 1t 
could penalize the smaller manufacturers 
who must use stock or standard sized con­
tainers. For example, a large manufact urer 
may enjoy 85% of the market by utilizing a. 
nonstandard sized package. In that case, if 
we tried to restrict the various package 
sizes, the small manufacturer who was 

using stock containers might be forced to 
utilize the more expensive, nonstandard 
packages. Moreover, if our aim is to facili­
tate value comparisons as stated by the 
Congress, then would it not be more reason­
able to compare prices directly-by means of 
unit pricing-than indirectly through stand­
ardization of package sizes which would 
stifle imaginative market ing and perhaps en­
courage monopolization of product cate­
gories. 

In addition, Mr. Circle, it appears that unit 
pricing is inevitable. Mr. Davis of the Com­
merce Department testified before our Com­
mittee on March 23: "looking to the future, 
we believe that some of the major chains 
will , on their own. incorporate unit pricing 
into new marketing systems. Such systems 
will improve their own stocking and reorder­
ing procedures as well as help the shopper. 
Other stores ma-y find that unit pricing is a 
customer service which offers a competitive 
advantage." As Mrs. Knauer testified that 
same day, "we believe unit pricing is feasible 
and desirable and will indeed aid the con­
sumer, but we agree that prudence should 
be exercised and, as such, we will await 
the Department of Commerce's conclusions 
before formally presenting our recommenda­
tion." A special study group of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, the Council on 
Trends and Perspectives, in a report on Busi­
ness and the Consumers-A Program for the 
Seventies states: 

"In order to act rationally in making 
product comparisons, the consumer needs 
information that is not generally available 
on such fundamental points as unit 
pricing ... " 

Moreover, as I Indicated on the Senate 
floor when I introduced this bill, several gro­
cery chains and individual stores are ex­
perimenting in varying degrees with unit 
pricing in Washington, Ohio, IDinois, cali­
fornia, Massachusetts, Maryland, New York, 
New Hampshire and Maine. And in the 
Congress several bills have been introduced 
on unit pricing by Senator Nelson, Congress­
man Rosenthal and others. 

Given this developing situation, I intro­
duced a bill which I thought would be a rea­
sonable one; one which, indeed, may be an 
Administration alternative. Recognizing the 
increasing interest in the public and in the 
Congress for unit pricing, I intended to re­
spond to this interest while recognizing the 
legitimate concerns of industry. If there is 
to be a bill, then it should be a. reasonable 
one. 

Accordingly, my bill contained language 
which would exempt small retail outlets, such 
as your Association represents. This was done 
in recognition of the administrative burdens 
which the small retail outlets, sometimes 
known as the "Mom and Pop" stores where 
shopping is generally for convenience rather 
than for savings, might face if required to 
unit price their goods. The bill directs the 
promulgating authority to determine the 
criteria for this exemption, on the basis of 
the number of employees or gross sales (a. 
figure as high as $50 million has been sug­
gested) or other appropriate -criteria. 

Secondly, my bill would not require dual 
pricing, that is listing both the retail price 
and the unit price on each particular item. 
Instead, the unit price could be displayed 
either on the package or in close proximity 
to the package. For example, the unit price 
-could appear on the shelf, gondola, at the 
end of the aisle, or even in the front of the 
store. This was done to allow full opportunity 
for the forces of competition and imagination 
in this area. so that retailers may develop 
their own way of handling unit pricing. 

I recognize that no industry wants to be 
regulated. My sincere hope is that unit 
pricing will develop voluntarily through open 
competition. Also, I recognize that a new 
manner of pricing may initially cost money. 
However, an owner of a medium-sized grocery 
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chain in the Midwest stopped by my office 
recently to indicate that he was going to 
adopt unit pricing in his twenty retail out­
lets next June; and based on his study and 
on a hard business judgment, he would save 
approximately $18,000 per year. Now, his 
situation may be unique because of ware­
housing, marketing, computer utilization or 
other factors. However, we may find that 
unit pricing will not cause enormous admin­
istrative expenses and will, because of con­
sumer demand, indeed pay for itself. 

Moreover, as ranking Republican on the 
Consumer Subcommittee, my intention is 
limited to facilitating value comparisons. 
Unit pricing-which is already applicable to 
meat, poultry, and a few other items-ap­
pears to be not an unreasonable concept, in 
my opinion. It would require, after all, only 
that one be told how much of a product his 
money is buying. While I am not an expert 
on the grocery industry, the future may well 
include computerized checking, dated label­
ing, percentage of ingredients labeling, and 
other new ideas in marketing, warehousing 
and consumer information. Perhaps it's time, 
then, to consider the merits of unit pricing. 
If so, I intend to fully represent the interest 
of everyone involved, including your Associa­
tion. And again, Mr. Circle, your group would 
be exempt by the provisions of my bill. 

Finally, Mr. Circle, the comparison is drawn 
to radical eastern Senators. The introduction 
of my bill, however, was not prompted by the 
vagaries of regionalism or sectionalism. Fur­
thermore, I would hope that a continuing 
public dialogue could develop-a free inter­
change of reasonable and forceful arguments 
dealing with unit pricing on its merits. 

There is always the possibility, as you 
indicate, that a Senator will lose touch with 
those he represents. However, I have been 
home 15 times already this year meeting with 
hundreds of Kansans. In addition, enclosed 
you will find an editorial by the Wichita 
Eagle which indicates, perhaps, that I may, 
in fact, be in close touch with my State. 

While no hearings or other Congressional 
action is expected in the immediate future 
or any unit pricing legislation, I would 
nevertheless, appreciate your views. More­
over, if you could furnish me with a copy of 
your position on this subject, I would cer­
tainly consider it in detail and make it a 
part of the hearings record. However, because 
the views of Congress sometimes become dis­
torted, unintentionally or otherwise, I in­
tend to make my position clear on this bill. 
Accordingly, I will be speaking out on the 
matter from time to time. 

Finally, thank you again for your kind 
invitation and letter. I regret that I cannot 
attend your meeting. I hope we will remain 
in communication on this matter. 

Best regards. 
Very truly yours, 

JAMES B. PEARSON, 
U.S. Senator. 

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY I 
Manhattan, Kans., June 16, 1970. 

Senator JAMES B. PEARSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PEARSON: Enclosed is a copy 
of an article from this morning's Kansas 
City Times about your support of unit pric­
ing. I congratulate you for your attention to 
this issue. 

The article quotes Mr. Lee Circle, with 
whom I have discussed this issue many times, 
as stating that "there is no clamoring for 
this sort of pricing by Kansas consumers". 

Mr. Olrcle and his association may never 
have asked the Kansas consumers if they 
want unit pricing. This department and the 
Kansas Home Economics Association 
(K.H.E.A.) have asked Kansas consumers 
about unit pricing. The K.H.E.A., for exam­
ple, ha.s sold 10,000 "Budget Gadgets" (one 
enclosed). It should be noted that the Kan-

sas Food Dealer's Association has recognized 
unit pricing to the extent that the associa­
tion is distributing the very same "Budget 
Gadget". Also, several stores in Manhattan 
have placed the association's "Budget 
Gadgets" on display with a large sign invit­
ing consumers to check unit prices with 
other stores. 

This department, together with other 
groups in Kansas, conducted a 20-point 
Consumer Quiz from November, 1969 to Jan­
uary, 1970 (see enclosure). Included in this 
quiz was a question about unit pricing. As 
shown, 93 % of the 1003 Kansans responding 
approved of unit pricing. 

This same 20-point quiz was sent to the 
members of the Kansas Legislature. The leg­
islators were asked to rank the 20 points in 
order of importance, and of those respond­
ing 56 % ranked unit pricing in the top ten. 

Therefore, Mr. Circle is incorrect when he 
implies that Kansas does not want unit pric­
ing. Keep up the good work. 

S1ncerely yours, 
RICHARD L. D . MORSE, 

Professor and Head. 

[From the Wichita Eagle and the Beacon, 
Apr. 26, 1970] 

HELPING THE BUYER 
Sen. James P. Pearson, R-Kan., has in­

troduced a bill to aid consumers in selec­
tion of retail commodities by requiring that 
the unit price of each item be shown. 

Pearson said in a Senate speech that his 
bill would reduce confusion in the market 
place and could result in an estimated sav­
ings of 10 per cent in the nation's $120-bil­
lion annual food budget. 

Anyone who has tried to compare the 
price of a six-ounce jar with a 2-pound jar 
of peanut butter will appreciate Pearson's 
effort. 

It is the practice in most supermarkets 
to list only the total price of iteins on their 
shelves. You are left with mental arithmetic 
to figure out the amount per pound or 
ounce, pint or quart. 

His bill would provide for the direct com­
parisons that would make shopping easier. 
It is in the best interests of the consumer. 

[From the Kansas City Times, June 15, 1970] 
PEARSON IN FAVOR OF UNIT-PRICE LAW 

(By Joe Lastelic) 
WASHINGTON.-8en. James B. Pearson 

(R-Kans.) has been doing some shopping 
in the supermarket lately and he is con­
vinced more than ever that unit pricing is 
needed so that the purchaser can select the 
best buy. 

So Pearson introduced a bill that would 
require a label, chart or sign listing the 
price per pound, pint or other unit of meas­
ure of a particular item. After listening to 
witnesses in recent Senate hearings talk 
about the fair packaging and labeling act 
and some of its deficiencies, Pearson con­
cluded unit pricing would provide the best 
means of making value comparisons. 

A housewife could save money in a store 
that used unit pricing, Pearson felt. For 
instance, a small Ca/ll of apple sauce might 
be marked 19 cents a pound under the unit 
pricing system, while the larger economy size 
actually costs 21 cents a pound. The smart 
housewife would buy several of the smaller 
cans and save some money. 

When the Kansas Food Dealers associa­
tion read about Pearson's bill, the executive 
secretary, Lee E. Circle of Arkansas City, 
Kans., wrote Pearson a letter of protest. It 
accused the senrutor of hearing only the 
proponents for unit pricing, said he was 
out of touch with Kansas people, that his 
action was that of the "radical Eastern sen­
ators" and noted there has been "no clamor­
ing for this sort of pricing by Kansas 
consumers." 

"I know I am right on this," Pearson said, 
"and I am going to put my head down and 
go forward." 

Pearson replied to Circle with a 5-page 
letter in which he made these points: 

President Nixon has said among a buyer's 
rights is the right to accurate information 
on which to make an intelligent and free 
choice amon~ the products and services he 
desires. 

Mrs. Virginia Knauer, special assistant to 
the President for consumer affairs, and oth­
ers in the adininistration, in the Commerce 
department and Federal Trade commission 
favor unit pricing. 

Studies show that even college educated 
shoppers make the wrong buy, that is, se­
lect the most expensive package almost half 
of the time. A New York study showed that 
through unit pricing housewives could save 
a dime on every dollar they spend in a gro­
cery store. 

"I recognize that no industry wants to be 
regulated," Pearson wrote in his letter. "My 
sincere hope is that unit pricing will de­
velop voluntarily through open competition." 

Pearson pointed out that the owner of a 
medium-sized grocery chain told him he 
was going to adopt unit pricing and, based 
on his study and hard business judgment, 
he would save $18,000 a year with the benefit 
of computerized marking. 

Experiments with unit pricing by major 
chains are under way in nine states and 
one firm, Benner Tea company, which has 
22 stores in Missouri, Iowa and Illinois, has 
a full scale unit pricing system in all of its 
stores, utilizing labels turned out by a com­
puter telling the housewife at a glance what 
brand and size of a product is the most 
economical. 

Pearson's bill would exempt the small 
"mom and pop" stores because of the ad­
ministrative burden unit pricing would 
cause. But he noted that such stores are 
used generally for their convenience rather 
than savings. 

[From the Kansas City Times, June 4, 1970] 
MIDWEST SUPERMARKET CHAIN SETS UP 

UNIT-PRICING SYSTEM 
WASHINGTON.-A chain Of supermarkets 

in the Middle West, hoping to increase prof­
its by helping customers choose the best 
buys, has set up the nation's first full-scale 
unit-pricing system. 

Unit-pricing is the listing of the price per 
pound, pint or other unit of measure. 

VALUE AT A GLANCE 
The system at the Benner Tea company's 

22 stores in Iowa, lllinois and Missouri is 
designed to tell shoppers at a glance what 
brand and size of a product is most eco­
nomical. 

The proliferation of different sizes and 
prices of packages on supermarket shelves 
makes it impractical and often impossible 
for housewives to compare price values. Ad­
vocates of unit pricing regard it as a money­
saving device for consumers burdened by 
increasingly high food costs. 

In establishing unit pricing the Benner 
chain's motive is not merely to "strike a 
blow for the consumer" but also to make 
more money, according to Charles C. Fitz­
morris, Jr., Burlington, Ia., the company's 
president and principal stockholder. 

Fitzmorris was interviewed recently while 
in Washington to get a statement endorsing 
his project from Mrs. Virginia H. Knauer, 
President Nixon's special assistant for con­
sumer affairs. 

"It's not altrustic on my part," he said. 
"I expect to profit by it. The housewife will 
get more information in my stores and there­
fore she'll come back and shop with me. If 
I'm right this will increase my sales 10 per­
cent." 
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MRS. KNAUER APPROVES 

Mrs. Knauer gave him a statement favor­
ing unit pricing by food cha;ins as a means 
of providing needed information to the con­
sumer "to fight infiation and to obtain the 
most for her shopping dollar." 

The unit prices of all 4,000 items sold in 
Benner stores are calculated by a computer. 
The computer also prints the labels to be 
posted on shelves, giving the unit price of 
each item, the package price and the con­
tent by weight, volume or other measure. 

The National Association of Food Chains 
has opposed voluntary unit pricing and is 
vigorously protesting pending federal legis­
lation and a proposed New York regulation 
for compulsory unit pricing. The associa­
tion contends that the cost of unit pricing 
systems would be prohibitive. 

Fitzmorris concedes that it could be a 
hardship to small stores because, in his view, 
the use of a computer is essential. But he 
said he believed that the cost for large stores 
and chains would be more than offset by 
increased profits. He estimated that it was 
costing his company about $200 a store to 
install the system. 

"We're going into it whole hog,'' he re­
marked. "other chains will have to follow 
our example if they want to compete. This 
is the moot revolutionary thing for the gro­
cery business since food stamps." 

NEW, MORE FLExiBLE, UNIT PRICING BILL 

Legislation introduced by Senator James B. 
Pearson (R.-Kan.s.) to amend the Fair Pack­
aging and Labeling Act would make provi­
sion for unit pricing without the restrictive 
definition of exactly how it should be car­
ried out in other bills to which industry has 
raised strong objection. The legislation 
would also exempt small "mom and pop" 
stores from unit pricing. 

Clarence Adamy, President of the National 
Association of Food Chains, who has sup­
ported the premise on which unit pricing is 
based, giving the consumer means of making 
a better value comparison, told OF CON­
SUMING INTEREST that the Pearson bill's 
flexibility is a "move in the right direction." 
Although Adamy agrees that small stores 
must be exempt, he is also conscious that an 
unfortunately large number of poor people 
shop these stores, and that the benefits of 
unit pricing will not be available for them. 

Possibly, Adamy says, the best solution 
would be for the Congress to pass a memorial 
resolution saying to the industry "we want 
you to do this, and we don't care how you 
accomplish it." The need for flexibility which 
the Pearson legislation has moved toward, 
would best be served and the industry could 
continue its efforts, which range from price 
marking on every item to one big sign for 
the whole store. In this way, Adamy says, the 
industry could arrive at the least expensive 
method of getting the job done, as well as the 
one customers are best able and most apt to 
use. 

The Pearson bill includes some other in­
teresting updating of the Fair Packaging and 
Labeling Act. It provides that no commodity 
shall bear any "label, depiction, vignette, or 
other representr;.tion which purports to iden­
tify the product or its quality in a manner 
that does not accurately disclose its iden­
tity or quality of the product." This would 
seem to be a response to the critics who 
charge that the present Act does not cover 
convenience foods adequately. 

The proposed legislation also provides that 
coupons be included in the section of the bill 
which covers "cents-off" promotions. It also 
would strike down the FTC decision to ex­
clude a number of commodities from FPLA 
coverage by making clear that the commodi­
ties covered are those used "in and around 
the household, but shall not include durable 
goods which are customarily not expended 
or consumed during the first year of use." 

[From Newsweek, June 15, 1970] 
RETAILING -THE PRICE OF EVERYTHING 

"Bright orange Day-Glo letters shimmering 
on the facade of the Giant Supe.rmarket in 
Burlington, Iowa, announced the innova­
tion: "Home of the Tru-Price." And inside, 
Mrs. Marie Schwartz stood beside the dessert 
racks and demonstrated what it meant. "I 
was looking at the Jell-0 and the Royal 
here,'' she said. "I have a coupon for 7 cents 
off Jello-0-for four small or two large, But 
I see that the Jell-0 sells for 4 cents an 
ounce while the Royal sells for 3 cents an 
ounce, and I'm thinking that for four 3-
ounce packages, it doesn't even pay to use 
the coupon." 

Right on, Mrs. Schwartz. But the intricate 
calculation would have been even more diffi­
cult if a special sign on the supermarket 
shelf had not told her the price per ounce 
of each competing product. This unit pricing 
system has long been pushed by such con­
sumer advocates as Bess Myerson Grant, the 
one-time Miss America who is now New York 
City's Commissioner of Consumer Affairs, 
and Virginia H. Knauer, President Nixon's 
Special Assistant for Consumer Affairs, and 
Virginia H. Knauer, President Nixon•s · Spe­
cial Assistant for Consumer Affairs. And the 
Giant store in Burlington was one of 23 
Benner Tea Co. stores in Iowa, IIUnois 
and Missouri that last week became the first 
chain in the nation to install unit pricing 
across the range of its entire inventory. "This 
information," Mrs. Knauer told customers on 
huge posters inside the stores, "is what the 
consumer needs to fight infiation and to ob­
tain the most for her shopping dollar." 

TALK 

"Unit pricing," said another Administra­
tion specialist, "has suddenly moved beyond 
the talk stage." Sure enough, dual pricing 
systems are getting partial tryouts in some 
of the biggest supermarket chains, including 
Jewel Foods Stores (on 1,000 items in all 
258 Chicago area stores), Kroger (6,000 items 
in six stores in the Toledo area), Grand Un­
ion and Daitch Crystal Dairies in New York, 
First National Stores and Stop & Shop in 
Boston, and Safeway Stores, Inc., in Wash­
ington, D.C. 

This interest in unit pricing came only 
after tough opposition. The National As­
sociation of Food Chains vigorously protested 
both a Congressional bill and a proposed 
New York City regulation on compulsory unit 
pricing. Clarence G. Adamy, NAF·C president, 
estimated that unit pricing would cost the 
chains $300 million nationwide if every box 
or can were marked. Still, Adamy conceded 
that "the idea is good" and said the NAFC 
wouldn't oppose unit pricing if it were vol­
untary and only the shelving below individ­
ual items had to be marked. Then, he said, 
"unit pricing changes to something quite 
minimal" in cost. 

The first "volunteer" to install unit pric­
ing across the board turned out to be Charles 
C. Fitzmorris Jr., president and principal 
stockholder in the Benner chain, and he says 
he did it because "I intend to make money." 
And that, in turn, is possible, he says, be­
cause "I'm a computer nut . . . It would be 
impossible to offer such a program without 
a computer. There are just too many dif­
ferent prices on too many different-size cans, 
cartons and packages for any chain to figure 
the price by hand." The IBM 360/Model 25 
that Benner leases prints out shelf labels 
that tell housewives the unit price (e.g., 4 
cents an ounce) , name of the product, total 
content and total cost. Fitzmorris says he 
will spend $150,000 this year on programing 
computers, but only a part of his data proc­
essing is for dual pricing. Labor and labels 
used in the conversion cost only $200 per 
store. 

Skeptics still abound. Adamy, for one, 
wonders: "Do people really buy by price? 
Remember, the only thing we are giving here 

is knowledge about price-nothing about 
quality and taste preference:• Doris Stone­
king of Oquawka, Dl., wife of a glazier and 
mother of four, answered for many when she 
said, "I spend $50 a week on food and we eat 
like it's the Depression. If I can get a savings 
on a different size, I'll buy it." 

CARE 

On the face of it, Mrs. Stoneking seems 
to be in the minority; even in stores with 
unit pricing, few shoppers seem to care. In­
deed, experiments at Jewel and Safeway 
stores proved popular with a11l.uent shoppers 
in suburbia but roused less response among 
poorly educated customers in low-income 
areas. 

The answer to this, backers of unit pricing 
insist, is education and advertising. "It needs 
advertising to make it work, and it needs to 
have every item in the store done," says Fitz­
morris. His own advertising drive included 
ten-second teasers twenty times each day on 
eight radio stations to make shoppers curious 
enough to want an explanation ("Learn the 
truth about prices at your neighborhood 
Giant store! The truth will astound you­
or, at least, surprise you"). Agree Bess Myer­
son Grant: "When retailers put a new prod­
uct on the shelves, hundreds of dollars are 
spent. When they institute a new process to 
Inake pricing comparisons easier, they also 
have to educate the consumer." 

UNIT PRICING VIEWED AS MAIN CONSUMER 
TOOL 

Is money a factor in the way you shop in 
the grocery store? 

If so-and to most everybody, money 
should figure somewhere into shopping 
plans-unit pricing might help you solve the 
maze in the market. 

With unit pricing, the shopper would be 
supplied with the price in terms of ounces 
or pounds for purposes of each price cOin­
parison. 

In other words, you would be able to in­
stantly know which is cheaper: the 24-ounce 
jar of sandwich spread for 53 cents or the 
16-ounce jar for 38 cents. Neither would you 
need a master's degree in matheinatics nor 
a business calculator: the lower price would 
be immediwtely apparent. 

Unit price is no cure-all. 
There would still be many decisions: 

whether to buy the creamy peanut butter or 
the "peanuttiest" peanut butter; whether to 
buy bran flakes or bran flakes with raisins 
added; whether to buy the higher-priced soda 
pop in small bottles that will conveniently 
fit in your refrigerator or to buy the low­
priced, big bottle that won't fit. 

But, unit pricing will give you the best 
price on a product. And, unit pricing may 
be on its way into our lives: Safeway Stores 
Inc. in the Washington, D.C. area has experi­
mented with unit pricing and could be mov­
ing toward unit pricing on a national basis; 
if so, other chain stores might well follow 
suit. 

Bess Myerson Grant-still known widely 
for her beauty but even more recognized 
today as Commissioner of the Department of 
Consumer Affairs for New York City-is try­
ing valiantly to institute unit pricing in 
New York grocery stores. She's been slowed 
down by challenges from such organizations 
as the Retail Merchants Association, who 
took the regulation to court. 

And, strange things do happen: in Dur­
ham, N.H. (estimated population 4,600) ef­
forts to have unit pricing established by law 
failed by a 135-to-259 vote of the townpeople 
in March according to Consumers Union. 

Despite the setbacks and/or slowdowns, 
Of Consuming Interest--a twice monthly 
publicatlion that keeps ahead on consumer 
affairs---says that unit pricing is "one of 
the liveliest of consumer issues." They go on 
to quote Virginia Knauer, presidential assist­
ant on consumer affairs, as saying that unit 
pricing is the "wave of the future." 

. 



June 18, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 20361 
Of interest to CW A consumers are reports 

from hostesses who assisted in the Safeway 
experiment conducted late in 1969 and early 
this year, primarily in Washington, D.C. 

Two approaches were made by Safeway: in 
one store, shelf markers and signs gave the 
price per ounce on a number of foods; in 
the other, computer wheels were attached 
to shopping baskets so that shoppers could 
make their own calculations. 

One hostess, after six weeks in the store 
where the computer wheel was being used, 
had these comments: "By now the people 
are few and far between who have not been 
briefed about the computer ... The novel­
ty . • . has worn off and the customers are 
now asking . • . where to find . . . various 
articles, how the hostess job was secured, and 
how long the job will last. Some do, but ..• 
many do not, see that they would save money 
by using the computer ... many see its value 
but are too lazy "r in too big a hurry to use 
it • . . many fail to understand how it is 
used." 

On the other hand, a hostess in a store 
where unit prices were displayed on the shelf 
found that the group most interested was 
college-age. Another said that men were sur­
prisingly interested. "Generally speaking," 
one hostess said, "interest in our project is 
at its lowest ebb during the first few days of 
the month ... (The first of the month) is a 
time when shopping is speedily done and any 
interference on the part of the hostess is in 
most cases completely rejected. As house­
hold money becomes less, the shopper is 
more prone to a vail himself of the time to 
use unit pricing. By the end of the month, 
even assistance is asked in simple arith­
metical processes in an effort to save a few 
pennies." 

No less an authority than Malcolm W. 
Jensen, acting deputy director of the Insti­
tute for Applied Technology, U.S. Depart­
ment of Commerce, says that "During the 
1970's, it seems very clear that consumers 
will press for more factual product informa­
tion on which to base a value comparison." 
He adds: "One possibility is that the unit 
pricing concept will begin to spread through 
the retail grocery and drt c industry on a 
purely competitive basis." 

Whether unit pricing comes via regula­
tion or voluntarism, the shopper who must 
watch her dollars will benefit. She will be 
able to make a shopping choice strictly on 
a price basis. 

BETI'Y FuRNESS DEALS WITH THE CONSUMER 
PROBLEMS THAT BOTHER YOU THE MOST 
OUr mail turned up increasing interest in 

per-unit pricing of food. 
DEAR MisS FuRNESS: Far too many things 

in the supermarket are not singly priced. 
We have to divide and divide until our headS 
swim. For example: Lettuce is 6 heads for $1. 
Maybe we don't need or can't afford 6. We 
find catsup at 3 bottles for 89¢, grapefruit 
8 pounds for 69¢, etc. Why can't stores price 
most things by the unit, and we would still 
have enough arithmetic in deciding whether 
the large or small size was a better buy. This 
may sound like a petty thing, but I do not 
feel it is. 

Mrs. R. PINCKARD. 
PORTLAND, OREG. 

DEAR MRS. PINCKARD: It isn't a petty thing 
at all! Some retailers now are featuring per­
unit pricing-but they are still rare and 
need to be encouraged. 

Along with PER-unit pricing, I'm in favor 
of unit pricing. Then we'd know not only 
what the whole can costs, but its CON­
TENTS cost per ounce, or pound, or 
foot, or what have you. We would know 
that if you buy cornfiakes in a local 
supermarket in the 13-ounce size, the price 
is 54 cents a pound, while it you buy it in 
the 8 individual servings, the cost is $1.31 a 
pound. Now, there may be people willing to 

pay 77 cents extra for those convenient 
packages, and that's fine, as long as they 
know what they're doing. 

Everyone seems to want more information 
than we're getting. It's easy to find out 
what's right about a product, but hard to 
find out what is not--at least until it's too 
late. 

THE MTI...ITARY BUDGET AND 
NATIONAL PRIORITIES 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, last 
March the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. 
NELSON) joined with other Members of 
the House and the Senate in the spon­
sorship of a "Congressional Conference 
on the Military Budget and National 
Priorities." The conference presented 2 
days of wide-ranging discussion, dialog, 
and deliberation on the specific subjects 
of ending our Vietnam involvement, con­
trolling our expensive and expansive 
military budgets, and providing adequate 
scrutiny and management of weapon 
systems development and deployment. 

In a larger context, however, the con­
ference explored the implications of the 
militarization of American foreign and 
domestic policies, and the need to re­
define our national purpose and priori­
ties. In particular, there was a focus 
upon the capability of Congress and 
other segments of national leadership to 
be institutionally responsive to the 
pressing needs and challenges of the 
United States. 

It is now the summer of 1970, and 
these issues and questions have not 
abated or been answered, the national 
tensions have increased, the domestic re­
quirements have become more urgent, 
and more and more of our citizens, both 
young and old, question the vitality of 
our political institutions and processes 
as a means for national reform and 
change. In this present atmosphere, the 
statement in the conference by Senator 
NELSON is especially relevant and ap­
propriate. He called specific attention to 
the special role of youth in helping to 
bring about institutional reform and 
therefore reasoned control of our na­
tional activities and purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent that Senator 
NELSON's statement, entitled "Why 
Youth Raises Hell," published in the 
June 1969 issue of the Progressive maga­
zine, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state­
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

WHY YOUTH RAisES HELL 
(By Senator GAYLORD NELSON) 

We have been talking about how difficult 
it would be to change directions, to bring 
under control the so-called military-indus­
trial complex; how difficult it is to find out 
what the military is doing, and to get the 
Congress to do this and that. But we have 
ignored one significant factor: the youth of 
America, black and white. 

The fact is that we will bring the military­
industrial complex under control, or we will 
get a President and a Congress who will. 
And the delay will not continue beyond the 
time when this generation starts voting and 
taking active leadership in the politics of 
this country-that is, the next six, eight, ten 
years. Members of Congress who are not pre­
pared to undertake to do the job will not 
be back. And it's starting right now. 

We are reacting badly, as a country, to the 
youth of America. We run around asking, 
"What's wrong with the kids?" It isn't what's 
wrong with the kids; it's what's wrong with 
the country. They are reflecting what is 
wrong with the country, and what is wrong 
with the world in every country-Yugoslavia, 
Czechoslovakia, France, Italy, America, 
Southeast Asia. 

The older folks say, ''We can't understand 
the kids,'' but the kids understand their 
parents only too well. The kids understand 
the system, and they don't like the sys­
tem. They have good reason for not liking 
the system. They are sick and tired of being 
involved in a war in Vietnam for which we 
haven't yet figured out a purpose. 

I remember hearing Dean Rusk say, time 
after time, "We have to contain China." 
There isn't a single Chinese soldier in Viet­
nam yet. Every time we gave a speech on 
that subject in the Senate, McGeorge Bundy 
would come over to counsel us "dissidents" 
and furnish another reason for the war. 

We cannot find a reason any more for be­
ing in Vietnam, and neither can the kids. 
They aren't going to kill people and get 
killed for no cause at all. 

So in a. handful of years we will manage 
the military industrial complex, I think, all 
right enough. As the young people look at 
our institutions and the institutions of every 
other country, they see what we are doing 
in terms of killing each other. They see we 
are expending vast sums in military enter­
prises that do not solve problems but cre­
ate them. They see we are devastating the 
environment in which we live, polluting the 
air, contaminating the water, killlng the 
animals and birds, denuding the forests, de­
stroying the beauty of the world. They see 
all this and that it is all done in the name 
of "progress." You could substitute the word 
"profit" and you would be more accurate. 

The institutions we have created are de­
stroying the livability of the whole world; 
and the young people know it. They may 
not articulate it well, but they sense it. They 
feel it. 

I speak on campuses all the time. The 
first issue raised by the students in the past 
few years has been Vietnam, because that 
is immediate and reflects their rejection of 
the militarization of this country and other 
countries. But the second issue often raised 
is, "What are we doing to the livability of 
the world? What are we doing to the air? 
What are we doing to the water of the coun­
try? What are we doing to the beauty of 
the nation?" 

So they are looking at what we are doing, 
and they are rejecting the institutions that 
are doing it. Thank heavens they are re-
jecting them. · 

But we say what they are doing on the 
campus is not related to what we are talk­
ing about. The only thing they can do on 
the campus is what is within their jurisdic­
tion to do. So they raise hell with what­
ever part of the institution they can, be­
cause that is where they are, and that is 
where that institution is. The sooner we 
understand that, the better off we will be. 

I am much more optimistic than some of 
the rest here that the problems will come 
under control as soon as we throw everybody 
out of office who is not interested in bring­
ing them under control. And that will hap­
pen pretty soon, and the sooner the better. 

BATTLEFIELD DEATH OF LT. GRADY 
E. McBRIDE II, GADSDEN, ALA.­
VALUES WORTH FIGHTING FOR 
Mr. ALLEN, Mr. President, perhaps 

coincidence was more instrumental than 
intent in having Memorial Day, Flag 
Day, and the Fourth of July fall within 
a 5-week span. But, for whatever reason. 
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I take a great personal pride during this 
period in expressing my continuing sup­
port of my country, the United States of 
America. 

The American flag receives a deep and 
abiding respect in my native State of 
Alabama. Rarely has this proud banner 
been defiled, desecrated, or belittled 
there, and the people of my State would 
never stand by and see the Stars and 
Stripes replaced by demonstrators wav­
ing a North Vietnamese banner or the 
hammer and sickle of communism. 

Defending flag and country through 
the years has taken blood, tears, and 
sacrifice of life and limb on the part of 
our people. 

Mr. President, today it is with sadness 
that I bring to the attention of the Sen­
ate an Army announcement of the bat­
tlefield death of Lt. Grady E. McBride II, 
a young native of my home town of 
Gadsden, Ala. I do this as a representa­
tive instance of the 1,000 Alabamians 
who have laid down their lives for their 
country in Vietnam. 

He died recently in Southeast Asia, 
far, far away from his beloved hill coun­
try of Alabama where he was born and 
1·eared. But he died for a cause in which 
he believed-America. 

The Gadsden Times, one of Alabama's 
fine daily newspapers, on Flag Day, Sun­
day, June 14, published a beautiful and 
moving editorial on the relationship of 
Lieutenant McBride's life and death and 
Flag Day. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the editorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

YOUNG LIEUTENANT 

"The flag was his life. He lived for it. He 
died for it." 

While others of his generation sought 
means to avoid military service. Lt. Grady 
E. McBride II of Gadsden was fighting all 
the way up to the Pentagon to be allowed to 
wear the uniform that had always seemed 
to him a symbol of American valor. 

A heart murmur prevented his going to 
West Point. After four years of ROTC at 
Jacksonville State University, he was re­
jected for the army because of a defective 
eardrum. This time he appealed to the 
Pentagon and won his case. He received his 
commission in 1968 and volunteered at once 
for duty in Vietnam. 

Word of his death in action arrived last 
week. Details were scant. 

What's important is young McBride's con­
viction that there will always be values worth 
fighting for. Preservation of freedom is one 
of these. He saw Vietnam, remote as it is, 
as the one place in the world where the ideals 
of the West were being defended on the 
oottlefield. He wanted to be part of that 
action. 

He died a hero. 
And because he and so many other young 

Americans have given their lives to keep the 
Stars and Stripes a proud emblem of a free 
people, the nation will observe Flag Day 
as usual. 

The flag has been belittled and desecrated 
by those who despise it. 

But their folly becomes petty and unim­
portant in comparison with the patriotism 
and sacrifice of those who have honored it 
in life and in death. 

Our flag will fly today as a memorial to 
all of these. 

AMERICAN PRISONERS IN NORTH 
VIETNAM-RESOLUTION OF STATE 
OF IOWA GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the text of the State of Iowa 
house concurrent resolution 135, urging 
the General Assembly of the United Na­
tions to intercede on behalf of American 
servicemen being held as prisoners of 
war by North Vietnam and the National 
Liberation Front. 

There being no objection, the concur­
rent resolution was ordered to be printed 
in the REcoRD, as follows: 

IOWA HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 135 
Whereas, approximately 1,350 American 

servicemen, including four Iowans who are 
known to be prisoners in North Vietnam; and 

Whereas, twenty to thirty Iowans who are 
reported missing and may be held as prison­
ers in North Vietnam; and 

Whereas, the government of North Viet­
nam has refused to release the names of all 
the prisoners it holds; and 

Whereas, some of these American prisoners 
have been held captive for as long as five 
years; and 

Whereas, the government of North Viet­
nam acceeded to the Geneva Convention on 
June 28, 1957, the government of South Viet­
nam acceded to the Convention on Novem­
ber 14, 1953, and the government of the 
United States acceded to the Convention on 
August 2, 1955; and 

Whereas, the government of the United 
States and the government of South Viet­
nam have continuously honored the require­
ments of the Gen.eva Convention; and 

Whereas, no pretense of compliance has 
been advanced by the government of North 
Vietnam or the National Liberation Front 
despite the reminder to do so on June 11, 
1965, by M. Jacques Freymond, Vice President 
of the International Committee of the Red 
Cross; and 

Whereas, the provisions of the Geneva 
Convention require that every prisoner of 
war be enabled to write to his family; that 
every prisoner remain in communication 
with his family and with an international or 
state organization which has assumed the 
obligation of safeguarding the rights of the 
prisoner; that every prisoner has the right 
to receive mail and packages; that minimum 
humane standards of detention, hygiene, 
diet, recreation, and employment be com­
plied with; that the detaining power accept 
a neutral party to the conflict or a respected 
international organization, such as the In­
ternational Committee of the Red Cross, as 
a protecting power for the prisoners; that 
seriously injured or ill prisoners be repatri­
ated as soon as they are able to travel; and 
that the detaining power provide the names 
of the prisoners it holds to families as well 
as to the protecting power, or the Red Cross, 
to pass on to their country of origin; now 
therefore, 

Be it resolved by the House, the Senate 
concurring, That the General Assembly of 
the State of Iowa urges the General Assem­
bly of the United Nations to intercede on 
behalf of the American servicemen being 
held as prisoners of war by North Vietnam 
and the National Liberation Front by insur­
ing that the tenets of fair and humane 

' treatment, as expressed in the Geneva Con-
vention of 1949, are complied with by North 
Vietnam and the National Liberation Front. 

Be it further resolved, That copies of this 
Resolution be transmitted to the Secretary 
General of the United Nations, to each of 
the 124 delegates to the United Nations rep­
resenting the 124 member nations, the Presi­
dent of the United States, the Vice Presi­
dent of the United States, the Speaker of 

the United States House of Representatives, 
the Chairman of the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee, the Chairman of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, and to each 
member of the Congress from the State of 
Iowa. 

We, William H. Harbor, Speaker of the 
House of Iowa, and Roger W. Jepsen, Presi­
dent of the Senate, hereby certify that the 
above and foregoing Resolution was adopted 
by the House of Representatives and the 
Senate of the Sixty-third General Assembly, 
Second Session. 

HOUSTON CHRONICLE SUPPORTS 
100,000 ACRE BIG THICKET NA­
TIONAL PARK 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, on 
Sunday, June 14, 1970, the Houston 
Chronicle editorially endorsed my pro­
posal to establish a 100,000 acre Big 
Thicket National Park. This strong sup­
portive position was taken just 2 days 
after hearings on my proposal were held 
in Beaumont, Tex. These hearings, con­
ducted by the distinguished senior Sena­
tor from Nevada (Mr. BIBLE), chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Parks and Rec­
reation of the Senate Committee on In­
terior and Insular Affairs, were ex­
tremely informative and helpful. All 
witnesses agreed that the Big Thicket 
should be preserved. The great majority 
of witnesses testified in favor of the 100,-
000 acre proposal. 

The Houston Chronicle is to be com­
mended for its continuing interest in pre­
serving the unique and beautiful areas 
of Texas for the enjoyment, education, 
and inspiration of all our citizens. The 
Chronicle was an early and strong 
supporter of my successful efforts to 
establish the Padre Island National Sea­
shore. The Chronicle has often brought 
attention to the unique beauty and value 
of the Big Thicket. Their concern for 
conservation and preservation of these 
great natural areas is admirable. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the editorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

PRESERVE THE BIG THICKET 

Many persons have been concerned with 
the preservation of the Big Thicket through 
the creation of a new Big Thicket National 
Park. Sen. Ralph Yarborough has sponsored 
bills to create such a park, but unfortunate­
ly, these bills have not been successful. Rep. 
George Bush is urging "coordinated action" 
by all administration agencies which are in­
terested in preserving the Big Thicket. Hope­
fully, an agreement will be reached soon. 

The Big Thicket is one of Texas• and the 
nation's truly unique environments. Its dif­
fering soil conditions and unusual climate, 
coupled with its geographical location in 
which plants and animals from the north, 
south, east, and west can intermingle, has 
created a delicate balance of life-or eco­
system. 

This unique ecosystem must be preserved. 
It is a beautiful part of the country and has 
delighted many Texas tourists with its flora 
and fauna. Naturalists are amazed at the 
variety and diversity of life in the Big Thick­
et and realize that it holds a wealth of in­
formation regarding the inter-relationships 
of many organisms. 

By developing part of this area for tourists 
while rigidly protecting the remaining virgin 
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tracts of land in the new national park, this 
land can be kept for the benefit of both 
naturalist and nature lover. 

The new proposal calls for setting aside 
100,000 acres. This should be done. Every 
day more of this precious land is being used 
for development and other private purpo.ses. 
Too many times has disaster for the reg1on, 
such as extensive drainage, been narrowly 
averted at the last minute. The Big Thicket 
once covered an area of 3.5 million acres. 
Today it has been eaten away to something 
more like a quarter of a million acres. 

This land must be saved, for once it has 
been drained and developed, its ecology will 
be destroyed, perhaps forever. 

With the tremendous growth which Hous­
ton, and indeed the whole state of Texas has 
undergone, there is increasing need for park 
land. Texans must not give up an area so 
much steeped in legend and natural beauty. 

REISCHAUER CLARIFICATION 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, in 

light of numerous contradictory state­
ments regarding the position of Edwin 
0. Reischauer with reference to re­
cent amendments to effect a withdrawal 
from Southeast Asia, I ask unanimous 
consent that a letter from Mr. Reischauer 
addressed to me be printed in the REc­
ORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HARVARD UNIVERSITY, 
Cambridge, Mass., June 9, 1970. 

Hon. MARK HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: I wanted you 
to know that I am strongly supporting you 
and Senator McGovern in your joint amend­
ment, even though there are points on which 
I would myself have favored some slight 
variations on the proposals. · 

To make my position clear, I might ex­
plain that I am convinced that only the 
President can lead us safely out of our dis­
astrous entanglement in Southeast Asia and 
that it will take considerable time and skill 
for him to do so. In other words, I have 
doubts about the feasibility of Congress it­
self producing a withdrawal program through 
legislation, and I have all along felt that 
the end of 1971 might be a more attain­
able target date for comp_lete withdrawal 
than the summer of 1971. Despite these 
points of difference, however, I am giving 
all the support I can to your amendment, 
because I feel that it and others like it 
are primarily significant as methods Of con­
vincing the President that he must adopt a 
more rapid program of withdrawal than he 
seems to be embarked on and of showing 
him that informed public opinion is strong­
ly on that side. He faces an extremely dim­
cult task, and he needs this guidance and 
encouragement if he is to get us out of the 
morass of Vietnam before our country falls 
into even greater disarray. 

I wish you success in your efforts to win 
majority support for your amendment, and I 
assure you that I shall continue to give it 
my enthusiastic backing. 

Sincerely, 
EDWIN 0. REISCHAUER. 

WAR POWERS 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, our pres­
ent debate in the Chamber represents a 
curiously negative way for Congress to 
assert itself, as Crosby S. Noyes observed 
yesterday in his distinguished column in 
the Evening Star. The varlous amend-

ments we have before us that seek to 
direct the nature of American military 
operations abroad fly in the face of the 
Constitution, as David Lawrence has 
commented in his own column, which 
also appeared in yesterday's Star. 

If, indeed, the power of Congress to 
declare war has been usurped over the 
years, it has not been because of the de­
sire of the White House to take over 
powers given to Congress by the Consti­
tution, but because of the hard re~ties 
of the nuclear age. Declared war sunply 
is out of the question. Yet the President 
is the Commander in Chief, empowered 
to command the armed services in the 
best interests of the Nation. It simply 
makes no sense to me for the Senate to 
limit the President's authority to con­
duct military operations once they are 
underway, whether in Indochina or any 
other theater. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the columns by Mr. Noyes and 
Mr. Lawrence be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

No USEFUL ALTERNATIVE OFFERED ON WAR 
POWERS 

(By Crosby S. Noyes) 
As Senator Mansfield with his usual can­

dor has admitted, a good deal more is in­
volved here than another military sortie 
into Cambodia. The debate in the Senate 
over the Cooper-Church amendment goes to 
the most sensitive area of controversy be­
tween Congress and the White House. Which 
explains the keen interest of the admin­
istration in what is, in reality, a highly 
theoretical argument. 

As Mansfield put it: "Beyond military suc­
cess or failure, the issue posed by Cooper­
Church is fundamental. For too long, we 
have ska.ted the thin ice of constitutional 
expediency in matters of war and peace. For 
too long, the Senate has shrouded its con­
stitutional responsibilities in the skirts of 
presidential authority." 

This issue, in the view of the administra­
tion, very much outweighs the practical re­
strictions which the amendment is designed 
to impose so far as Cambodia is concerned. 
In effeot, it enjoins the President to do what 
he has already said he intends to do anyway. 
And if new circumstances should arise re­
quiring a change in the plan, even supporters 
of the amendment concede that the Presi­
dent, under the Constitution, has every right 
to take such emergency action as may be 
needed. 

What is important is the larger issue of war 
and peace. In its broadest context, the 
Cooper-Ohurch amendment, like the law 
proposed by Senator Jacob K. Javits, is part 
of a continuing and increasing effort in the 
Senate to reassert its exclusive authority to 
declare war and place severe restrictions on 
the discretion of the President to commilt 
American forces anywhere without congres­
sional approval. 

The amendment itself, to be sure, does 
not assert the congressional right to declare 
wars so much as to undeclare them by im­
posing limitations on the President's author­
ity as commander-in-chief to conduct them 
as he sees fit. Yet there is also a very clear 
intent to prevent any repetition of the 
course of events that led us to where we are 
in Indochina. 

It is, apparently as the senators see it, 
largely a question of the scope of the in­
volvement. The President, his critics concede, 
has the unilateral authority under the Con­
stitution to take action anywhere in the 
world to protect the lives of servicemen and 

other United States citizens. But in the view 
o! Mansfield and his colleagues: 

"The executive branch does not have the 
unilateral constitutional power to commit 
this nation to an involvement which requires 
a continuing input of men and money in a 
country, even in the name of defending U.S. 
forces, or for some other objective in a sec­
ond country." 

If this definition amounted to a practical 
way of limiting presidential authority and 
reasserting congressional responsibility for 
the use of armed force, no doubt a large ma­
jority of Americans would be in favor of it. 
If making war could indeed be made once 
again a. matter of democratic debate and de­
cision, such a development would, in theory 
at least, be a splendid thing. 

But the ha1·d fact is that the war-making 
power of the Congress, as envisaged by the 
framers of the Constitution, is a myth. It has 
been "usurped" by the executive not because 
of any abdication of responsibility by the 
Congress or the arrogance of a succession of 
Presidents, but because of the cold realities 
of the nuclear age. 

No President in his right Inind would 
dream of asking Congress for a declaration 
of war today, and no one is arguing that he 
should. The Cooper-Church amendment does 
not challenge the authority of the President 
to commit American forces in the first place. 
It seeks rather to impose arbitrary limita­
tions on the President's authority to conduct 
the confiict after it begins. 

This is, to say the least, a curiously nega­
tive way for Congress to assert it constitu­
tional responsibilities. It proposes to limit the 
effective war-making power of the President 
without providing any realistic substitute for 
it. In the very unlikely event that this doc­
trine were to be embodied into law the effect 
could be to neutralize American power as a 
factor in the global balance, with results that 
are only too predictable. 

USURPATION Bm SEEN IN CONGRESS 
(By David Lawrence) 

Although well-intentioned, the various 
amendments and resolutions being offered in 
both the Senate and the House which seek 
to direct the nature of American military op­
erations abroad-not only in Vietnam but 
everywhere else that trouble may arise-ap­
pear to be plainly in violation of the Con­
stitution. Congress has no right to specify 
how the tasks of the commander-in-chief of 
the armed services shall be performed. 

The latest proposal, however, has speci­
fied how U.S. forces can be committed to 
combat hereafter in the absence of a declar­
ation of war. It states four possible contin­
gencies: To repulse a sudden attack on the 
United States or its possessions, to repel any 
hostile operation against our armed forces 
legally stationed abroad, to protect the lives 
and property of American citizens abroad, 
and to comply With a. national commitment 
taken by positive action of Congress and the 
President. 

In these instances, the bill would make the 
military operations dependent upon affirma­
tive action being taken by the Congress to 
sustain action beyond 30 days, and the Con­
gress would have the power to cut the 30-
day period short. 

This usurpation of authority over the com­
mander-in-chief is certainly not in conso­
nance with the constitutional provision 
which flatly states that the President of the 
United States is to be commander-in-chief 
of its armed forces. Again and again, when 
there has been no declaration of war, the 
United States has engaged nevertheless in 
an extensive military operation, as, for in­
stance, in Korea. in 1950. 

In the case of Vietnam, President Lyndon 
B. Johnson did obtain from Congress, · 
through the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution in 
1964, explicit authority to "take all neces-
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sary measures" in Southeast Asia in order 
to defend that area, where military steps 
had already been started for that purpose. 
The country at the time was well acquainted 
with the Vietnam war and its objectives. 

A President can go to Congress and ask 
for its consent to send troops to carry out 
treaty obligations. But this doesn't necessar­
ily require a "declaration of war." It is the 
legal implication of the lat ter term which 
has caused a hesitancy to proclaim such a 
status in the Vietnam war. 

There are some occasions when an official 
declaration of war can result in international 
complications. Mutual-defense agreements or 
treaties of alliance which the belligerents 
have with other governments can be invoked, 
widening the conflict. Formal neutrality 
would have to be proclaimed by some coun­
tries. 

Other problems under international law 
arise once the United States assumes a war­
time status. Normal trade relations are in­
terrupted. Travel to and from this country 
becomes subject to closer inspection, and 
merchant ships on the high seas or in the 
vicinity of the war area might feel uneasy 
when the American fleet is in the same 
waters, because searches can be made to pre­
vent shipment of supplies from reaching the 
enemy. This is not the kind of war the Uni­
ted States wanted to wage anyway, 

Now particularly the United States gov­
ernment feels that American participation of 
any consequence will be brought to an end 
within the next two years. So there is no 
desire to become involved with any declara­
tions by Congress about a "state of war." 

President Nixon has promised that by the 
end of June, which is less than two weeks 
away an American troops will be withdrawn 
from Cambodia. Surely the members of Con­
gress who have been assiduously trying to 
pass resolutions on the subject of suspend­
ing fund for further military projects in 
Cambodia could wait at least a fortnight. 
There is really no need for any legislation 
on the subject of Cambodia. 

The American people are watching what 
is happening on Capital Hill, and next No­
vember all members of the House and a third 
of the Senate will be up for re-election. The 
"silent majority" of their constituents are 
still a powerful factor. From a political 
standpoint, the dissidents would be wiser to 
spend their time on domestic legislation, so 
much of which has been neglected while 
Cambodia has been getting attention it 
doesn't deserve. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CRIME 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I wish 

to remind Congress of our responsibility 
in facing and dealing with the serious 
crime problem in the District of Colum­
bia, since Congress has chosen to retain 
virtually exclusive governmental author­
ity within the District. 

To this end, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD a list of 

·crimes committed within the District 
yesterday as reported by the Washing­
ton Post. Whether the list grows longer 
or shorter depends on Congress. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
BUS DRIVER WOUNDED IN HIP BY MAN AT STOP 

HOLDING GUN 

A D.C. Transit bus driver was shot yester­
day morning when he stopped at 7th and P 
Streets NW to pick up a passenger. Police 
said it was an unprovoked attack and no 
robbery was attempted. 

James F. Mongelluzzo, 58, of 1101 Agnew 
Rd., Rockville, was shot twice in the hip 
while the 15 passengers on his northbound 

Georgia Ave. bus looked on. He was reported 
in good condition at the Washington Hos­
pital Center. 

The driver stopped his bus and opened the 
doors for a man standing at the stop, police 
said. The man pulled out a gun and shot 
Montgelluzzo, a 28-year veteran with the bus 
company, police stated. 

In other serious crimes reported by area 
police up to 6 p.m. yesterday: 

STABBED 

Duane Blacksheare, of 130 V St. NW, was 
treated at Children's Hospital for shoulder 
injuries he suffered during a fight at his 
home about 6:20p.m. Tuesday with a man 
who stabbed him, then chased him out of the 
building and escaped into the 100 block of 
V Street. 

Michael Akins, of Washington, was admit­
ted to D.C. General Hospital for wounds suf­
fered during an attack about 9:40p.m. Tues­
day. A group of men attacked Akins from be­
hind as he was walking north in the 600 
block of 15th Street NE and began hitting 
him. One of the men struck Akins with a ma­
chete and the group dispersed. 

ROBBED 

Robert Stadler Jr., of Washington, was 
held up about 11:10 p.m. Monday by two 
young men who hailed his taxi at East Cap­
itol Street and Benning Road and asked 
Stadler to drive them to the 3500 block of 
Jay Street NE. When they arrived there, one 
of the passengers pulled out a pistol, placed 
it at Stadler's head and said, "Okay, this is 
it." After a brief struggle, the gunman or­
derd the hacker to get out of the cab and 
robbed him of his change and bills. 

Corlia Green, of Landover, was held up 
shortly before midnight Monday as she was 
getting out of her car on a parking lot in 
the 500 block of Hunt Street NE. A man 
holding a long-barreled revolver approached 
her and warned, "Give me your pocketbook, 
don't say a word. Don't you scream." She 
handed him her purse and the gunman be­
gan running from the lot. When Miss Green 
did scream, the armed man turned and fired 
but did not hit her. Joining two other men, 
he escaped on foot toward Jay Street NE. 

Woodward & Lothrop department store, 
11th and F Streets NW, was robbed about 
5:10p.m. Tuesday. The clerk at the bakery 
counter was counting the day's receipts when 
a youth approached her and threatened, 
"Give it up or I will kill you." Grabbing the 
money, the youth ran up the stairs and fled 
through a side door onto lOth Street. 

Lauren Kaminski, of 490 M St. SW, was 
held up about 9:25 p.m. Tuesday as she was 
entering her apartment building. Two men 
approached her from behind and one of 
them said, "Give me your purse; I have a 
gun," and showed her a small revolver. She 
handed the men her pocketbook and they ran 
west toward 4th Street. 

Ralph Krueger, of Richmond, was beaten 
and robbed about 11:50 p.m. Tuesday, by 
a man armed with a knife, in the hallway of 
a house at 6th and E Streets NW. The armed 
man forced Krueger to remove his clothes, 
took his cash and hit him in the side with 
a broken bottle. The man escaped with the 
clothing and money. 

Dr. John E. Virfistein and Mrs. Bernice M. 
Mills, both of washington, were held up 
about 6:40p.m. TUesday as they were enter­
ing their car at the rear of the 3300 block 
of 16th Street NW. Five men, one of them 
concealing a gun under a sweater draped over 
his arm, approached the couple and warned, 
"This is a holdup. I'll kill you." While the 
gunman held them at bay, his companions 
took from Virfistein a card case full of credit 
cards, a diamond watch and a '32-caliber 
automatic. From Mrs. Mills they took a 
handbag containing cash and charge cards. 
The group fled through an alley into the 
1500 block of Monroe Street NW. 

Dov Bear Kasaghkoff, of Washington, was 
robbed of a large amount of money shortly 
after 5 p.m. TUesday. A large group of men 
congregated around him as he waited for a 
bus at 14th Street and New York Avenue NW. 
As they crowded around and jostled Kasagh­
koff, one of them picked his pocket and es­
caped with his wallet containing personal 
papers and cash. 

Swift Cleaners, 1751 F St. NW, was robbed 
about 4:35p.m. TUesday by two youths who 
approached the employee as he was putting 
the money under the counter. "If anyone 
moves, they will get shot," threatened the 
youths as they grabbed the money. The pair 
escaped with the cash heading north in the 
600 block of 18th Street. 

George Edward Salloom and Mary Terressa, 
both of 806 Massachusetts Ave. NE, were held 
up about 11:55 a.m. Tuesday by two youths 
who forced their way into the house after 
Mary Terressa answered their knock on the 
front door. "Be quiet. Give me your money," 
the intruders ordered and one of them 
pointed a revolver at the couple. They forced 
Salloom to surrender his watch and cash. 
Then the gunman took the money from a 
white purse near the front door while his 
companion entered the dining room. Order­
ing the couple to go upstairs, the pair ran out 
of the front door and fled east to the 800 
block of Massachusetts Avenue NE. 

George Alvin Johnson, of Washington, an 
ice cream vendor, was held up about 10:55 
p.m. TUesday by three armed youths who 
approached him while he was selling ice 
cream from the rear of his truck on Kenil­
worth Avenue NE. While two of the youths 
pointed handguns at Johnson, the third man 
searched his pockets and removed the money. 
After searching the truck for more money, 
the gunmen ran north through an alley 
besides Kenilworth Avenue NE, discarding 
Johnson's license and keys as they fled. 

Mildred A. Oherin, of Washington, was 
treated by her private physician for injuries 
she suffered during a robbery shortly after 
1 p.m. TUesday at 38th Street and Military 
Road NW. A youth approached her asking if 
she knew the time, then grabbed her pocket­
book containing glasses, checks and credit 
cards. Miss Oherin was knocked to the 
ground, injuring her elbows and knees, dur­
ing the scuffle. 

James Oliver Register, of Alexandria, and 
Violet Denkle, of Washington, and Samuel 
Guise, of Oxon Hill, were held up about 12:55 
a.m. in a restaurant in the 2700 block of 
Nichols Avenue SE. A man entered the res­
taurant, sat down beside Guise and ordered 
a beer. The man drew a revolver from his coat 
pocket and ordered Guise and Miss Denkle to 
go to the front door and lock it. After taking 
Guise's cash, the gunman told him to walk 
behind the bar while he opened the cash 
register. The gunman took the bills and coins 
from the register, led Guise and Miss Denkle 
to the rear door and forced Guise to accom­
pany him out of the building. After leading 
him about 30 yards into an alley behind the 
restaurant , the gunman removed Guise's 
watch and ran north in the alley. 

Murray Wells, of 1701 16th St. NW, was 
held up about 10:45 p.m. TUesday by five 
youths who surrounded him at the rear of 
his apartment building. One of them pointed 
a revolver at Wells while the others took his 
watch and wallet. After the robbery, the 
group escaped on foot heading north on the 
parking lot behind the building. 

Tourist Home, 155 11th St. NE, was held up 
about 2: 55 a.m. by a young man and woman 
who entered the lobby and approached the 
clerk, Eulasteen Wright, as if they wanted a 
room. The woman walked to the front door 
as though she were about to leave but, in­
stead, opened the door and let another man 
in. That man went to the clerk, pulled out a 
gun, cocked it, and held it at her face. "Let 
me have all the money and no trouble,'' the 
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gunman ordered and Miss Wright entered 
the rear bedroom to get the cash. The man 
forced her to give him her own money while 
the other man searched the room for addi· 
tional cash. The woman remained at the 
front door as a look-out while the men cut 
the telephone wires and attempted to tie up 
Miss Wright. The trio ran out of the front 
door. 

Ryland M. Brayton, of Wa-shington, was 
held up about 8:50 p.m. Tuesday by two men, 
one of them holding a revolver, while he was 
sitting in has car at Division Avenue and 
Foote Street NE. The gunman ordered Bray­
ton to get out of the car, changed his mind 
and told him to reenter the auto. He then 
reached into the car and removed the bills 
from Brayton's pockets. The pair escaped 
into a wooded area nearby. 

Anthony E. Davis, of Capitol Heights, an 
ice cream vendor, was held up about 9:40 
p.m. Tuesday by two men, one holding a 
pistol, when he stopped his truck at Kenil­
worth and Eastern Avenues NE. The men 
ordered Davis to drive them south on Route 
295 and told him to stop behind the Ana­
costta. Recreation Center, where they entered 
the rear of the truck, opened the cash box 
and removed the money. The pair fled with 
the bills and change, heading south on Route 
295. 

Townsend Miller, an employee of the 
Home Juice Co. of Arlington, was held up 
about 3:55 p.m. Tuesday, when he stopped 
for a traffic light at 3d Street and Virginia 
Avenue SE. "Come on, quick. Give me the 
money before the traffic moves," a youth told 
Miller and pulled a small revolver from under 
his sweater. Miller handed his cash to the 
gunman, who escaped south on 3d Street. 

Tanners Cleaners, 4522 Benning Rd. NE, 
was held up about 2:05 p.m. Tuesday by a 
youth who entered the shop and said to the 
clerk, "Hey, lady, I want some clothes." The 
youth drew a revolver, forced the clerk to 
empty the cash register and escaped with 
the money. 

Mayers Candy and Tobacco Company, Inc., 
5646 3d St. NE, was held up about 5: 10 p .m. 
Tuesday by two men who knocked on the 
front door and told the owner, Irwin Atkins, 
"We came from the liquor store. We have a 
delivery." When Atkins opened the door, one 
of the men drew a revolver and ordered, 
"Keep moving and don't turn around." He 
forced Atkins and an employee, Dave Pet­
rushansky, to the rear of the building where 
another employee, Charles G. Allen, was 
working. The men forced the three victims 
into the office. When a driver for the com­
pany, William E. Hall, knocked on the office 
door, he was admitted by one of the gun­
men who placed a revolver at his head. While 
the four employees lay on the floor and the 
gunmen watched them, the other man put 
on a pair of gloves, and began ransacking the 
office. After removing the bills and change 
from the safe, the pair took the wallets from 
the employees and fled from the building. 

Louis Briscoe, of Washington, was held up 
about 1:30 a.m. Tuesday by two youths who 
approached him as he was walking west in 
the 4700 block of C Street NE. "Do you have 
a match?" they asked and Biscoe replied 
"No." One of them then said, "This is it," 
and placed a pistol at Briscoe's abdomen. 
His partner pulled out a sawed-off shotgun, 
searched Briscoe' pockets and removed the 
money and papers. The gunmen then fled 
south on Benning Road. 

James H. and Theresa Padgett, both of 
the 600 block of Lebaum Street SE, were held 
up about 9: 50 p.m. Monday by three youths 
with pistols who approached them at their 
h ome. "Give me your money," one of the 
yout hs demanded and took Padgett's wallet. 

Thelma M. Wilson, of Washington, was 
beaten and robbed of a large amount of 
money by two men who attacked her in the 
700 block of H Street NE, knocked her to the 

ground and fled south on 8th Street with her 
pocketbook containing the cash, food stamps 
and personal papers. 

Gas station, 2125 14th St. NW, was held up 
about 12: 10 p.m. Tuesday by a young man 
who entered the station and asked an attend­
ant, "Where is the boss?" When the employee 
replied that he was not there, the man placed 
a revolver at the attendant's side and said, 
"This is a holdup. Give me the money." The 
gunman led the attendant to the cash drawer 
and forced him to empty the money into a 
brown paper bag. The armed man then turned 
to another employee, Dock Green, who was 
working in the station, and demanded his 
money. When Green said he had none, the 
gunman searched him. Then James Worshey 
drove into the station for some gas and asked, 
"What's happening here?" Worshery was then 
forced to give the armed man his money 
pouch and herded into the men's room with 
the employees while the gunman made his 
escape. 

David L. Green, of Washington, an ice 
cream vendor, was held up about 4:05 p.m. 
Tuesday at the corner of Jefferson and Chil­
lum Places NE. Two men approached Green 
and asked for ice cream. When he turned to 
get their orders, one of them placed a revolver 
at his back and said, "Give me your money." 
Green handed the pair the coins from his 
change carrier and his bills and they fled west 
in the 400 block of Kennedy Street NE. 

Harold Howard, of 2700 Texas Ave. SE, was 
held up about 1:30 a.m. Tuesday by two wom­
en, one armed with a knife, who demanded 
his money. When Howard said he had none, 
one of the women threatened to shoot him 
and took his wallet. After taking a statue 
and clock from his apartment, the women ran 
out of the building and drove off in a white 
car. 

Cut Rate TV store, 1727 21st St., NW, was 
held up about 9:05a.m. by two men who en­
tered the shop and asked the owner, Rubin 
Phillips, of Wheaton, about repairing a color 
television set. The men then left the store 
but returned shortly. One of them ap­
proached Phillips, held a knife at his throat 
and demanded money. Taking the cash and a 
watch from Phillips, the pair fled on foot. 

Robert R. Johnson, of Washington, was 
held up shortly after noon by two men who 
approached him in the 500 block of U Street 
NW. One of them pulled out a gun and 
forced Johnson, to give them his cash then 
escaped with his partner, heading east' on u 
Street. 

STOLEN 
An adding machine, two electric type­

writers and a calculator, with a total value 
of $525, were stolen sometime between 9 
p .m. Monday and 9 a.m. Tuesday from Murch­
ison Realty Mortgage Banking, 3005 Georgia 
Ave. , NW. 

Two AM-FM radios, three adding machines 
and two IBM electric typewriters, with a to­
tal value of $1,446, were stolen between 5 
p.m. June 5 and 8:30a.m. June 8 from the of­
fice building at 6200 Kansas Ave., NE. 

A piano, two chairs, a television set, a stereo 
set, a bedroom set, a projector, an adding 
machine, a tape recorder, a typewriter and 
an assortment of kitchen goods, with a total 
value of $1,337, were stolen from the home of 
Lee Hawke, a Justice Department attorney, 
at 1000 6th St., sw. 

An adding machine was stolen from a desk 
at Scott Montgomery School, 421 P St., NW. 
some time before noon Tuesday. 

Two tape recorders were stolen between 5 
p.m. Friday and 2 p.m. Tuesday from the 
storage room at Federal City College, 1321 H 
St., NW. 

An assortment of tools valued at $1,600 was 
stolen between 7 p.m. Tuesday and 6 :45a.m. 
yesterday from Presley Auto Repair shop, 
1337 H St., NE. 

An oil painting of an old philosopher 
framed in a large carved gilt frame and 

valued at $550 was stolen between 10 p.m. 
Monday and 9 a.m. Tuesday from the art shop 
of Theodore A. Cooper at 2727 29th St., NW. 

Seven antique clocks worth a total of 
$2,760 were stolen between 5 p .m. Monday 
and 9:30 a.m. Tuesday from Dennis Cory 
when his shop at 2918 M St., NW. was bur­
glarized. 

DESTRUCTION OF ARTISTIC AND 
ARCHEOLOGICAL HERITAGE 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, future 
generations will judge us not only for 
the careless way we have eaten away the 
earth's natural resources but, as well, for 
the ever-increasing rate at which we are 
destroying the artistic and archeologi­
cal heritage of earlier civilizations. 

Mrs. Clemency Coggins, of the Fogg 
Museum of Art at Harvard University, 
has, for example, recently documented 
a terrifying record of recent destruction 
of the remaining Mayan sculpture in 
Guatemala and Mexico, and has said 
that "not since the 16th century has a 
Latin American country been so ruth­
lessly plundered." The press has carried a 
number of other stories of the plunder­
ing of ancient art treasures in Italy, the. 
Middle East, Turkey, and elsewhere. 

Much of the stolen material finds its 
way into private collections and muse­
ums in this country. 

This problem has recently received 
close attention from a panel of the Amer­
ican Society of International Law and, 
at a meeting in Paris, of the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific, and 
Cultural Organization-UNESCO. The 
UNESCO conference developed a pro­
posal for a broad-scale international con­
vention to control illicit smuggling of 
irreplaceable national art treasures. And 
the members of the American Society of 
International Law panel not only pro­
vided counsel and advice to our effective 
U.S. delegation to the conference but, in 
their individual capacities, have more 
particularly proposed several important 
legislature measures for the United 
States to complement the convention. 

I understand that these matters are 
now under active consideration in the 
executive. I applaud the State Depart­
ment's interest and concern. The Senate 
and Congress will want to give its most 
serious consideration to the executive's 
proposals when they are put before us. 

I ask unanimous consent to have print­
ed in the RECORD an exchange of corre­
spondence between the Secretary of State 
and William D. Rogers, a lawyer of 
Washington, D.C., with, as it happens, 
almost the same name, who served as 
chairman of the panel. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE AMERICAN SOCIETY OF INTER­
NATIONAL LAW, 

Washington, D.C., Apri l 3, 1970. 
Hon. WILLIAM P. ROGERS, 
The Secretary of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I enclose herewith 
two Resolutions recently adopted by the 
members-in their individual capacities-of 
the Panel on the International Movement of 
National Art Treasures of the American so­
ciet y of International Law. 
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The two Resolutions are directly relevant 

to the meeting of the United Nations Educa­
tional, Scientific and Cultural Organization, 
to be held this month in Paris. The meeting 
will consider a draft UNESCO "Oonvention 
of Cultural Property." We have therefore 
thought it fit and appropriate to bring these 
Resolutions to your attention. 

In the view of the Panel, certain aspects 
of the international movement of national 
art treasures are reaching the crisis point. 
Archaeological and esthetic values are being 
destroyed at an increasing rate by illegal 
treasure hunters-witness the Mayan carv­
ings of Middle America. Art smuggling is in­
creasing~o the experts say. And the mu­
seums of this country are coming under in­
creasing attack abroad for what appears to 
some to be undiscriminating acquisition of 
the cultural properties of other peoples, 
without regard to the legitimacy of the 
origin of that property-as recent newspaper 
stories have made clear. 

Accordingly, as the two Resolutions set 
forth, the Panel members have decided to 
recommend that the President be armed with 
emergency legislative authority to prohibit 
the importation into the United States of 
designated artistic and historic works of cul­
tural heritage, at the same time as the United 
States works with other nations to expand 
legitimate art exchanges. The Panel has also 
urged the world community to take immedi­
ate measures to rescue the remaining threat­
ened Mayan stone carvings. In addition, the 
Panel has through other channels urged the 
private museums of this country to adopt 
new self-restraining policies on acquisitions 
and has given its extended and careful anal­
ysis to the UNESCO Draft Convention, which 
analysis was summarized in a letter from 
me to Miss Annis Sandvos of the Department 
of State on November 26, 1969. 

I enclose a list of the members of the 
Panel. As you can see, the Panel included a 
number of eminent leaders of the bar, of the 
museum community, of collectors, dealers, 
archaelogists and scientists throughout the 
country. While the Panel could not pretend 
to speak for all conceivable interests, it did 
express a broadly-based sense of concern and 
has set down several measures worthy, at 
least, of early public policy consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosures. 
WILLIAM D. ROGERS. 

RESOLUTION 

I. 

Members of the Panel are of the view that 
the Congress of the United States should 
adopt legislation to enable the President to 
prohibit importation into the United States 
of such archeological, architectural and 
other artistic and historic works constitut­
ing an es'sential part of the national cultural 
heritage of the country of origin as the 
President may from time to time designate 
a.nd as shall have been exported, after such 
designation, from the country of origin con­
trary to its laws. Each such designation must 
of course be sufficiently precise to give fair 
notice to all interested parties, including 
owners, dealers, museums and public offi­
cials, of whether specific objects are in fact 
banned, and should be based upon the ad­
vice of a qualified commission, which shall 
include representation of U.S. museums, 
scholars, dealers and collectors, that ( 1) 
prohibiting importation is necessary to pre­
vent serious jeopardy to the national cul­
tural heritage of the country of origin; and 
( 2) the export programs and policies of the 
country of origin fairly take into account 
both that country's national interest in the 
protection and preservation of such works 
and the legitimate interests of the United 
States and other nations of the world in 
the movement of such works as a. part of 
the cultural life of their people. 

The members of the Panel are also of the 

view that the United States should work 
with other countries toward a reexamina­
tion of their import and export programs 
and policies to assure that these retloot fair 
accommodation of the various values af­
fected, including not only the value of pre­
serving the national patrimony of the coun­
tries of the world but also the significant 
educational and cultural values served by 
the lawful movement of art across interna­
tional boundaries. 

n. 
The members of this Panel are of the view 

that urgent steps should be taken to pro­
hibit the importation into the United States 
of pre-Columbian monumental and archi­
tectural sculpture and murals hereaf.ter ex­
ported without the consent of the export­
ing country, and that, for their part, these 
countries should take effective action to 
deter defacement, destruction and illegal ex­
port of these works. 

INTERNATIONAL MOVEMENT OF NATIONAL ART 
TREASURES 

William D. Rogers, Esq. (Chairman), Arnold 
& Porter, 1229 Nineteenth Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Professor Paul M. Bator (Rapporteur), 
Harvard Law School, Cambridge, Massachu­
setts 02138 

Ralph G. Albrecht, Esq., 520 East 86th 
Street, New York, New York 10028 

Miss Elizabeth Benson, Curator, Pre­
Columbia Museum, Dumbarton Oaks, 1703-
32nd Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20007 

Ronald Bettauer, Esq., Office of the Assist­
ant Legal Advisor for United Nations Affairs, 
Room 6418, Department of State, Washing­
ton, D.C. 20520 

Professor J. 0. Brew, Peabody Museum of 
Archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard Univer­
sity, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 

Mrs. Clemency Coggins, 48 Islington Road, 
Auburndale, Massachusetts 02166 

Dudley T. Easby, Esq., Curator, Primitive 
Art Section, Metropolitan Museum of Art. 
Fifth Avenue and 82nd Street, New York, 
New York 10024 

Dr. Gordon Ekholm, Curator of Mexican 
Archeology, American Museum of Natural 
History, Central Park West and 79th Street, 
New York, New York 10024 

Gilbert F. Edelson, Esq., Rosenman, Colin, 
Kaye, Petschek, Freund & Emil, 575 Madison 
Avenue, New York, New York 10022 

Mr. Andre Emmerich, Andre Emmerich 
Gallery, 41 East 57th Street, New York, New 
York 10022 

Dr. Clifford Evans, Curator, Department of 
Anthropology, U.S. Nwtional Museum of Nat­
ural History, Smithsonian Institute, Wash­
ington, D.C. 20560 

Ernest R. Feidler, Esq., Secretary, Treasurer 
and General Counsel, National Gallery of Art, 
Washington, D.C. 20565 

L. Ward Hamilton, Esq., Assistant General 
Counsel, The Smithsonian Institution, Wash­
ington, D.C. 20560 

Ashton Hawkins, Esq., Secretary, Metro­
politan Museum of Art. 

Mr. Jay C. Leff, President, Fayette Bank, 
Uniontown, Pennsylvania 

Robert Macerate, Esq., Sullivan & Crom­
well, 48 Wall Street, New York, New York 
10005 

James A. R. Nafziger, American Society of 
International Law, 2223 Massachusetts Ave­
nue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20008 

Robert B. Orr, Esq., Room 5600, Rocke'feller 
Plaza, New York, New York 10020 

Peter G. Powers, Esq., General Counsel, 
The Smithsonian Institution, Washington, 
D.C. 20560 

Dr. Charles Rozaire, Curator of Archeology, 
Los Angeles County Museum of Natural His­
tory, 900 Exposition Boulevard, Los Angeles, 
California. 90027 

Samuel A. Stern, Esq., 900 Farragut Build­
ing, 90Q-17th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20006 

THE SECRETARY OF STAT!:, 
washington, D.C., April 24, 1970. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. ROGERS, 
The American Society of International Law. 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR BILL: Thank you for your letter of 

April 3 enclosing two resolutions recently 
adopted by members-in their individual 
capacitie~f the Panel on the Interna­
tional Movement of National Art Treasures 
of the American Society of International 
Law. 

As you know the Department has been 
deeply concerned about the problem ad­
dresSed by these resolutions."We believe that 
practical steps should be taken on the inter­
national plane, as well as by the countries 
directly concerned, to control illicit activities 
that can destroy irreplaceable cultural re­
sources. We also believe that the interna­
tional movement of art in legitimate chan­
nels serves important educational and cul­
tural values and enhances mutual respect 
and friendly relations among peoples and 
states. We therefore welcome this initiative 
taken by a distinguished group of scientists, 
attorneys, art dealers and scholars. The 
Panel's resolutions will be given careful 
consideration, and I have already taken steps 
to initiate the necessary stafr studies and 
consultations with the other U.S. agencies 
most directly concerned. 

I also wish to take this opportunity to ex­
press my appreciation for the advice and 
assistance g1 ven to the Department o'! State 
by the Panel of the American Society of In­
ternational Law in regard to the draft Con­
vention on the Means to Prohibit and Pre­
sent the nucit Import, Export and Transfer 
of Ownership of Cultural Property now being 
considered in UNESCO, and in regard to the 
treaty now being negotiated with the Gov­
ernment of Mexico relating to the Recovery 
and Return of stolen Archeological, Histori­
cal and CUltural Property. We will of course 
take these developments into account in con­
sidering further steps in this matter. 

With best personal regards, 
Sincerely, 

WILLIAM P. ROGERS. 

CHARLES P. McCORMICK 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, Balti­
more, the State of Maryland, and the 
Nation lost a distinguished citizen Tues­
day with the passing of Charles P. Mc­
Cormick, chairman emeritus of Mc­
Cormick & Co. Mr. McCormick, a busi­
nessman, author, artist, and leader of 
the Baltimore community, was 74. 

I ask unanimous consent that his obit­
uary, published in Wednesday's Balti­
more Sun, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the obituary 
was ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 

MCCORMICK, SPICE IMPORT LEADER, DIES 
Charles P. McCormick, businessman, au­

thor, artist, and dynamic leader in many af­
fairs of his city, state and nation, died yes­
terday. He was 74. 

A spokesman for the family said Mr. Mc­
Cormick died at 5 P.M. at University Hospi­
tal, where he was taken Sunday after a 
heart attack. 

Mr. McCormick was chairman emeritus 
of McCormick & Company, a family firm 
which he took over in the depths of the De­
pression, and which turned into the largest 
spice and tea firm in the world. He retired 
last August as chairman of the firm, a post 
he had held since 1955. 

As a result of progressive ideas advanced 
for his own business, he wrote books which 
went into several editions here and abroad, 
and numerous articles which attracted at­
tention of economists and management of 
many types of industry. 
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MAN WITH IDEAS 

He was an advocate of multiple-manage­
ment, which embodies use of various boards, 
junior and senior, generating ideas and prac­
tices for improvement of companies. His 
book entitled "Multiple-Management" was 
brought out in 1937. "Power of People," 
completed in 1949 was another volume 
which embodies "revolutionary" ideas to 
some, but to Charley McCormick was a work­
ing out of the best opportunities in our 
free economy. 

Despite intensive work in developing his 
firm, Mr. McCormick found time to devote 
large portions of his very active days to 
civic affairs. 

Among the more recent was his chair­
manship of the Board of Regents of the 
University of Maryland and of the Civic 
Center Committee. 

He guided the Civic Center Commission 
through its years of controversy before the 
final definition of the center's needs and 
the selection of a site. Mr. McCormick did 
not retire from the Civic Center Commis­
sion until 1965, when he could leave assured 
that it was functioning profitably. 

DmECT CONFRONTATION 

His years as chairman of the Board of Re­
gents brought him into direct confrontation 
with students seeking a greater voice in the 
administration of the University of Mary­
land. 

Faced last year with student demands for 
representation on the Board of Regents, Mr. 
McCormick would not accept the idea. 

"Sure they can give their complaints," he 
conceded at the time, but he added that being 
a regent would take too much time from a 
young person's studies. 

When one student pressed the point, as­
serting, "I just want to express our concern" 
over a lack of voice in making university 
policy, Mr. McCormick retorted: "You keep 
stressing it, but it's our responsibility, not 
yours." 

He was elected last year to the Hospital 
Cost Analysis Service, Inc., an independent 
non-profit agency which studies and evalu­
ates hospitals costs in the state. 

Last December he was one of three Balti­
moreans to receive the George L. Radcliffe 
Humanitarian Award for his work with the 
March of Dimes. 

Among his business and civic activities, 
Mr. McCormick became a member of the 
board of the Federal Reserve Bank of Rich­
mond in 1939, and was its chairman in 1952. 

In 1963 he served as chairman of the 
membership drive of the Baltimore Symphony 
Orchestra. 

IN MANUFACTURER'S GROUP 

In 1938 he was president of the Better 
Business Bureau of Baltimore, and in 1943 a 
director of the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, and also on the board of the Na­
tional Association of Manufacturers. 

For many years he was on the advisory 
council of the Department of Commerce. 

In 1942, he headed the Russian War Relief 
campaign in Baltimore seeking drugs for the 
Russian war victiins; in 1949 he became em­
ployer delegate to the International Labor 
Organization Conference at Geneva, designed 
to hammer out many management and labor 
problems of many nations; in 1955 he was 
vice chairman of that conference. 

DOUBTED RUSSIANS' WORD 

It was at those parleys he became very 
skeptical of the Russian participation and 
noted Soviet designs to frustrate better 
understanding throughout the world. He 
was quite outspoken on the subject. 

Returning from Europe in 1959, he said: 
"The Cold War is in a new phase, and 

America is not winning it. We must realize 
that we are entering a new era of competi­
tion. We've reached a stalemate militarily, 
but we are going to be battling for our lives 
economically." 

In 1942, he was a member of a committee 
of six who surveyed the Army's methods of 
procuring, storing and distributing food. 

In 1958 and 1959 he was national chair­
man of the Heart Fund Drive, and in the 
latter year he was on a NATO subcommittee 
at London for a parley on Western economic 
policies. 

KEPT INTEREST IN THE NAVY 

He had served as an enlisted man in the 
Navy in the First World War. He never lost 
his interest there and his desk and office al­
ways being decorated with things nautical. 
It was at this desk a circular bar-shaped af­
fair born of prohibition antipathy, that he 
carried on interviews and business confer­
ences, while at the same time ·often working 
on colored drawings which later in ceramics 
became part of telling the story of a vast 
and interesting world-wide spice firm. He 
was adept at other art works also. 

He did paintings, figurines in wood, draw­
ings of many types for greeting cards and 
for company packaging, an avocation of a 
very busy man. The Friendship Court, which 
depicts an old English tea house, was an­
other outgrowth of his artistry and a high­
light for visitors at the McCormick Building. 

For Mr. McCormick was a showman, too, 
an unusual combination of a business man 
with tough business sense and a man with 
artistic warmth who believed in and prac­
ticed the golden rule. 

RECEIVED MANY HONORS 

His continuous interest in the Navy led to 
an award in 1959 from the Navy League for 
outstanding service as chairman of the Ad­
visory Council on Naval Affairs. 

In the last few years, among other cita­
tions he had received the Golden Deeds 
Award from the Exchange Club; was honored 
by the Maryland region of the National Con­
ference of Christfans and Jews for distin­
guished service in the field of human rela­
tions; received the Youth and Achievement 
Award from the B'nai B'rith; and was cited 
as the Big Brother of the Year (1959) by 
the Jewish Brother League and the Big Bro­
thers of Baltimore. 

Mr. McCormick was one of the leaders who 
brought professional football to the city, and 
served a.s chairman of the first Colts Football 
Club. 

FOR THE UNSUNG HEROES 

His interest in sports at another level 
took a sentimental turn with his founding 
of the Unsung Heroes Award, through which 
school boy players who never heard the 
crowd cheer them on as stars of a game be­
came guests at an annual banquet and re­
ceived honors for their "unsung" play. 

While they thought new ideas were greatly 
needed by American business, and Mr. Mc­
Cormick with free-wheeling vocabulary never 
failed to urge them, he continued to believe 
ours is the best way of life. 

"Too many bankers and industrialists," 
he wrote in 1949, "associate with their own 
clique exclusively; too many labor men 
travel only with their fellows. 

"There's nothing wrong with capitalism, 
but there's a lot wrong with some of the 
people who use it. American living is the best 
the world has ever seen. But of wha.t last­
ing use will it be if we do not learn how 
to get along better with one another?" 

The process of developing management 
at all levels meant sharing work and respon­
sibility, and Mr. McCormick always was will­
ing to share the credit of success in the com­
pany. But there was never any doubt that 
management stemmed from the top. 

CONDITIONS IN 1932 

He described conditions in the firm (where 
he began in a lowly job, lived the hard 
life of a salesman, and was fired at least 
tentatively four times as vice president at 
the time he took over on the death of 
his uncle in 1932. 

Employee morale and working conditions 
were low. But he reduced working hours, 
raised wa.ges, set up junior boards, installed 
profit-sharing, bonus and pension plans, also 
organizing other company advisory boards. 
Soon the company was out of the red. Other 
and larger companies have adopted the plan. 

BORN IN MEXICO 

Charles Perry McCormick was born in 
Morella, Mexico, on June 9, 1896, the son 
of the Rev. and Mrs. Hugh Pendleton Mc­
Cormick. His father was a Baptist mission­
ary, and he received his education first in 
Puerto Rico, in Paris, in Alabama and Vir­
ginia, and then at Baltimore City College 
and the Johns Hopkins University. He was 
first employed by his company in 1912, be­
came vice president in 1928, president in 
1932, and chairman in 1955. 

Mr. McCormick was married in 1921 to 
Marion Hinds. They were divorced in No­
vember, 1943, and later that month he was 
married in New York to Mrs. Anne Wollman 
McPhail. 

In addition to his wife, Mr. McCormick is 
survived by three sons, Charles P. McCor­
mick, Jr., a vice president of commercial 
development in the spice firm; Robert N. 
McCormick, a sales executive in the company, 
and Lt. John G. McCormick, who is stationed 
with the Army in New Orleans. 

He is also survived by a daughter, Mrs. 
Paul E. Welsh, of Baltimore and seven grand­
children. 

MISGUIDED ATTACK AGAINST 
GREECE 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I do 
not understand why some critics con­
tinue their misguided attack against 
Greece. Greece is a keystone of NATO 
in the Mideast, and it is most important 
that , the Government of Greece be 
friendly toward the West and opposed 
to communism. 

By any such standards, the present 
Government of Greece is such a govern­
ment. Given the chaotic situation which 
Greece faced, the present regime has 
been working hard at a difficult task. It 
is a stern government· but one which is 
well adapted to the situation. 

The current issue of the weekly news 
magazine Human Events contains a fine 
analysis of the situation by Mr. DeWitt 
Copp. Mr. Copp thoroughly refutes the 
false charges which have been raised 
against Greece and points out that the 
Greek position is actually that of mod­
eration and pacification in the troubled 
Mideast. There have been few such ob­
jective articles in the Washington press, 
so I wish to thank Mr. Copp for his 
careful work and his courage. Human 
Events is to be congratulated for pub­
lishing so fine a piece. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the article, entitled "Foes 
Continue Misguided Attack Against 
Greece," published in Human Events 
for June 6, 1970, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

FOES CONTINUE MisGUIDED ATTACK 
AGAINST GREECE 

(By DeWitt S. Oopp) 
When Greek Communist composer Mikos 

Theodorakis arrived in Paris on April 13 
in the company of French leftist author 
Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber, one would 
have thought from reading accounts in the 
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liberal press here and abroad that Serva.n­
Schreiber had single-handedly invaded 
Greece and, with magnificent coura.ge, 
snatched Theodora.kis from the wicked 
clutches of the overlords of the Greek gov­
ernment. The composer referred to Servan­
Schreiber as his "kidnapper and political 
friend," and, with a. touching display of mod­
esty, Servan-Schreiber declared he had inter­
vened personally in the case to help bring 
democracy back to Greece. 

Since then, others such as Jacqueline Ken­
nedy Ona.ssis have stepped forward to claim 
a hand in helping to obtain the release of 
the former deputy of the Communist-di­
rected United Democratic party. 

Few news accounts, including Theodora­
kis' statement, bothered to give credit where 
it was due. It was the Greek government, 
and no one else, which was responsible for 
the release and departure of the militant 
Communist composer. 

Further, the decision to release him was 
made long before April and far in advance 
of Servan-Schreiber's "heroic" visit to Athens 
on Theodora.kis' behalf. In December 1969 
it was indicated to this reporter by one of 
the leading Greek ofilcials that Theodorakis 
was going to be permitted to leave the coun­
try "within the next few months" and in 
the first week of March I was told he would 
be freed "soon." 

In view of the increasing tempo of press 
attacks, and the verbal abuse by certain 
members of Congress against the government 
of Prime Minister George Papadopoulos, the 
above point is an important one, for the ac­
cusations against Greece--whether made by 
the Council of Europe in its 1,200-page cry 
of "torture" or by Sen. Stephen Young (D­
Ohio) , who says "the people of Greece have 
been living under a dictatorship little dif­
ferent from Nazi Germany"-do not stand 
up under careful investigation and scrutiny. 

THREAT OF RED TAKEOVER 

The present regime began three years 
ago in the pre-dawn hours of April 21, 1967, 
when a. handful or Greek military ofilcers 
moved to take control of their country. 
Their actions weTe swift and, with the ex­
ception of one death, bloodless. Their fun­
damental reason for the seizure was their 
belief that their country-already suffering 
from sustained violence and upheaval­
was on a collision course with a Commu­
nist-inspired civil war. 

Despite recent statements to the contrary 
by the Council of Europe, evidence subse­
quently produced by the Greek government 
shows clearly enough that the aim of the 
Greek Communist party and its grab-~ag 
of leftist followers was to foment civil 
strife and, under the all-encompassing ban­
ner of "democracy," implant its iron rule. 

Anyone who has studied this documented 
evidence, which gives names, dates, resolu­
tions and directives'--anyone knowing any­
thing about the history of the Communist 
movement in the last 50 years-would be 
satisfied that the fears of the men who 
stepped into poweT to head the Commu­
nists off at Thermopylae, so to speak, were 
correct. During the month of March and 
part of April, I had the opportunit;y to 
question many Greeks from all walks of life 
on this subject, and most believed "the Col­
onels" were right in their f'ears. 

Now, three years have passed. The men 
who took control are still in control, for­
mer Army Col. George Papadopoulos re­
mains prime minister. And with the in­
creasing reports of "torture," "brutality" 
and "repression," the question naturally 
arises: What is the real situation in Greece 
today? Throughout the months of March 
and April, three major events occupied the 
attention o! most Greeks and they will 
serve as a. focal point to supply the answer. 

On March 8 an attempt was made on 

the life of Archbishop Makarlos of Cyprus. 
Directly thereafter, such newspapers as the 
International Herald Tribune made strong 
implications that the Greek ~vernment in 
Athens was behind the assassination plot 
against the popular Cypriot leader. 

On March 11, I was granted a personal 
interview with Prime Minister Papadopou­
los and I put the question of these im­
plications to him. 

This was his response: 
"Today, a careful study of the situation 

in Cyprus can only lead one to believe 
that the islanders are ready to jump at 
each other's throats the moment they are 
given the chance. The only unifying factor 
in existence at present, is found in the per­
son-and the personality-of the Arch­
bishop. He alone can insure peace among the 
people. 

"Therefore, upon careful assessment of the 
situation, it would not be rational on our 
part to wish to destroy the only factor that 
keeps peace on the island. If anyone wants 
to believe that the Greek government wishes 
to promote slaughter, then they can agree 
with the Herald Tribune, but I should make 
it clear that not only are we opposed to tak­
ing the life of our friends-and the Arch­
bishop is one of our best--we have also 
proven our leniency toward those who at­
tempted to take our own lives." 

In this last remark, the prime minister 
was referring to the attempt made against 
him in 1968 and his commutation of the 
death sentence of this would-be assassin. 

In addition to what the prime minister 
said, and what all Greeks, but apparently 
few outsiders knew, the critically wounded 
helicopter pilot who saved the Archbishop's 
life (after being shot three times in the 
stomach) was Major Zacharias Papadoyian­
nis, the most proficient helicopter pilot in 
the Greek army. He had been assigned on 
loan to Makarios by the Papadopoulos gov­
ernment shortly after it took power. 

The second of the recent major events oc­
curred soon after the Makarios incident when 
Ethnos, an Athenian daily, published an in­
terview with Ioannis Zigdis, a former Minis­
ter of Industry. In the interview Zigdis main­
tained that the recent "tragic events in 
Cyprus" could only be handled properly by 
a government of national unity in Greece 
and that the present government must go. 

Responsible Greeks from all walks of life, 
however, recognize the only way any govern­
ment in Athens can handle the explosive sit­
uation in Cyprus is by not rocking the boat. 
Enosis-union with Greece--has long been 
the battle cry of Greek Cypriots, but often 
for partisan political reasons having nothing 
to do with union, but rather with a. cen­
turies-old hatred for the Turkish minority 
on the island. But let any Greek government 
play to the Enosis singers and it would risk 
a full-scale war with Turkey, because Enosis 
would mean eviction or worse for the Turkish 
Cypriots. 

A war between Greece and Turkey would 
play nicely into the hands of the Soviets. lt 
would wreck NATO, and the outcome would 
be catastrophic to the West-not to men­
tion Greece and Turkey. 

Presently, some 3,000 U.N. troops help to 
keep the uneasy peace on the island. But 
the leadership of the Archbishop, as well as 
that of responsible Turkish officials, is a vital 
factor in the maintenance of that peace. 

INTERNECINE CONFLICT 

However, the would-be killers of Makarios 
are not Turks, but Greek Cypriots, and this 
is where the greater danger lies. A manifes­
tation of this internecine conflict came with 
the murder of Polycarpos Yorgadjes, a for­
mer member of Makarios' cabinet who had 
come to oppose the Archbishop and was sus­
pected of being behind the plot to kill him. 

Thus, when Zigdis made his statement in 
Ethnos, he was injecting his not very expert 

opinion into a. very delicate situation. Fur­
ther, it appeared that he was using the 
Cypriot problem as an excuse to call for the 
abolition of the present government. 

The result was swift. Zigdis, two editors 
and the three publishers of Ethnos were 
jailed on charges "of spreading false rumors 
likely to cause alarm and despondency." 
They were tried before a military court, de­
clared their innocence and were found 
guilty of the charges. The sentences were 
unusually harsh, ranging from 13 months 
to five years in prison, with fines from over 
$6,000 to $10,000. On top of this, with its 
publishers and editorial staff unable to per­
form, Ethnos announced it was suspending 
publication. 

Press reports and editorials in the United 
States and in Western Europe were bitterly 
critical. There was no freedom of the press 
in Greece, it was charged, and anyone who 
dared to speak out for democracy would 
find himself behind bars. In Cyprus the trial 
was front-page news, as were the courtroom 
statements of Zigdis, who spoke forcefully 
about the abuse of his political rights, but 
said nothing about Cyprus, the issue over 
which he had made his claim. 

Oddly enough, neither did news reports 
from Paris, Washington or New York. In 
fact, in all the news stories the issue of 
Cyprus was lost, the emphasis being placed 
instead on Zigdis' call for a return to par­
liamentary government. 

Totally missed was the point that the 
Papadopoulos government also seeks a re­
turn to parliamentary rule and has been 
carefully and consistently working toward 
that goal. But with the situation in Cyprus 
once again at a point of violent eruption, 
the government would not tolerate the in­
jection of the comments of a former min­
ister of the leftist Papandreou regime into 
a matter whose sensitivity is known to all 
Greeks. 

Cyprus has so many ingredients for trou­
ble. Its Communist party, by percentage of 
population, is the largest in the Western 
world, including Italy. The Soviets have their 
eye on the island and have sent word that 
their Mediterranean fleet stands ready to as­
sist should the occasion arise. Because of its 
location, Cyprus is of major strategic im­
portance to both East and West and its 
pastoral land only thinly veils enm:ities dat­
ing back to the 16th Century. 

To the Greek government, Zigdis' state­
ments and the newspaper's decision to pub­
lish them were irresponsible acts at a critical 
moment and it responded accordingly, not 
so much over the issue of democracy, but 
over Cyprus. 

No one can condone the harshness of the 
sentences and no one can say that the press 
in Greece is totally free to involve itself in 
the foreign affairs of the state. The Greek 
government over-reacted against a. major 
Athenian opposition newspaper and its staff. 
The move was a blunder which opened th~ 
government to legitimate criticism. Now it 
is hoped that, just as Theodorakis was per­
mitted to leave the country, so, too, will the 
sentences of the convicted be commuted. (In 
fact, the sentence of one of the five has al­
ready been revoked.) 

But bad as we judge the mistake from 
here, we can also ask, what government any­
where can cast the first stone when its de­
cisions-or lack of them-are held up to 
public sorutiny? 

Take the Swedish government of Olof 
Pa.Ime, for example. It has led the attack 
against Greece working through the So­
cialist-directed Council of Europe and by 
supplying the exile leftist politician, Andreas 
Papandreou, with funds to carry on his un­
successful intriguing. 

Recently Sweden's foreign minister, Tors­
ten Nilsson, declared Greece to be a. police 
state. But what kind of state is his own­
its prime minister elected by acclamation, 
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its courts granting asylum to U.S. deserters, 
its Parliament voting monetary aid and dip­
lomatic recognition to the North Vietnamese 
and its Socialist politicians ranting against 
U.S. action at home and abroad but strangely 
silent on Soviet and Chinese Communist be­
havior anywhere, including the invasion of 
Czechoslovakia? 

"TORTURE" CHARGES REFUTED 

If Sweden can be held up to the same 
mirror it tries to hold up to Greece, so can 
the 15 countries of the Council of Europe 
who have voted to condemn Greece on :find­
ings made by the Council's Human Rights 
Commission in its 1,200-page report, charg­
ing "torture as an administrative practice of 
the Greek government." 

These charges, though supposedly secret, 
were purposely leaked by the Council to the 
press in December. Now they have been re­
leased in full to the glaring headlines of 
"Torture in Greece.'' 

The :findings are so much hogwash. Inves­
tigations made by the International Red 
Cross and a British all-party team found no 
substance to the charges. 

A State Department officer pointed out, 
when queried on the latest headlines, "If the 
IRC believed that torture was being carried 
out by the Greek government, it would not 
continue to keep its people on the scene.'' 

The commission reached its damning con­
clusion on the basis of the testimony of 
exactly 11 individuals. One of those who 
claimed to have been tortured later con­
fessed he had done so literally at the point 
of a gun, being held hostage by exiled Greek 
Communists. Another, according to the State 
Department, announced he had never testi­
fied a.t all. 

Lost amidst the glaring accusations is the 
!act that it was the Greek government that 
permitted the commission's 18 members to 
come to Athens in the :first place, and it was 
this same so-called dictatorial regime that 
put 200 political prisoners at the commis­
sion's disposal. It would be interesting to 
know how many of the Council's member 
countries would have been so o·bliging under 
the same circumstances. 

As for the investigators, their method of 
operation gives an indication of their atti­
tude. During their 13 days of arduous re­
search in Greece, they were domiciled at the 
Astir Palace Hotel, Athens' newest and posh­
est vacation spot. Located about an hour out­
side the city, in the beach suburb of Vouliag­
meni, the Astir Palace offers a most delight­
ful setting by the sea, and as a place to rest, 
no one could ask for anything more, but as 
a diligent team of investigators out to prove 
torture ... ? 

With regard to the open-mJ.ndedness of 
the hard-working commissioners, one evening 
a group of them descended to the hotel's 
lower-level dining room. Here, the diners were 
being entertained by a gifted young com­
poser. The music was gay and the diners, in 
typical Greek fashion, were having a great 
time, singing and clapping and enjoying 
themselves. 

The investigators summoned the hotel 
manager and angrily accused him of having 
staged the scene, maintaining that the diners 
were simply performers putting on an act 
for their benefit. 

The conclusion of the Human Rights Com­
mission that "torture is an administrative 
practice of the Greek government" is about 
as valid as proclaiming that police brutality 
is an administrative practice of the Nixon 
Administration. 

The third crucial event in recent months 
took place before, during and after the 
Ethnos case and it, too, was a trial. Thirty­
four members of an organization calling it­
self "Democratic Defence" had been charged 
with sedition and, here again, to read about 
the case in the liberal press one would have 
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thought the accused were perfectly justified 
in their efforts. 

The New York Times referred to them as 
"distinguished Athenians," and in its April 
5 edition, the International Herald Tribune 
said that the accused "printed leafiets and 
campaigned for a return to democratic rule 
in Greece," failing to mention that the use 
of bombs was the principal method of cam­
paigning. 

In another story, the New York Times 
mentioned that a defense witness said the 
bombs were no more than :firecrackers to at­
tract attention, neglecting to point out that 
the leader of the group, Prof. Dyonisos Kara­
yorgas, had been arrested in June 1969 when 
one of the "firecrackers" he was holding ex­
ploded and blew off his right hand, injuring 
his face as well. Thirteen time bombs were 
found in his possession. 

Among other tourist spots, the Hilton hotel 
was one of the buildings at which bombs 
were exploded to help bring down the re­
gime. This fact was also ignored in similar 
press accounts of the proceedings. 

What was featured in the stories was the 
belief that those found guilty would receive 
the death penalty. No one did. Seven of the 
34 were acquitted and seven others were 
given suspended sentences, but the thrust of 
the liberal press coverage throughout was 
that it was the Greek government on trial, 
not the bombmakers. 

As further evidence of press bias, two an­
nouncements made by Prime Minister Papa­
dopoulos on April 10 were either given scant 
attention or attacked as being the results 
of outside pressure. There is little doubt, 
in fact, that every move the Greek govern­
ment now makes in its planned return to 
parliamentary government will be clarioned 
by the editorial writers of the New York 
Times, and their ilk, as being the efforts of 
leftist pressure from without. 

One of the prime minister's announce­
ments concerned the release of 350 political 
prisoners leaving approximately 1,100 still 
behind bars and the other declared the res­
toration of Article 10 of the Constitution, 
which protects citizens against arbitrary ar­
rest. 

Full freedom is returning to Greece ac­
cording to plan. Greeks to whom I have 
spoken accept and believe that. They are 
not fools, knaves or puppets, and they un­
derstand the meaning of freedom better 
than most, having had to fight for it three 
times in the past 25 years. In my interview 
with Prime Minister Papadopoulos, he con­
cluded with these words about the future of 
Greece: 

"Here we believe in the formation of a 
state able to live according to the Constitu­
tion voted by the people. We are teaching 
this in our schools and doing our best to 
impart this philosophy to the public so as 
to enable it to live within the new state · 
promised by the Constitution. 

"Either the outside world will accept that 
we mean what we say, or they will consider 
that we are madmen, doing our best to train 
the public in something that we ourselves 
are against. 

"We have not come to our job as politi­
cians, but as dedicated Greeks, determined 
to prevent our country from sliding into the 
abyss. We have made some· progress; we 
will continue to make more." 

On letters mailed from Greece is stamped 
the message: "Come to Greece and Learn the 
Truth.'' This summer approximately two mil­
lion tourists will go to Greece and presumably 
do just that. It is hoped that Reps. Don Ed­
wards (D.-Calif.), Donald M. Fraser (D.­
Minn.) and John Conyers (D.-Mich.), as 
well as Sen. Stephen M. Young (D.-Ohio) , 
will take time off from inserting the critical 
remarks of other non-travelers to Greece in­
to the Congressional Record and join these 
tourists for some truth-seeking themselves. 

THE FUTURE OF SOCIAL 
SECURITY 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, on April 
14, Robert J. Myers, the Chief Actuary of 
the Social Security Administration, sub­
mitted his resignation to the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. The loss 
of Dr. Myers' talents will be sorely felt, 
and the circumstances of his resigna­
tion have caused me considerable con­
cern. 

In an interview published in Nation's 
Business for March, Dr. Myers warned 
that continued expansion of the social 
security program would radically trans­
form the original concept of the system 
and have serious indirect effects upon 
the economy and the Federal budget. Mr. 
President, I request that the text of this 
interview be printed in the REcoRD at the 
cone! usion of my remarks. Dr. Myers was 
especially concerned over the actions of 
certain social security officials who have 
been working in direct opposition to the 
expressed philosophy of the Nixon ad­
ministration. While commending the 
President's social security proposals as a 
"progressive, forward step," soundly fi­
nanced, he denounced those who, con­
trary to the views of the President, seek 
to enlarge the program and eliminate all 
private enterprise participation in the 
economic security area. In his letter to 
Secretary Finch, Dr. Myers stated that: 

It is my deeply held conviction . . . that 
these officials of the Social Security Admin­
istration· have not-and will not-faithfully 
and vigorously serve the Nixon Administra­
tion. Rather, he said, they will exert their 
efforts to expand the Social Security program 
as much as possible by aiding and support­
ing any individuals and organizations that 
are of this expansionist conviction. 

Mr. President, the social security pro­
gram is at a crossroads. The so-called 
"expansionists" would increase cash 
benefit payments to a level sufficient to 
replace virtually the entire take-home 
earnings of 90 to 95 percent of the Na­
tion's workers in the event of retirement 
because of old age or disabilitY. The ex­
pansionists would also like to see all 
medical service either furnished directly 
by the Government, or paid by the Gov­
ernment. Under such a philosophy, Gov­
ernment would take over the entire job of 
providing economic security for the Na­
tion's retired workers. Private insurance 
would have no role in such a system. 

Mr. President, I believe that expan­
sion of the social security program to this 
degree would be unwise. Philosophically 
I do not feel that the Government should 
have such a monopolistic influence; from 
a pragmatic standpoint, and on the basis 
of the past history of Government in­
volvement in this area, I do not believe 
such expansion would represent an im­
provement. In his interview in Nation's 
Business, Dr. Myers discussed the results 
that would likely follow an over-expan­
sion of social security. In personal terms, 
such a policy would have an adverse ef­
fect upon the freedom and individual 
responsibility of the American worker, 
resulting in more and more dependence 
upon the Government. 

In economic terms, a decrease in pri­
vate savings and insurance would alter 
radically the general investment market 
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as we know it today. Without this source 
of financing, the needs of industry would, 
of necessity, have to be met by govern­
ment, with its attendant redtape and 
control. Such action would also increase 
the amount of uncontrollable spending 
in the Federal budget, further restricting 
our fiscal flexibility. 

Dr. Myers warns that such over-ex­
pansion of social security may result in 
drawbacks far exceeding the benefits 
gained. He is concerned that too many 
people believe that this is the only course 
that the program can take, and that al­
ternatives to such a policy have not been 
adequately discussed. The American 
people should understand that increases 
in benefits must be accompanied by in­
creases in taxes. We in the Congress have 
a responsibility to the American people 
to actively discuss the alternatives to 
runaway expansion of the social security 
program. I support the social security 
program. Dr. Myers, however, points out 
that the role of the program should be 
to provide a basic fioor of economic pro­
tection, not an all-encompassing pro­
gram of economic support. I concur in 
this viewpoint. There remains to be a 
vital role for private insurance, pension 
plans, and personal savings in providing 
economic security for the retired worker. 
Dr. Myers is a wise and experienced ca­
reer civil servant. He has been Chief 
Actuary of social security since 1947. His 
counsel should not be ignored. The Fi­
nance Committee has just begun hear­
ings on the House-passed Social Secu­
rity Amendments of 1970. All of us in 
the Senate should familiarize ourselves 
with Dr. Myers' remarks, in anticipation 
of the upcoming discussion of social 
security. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Texas? 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 
RUNAWAY EXPANSION OF SoCIAL SECURITY 

Congress is taking another look at the So­
ct.al Security program, along with the Ad­
ministmtion's welfare proposal. 

Robert J. Myers, a career civil servant in 
that program for more than 35 years and 
the Social Security Administration's long­
time chief actuary, is a vigorous supporter 
of the progrem's role in economic security. 

But, in this interview with NATION's BUSI­
NESS, he W'alrns that mounting pressures for 
a huge enlargement of the program could 
radically transform the whole concept of the 
system, producing a federal near-monopoly 
in the pension field. He is concerned that the 
possible consequences of any such change 
be fully understood-in terms of cost, greater 
dependency of the individual on the fed­
eM! government and undue government 
expansion. 

Dr. Myers also warns there's another Slide 
of the bigger benefits coin: higher taxes. 

You have expressed concern over the future 
direction of the Social Security program. 
What is the basis of your concern? 

Too m•any people believe there is only one 
possible course for Social Security, namely, 
to expand the benefits until they tJake care 
of the entire economic security needs of the 
vast majority of the population. I do not 
believe other possible routes for the develop­
ment of the program have been adequately 
put forth to the American people. I am ex­
pressing my views now so as to bring the 

discussion on both sides out into the open, 
so there can be orderly considemtion of the 
matter: 

Would you describe what's involved as a 
runaway expansion of Social Security? 

To de.te, I would say there has not been 
any runaway expansion, but I believe that in 
the next few years those who advocate great 
expansion of the program-even runaway 
expansion-will be pressing their views more 
and more strongly, particularly if additional 
federal funds become available through the 
cessation of the war in Viet Nam. 

How would you describe the ultimate goals 
of those who would expand the program? 

They want a cash benefit level sufficient 
to replace virtually the entire take-home 
earnings of 90 to 95 per cent of the workers 
in the event the person retires because of 
old age or becomes disabled, or, in the event 
he dies, for his family. 

The expansionists also would like to see 
all medical services paid for or furnished di­
rectly by the government, which you might 
say is socialized medicine, or else they would 
want a system of nationalized health insur­
ance very much as is the case in Britain. 

What would the government's role be then 
in the area of economic security? 

It would be to take over the entire field. 
There would be virtually no role for the 
private sector, other than for the few very­
highest-income people, and there would be 
no need for any forms of private insurance, 
private pension plans or private savings. 

Through what steps would the expansion­
ists' goals be achieved? 

From a legislative standpoint, through 
the ratchet approach. Every step would be 
irreversible, and they would keep moving 
further and further. 

Specifically, the real first step is to in­
crease the maximum taxable earnings base 
under Social Security from the present level 
of $7,800 per year up to something like $15,-
000, $18,000 or even $20,000 in the near fu­
ture, so as to cover the total earnings of 
practically all persons under Social Security. 
Then they would push toward raising the 
benefit level so that a person's benefits would 
be 60 to 80 per cent of his gross pay, and 
thus about equal to his take-home pay. 

The painful question of financing would 
be largely hidden, so that people-particu­
larly the younger and middle-aged workers, 
who might want to spend their money some 
other way-would not realize how costly it 
was. Specifically, the expansionists would 
finance a large portion of these changes 
through government subsidy, from general 
revenues. 

It has also been suggested by one promi­
nent expansionist, Wilbur J. Cohen, the last 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
in the Johnson Administration, that em­
ployers should pay twice the rate that the 
employee pays, instead of on the equal 
matching basis that has been in effect since 
the program started. 

Would federal subsidizing from general 
revenues be started all in one stroke? 

No. The expansionists would follow the 
approach of gradualism because their real 
intent is to have a government subsidy of at 
least 50 per cent of the total taxes that the 
employers and employees pay. 

If this were done all at one time it would 
mean an additional $15 to $20 blllion a year, 
currently, which would be quite difficult to 
achieve. Instead, many expansionists pro­
pose to take a little bite at a time. 

The first year they would have a govern­
ment subsidy of 5 per cent of total taxes and 
the next year 10 per cent, building up even­
tually to 50 per cent or more. That way they 
think it would be painless. 

Would the biggest single step be establish­
ment of the principle Of general revenue 
contribution? 

Yes, I think that is very well put. You first 
establish a principle that does not seem to 

have much cost and then you say: "Well, now 
that the principle has been established, let's 
really build on it." 

Is there any likelihood that this would 
endanger the economic system? 

I Mn more concerned that the issue is not 
clearly put forth before the American public, 
that people understand that expansion of the 
Social Security system does not mean just 
more benefits but also, on the other side of 
the coin, more taxes. I think it also can pro­
duce very serious effects upon our national 
economy and our national psychology. 

What would these effects be? 
In the long run, people would feel more 

and more dependent on the government and 
less and less really free and individually 
responsible. 

There are also some very serious side ef­
fects. If all private forms of savings and in­
surance were diminished, this would have a 
great effect on the general investment mar­
ket. The private pension plans have over 
$100 billion in assets; insuranef: companies 
have large amounts of assets, too. 

If industry needed money to expand and 
there were not this source of financing, there 
would be only one source, the govern­
ment; and when the government grants 
loans, the element of control naturally 
enters. 

More concretely, what would a sharp in­
crease in the tax base mean to individual 
companies, say in terms of costs? 

The tax burden would fall quite differently 
on different types of businesses. Obviously, 
it would not increase very much for a busi­
ness that employed workers in the inter­
mediate range of $6,000 or $7,000 per year 
and had only a few high-paid people; but in 
another type of industry, where the workers 
all were skilled and getting $10,000 to $14,000 
a year, then it would increase very much. On 
the average, to go up to $15,000 as the tax­
able base would increase the tax burden of 
the workers and the employers by about 10 
per cent. 

Of course, the expansionists would solve 
this problem of unequal treatment of dif­
ferent employers very simply. They say tax 
the employer on his entire payroll; just put 
a maximum ceiling on the employee's tax. 

Secretary Cohen left a pile of documents 
just as he was going out of office in which 
he said, among many other expansions, he 
would eliminate the maximum tax base on 
the employer so he'd pay on the full salary 
of each employee; second, he would double 
the employer tax rate relative to the em­
ployee rate, and, third, he would introduce 
government subsidies. 

The subsidy would have to be financed 
somehow, and undoubtedly much of it would 
come from taxes on employers, although in 
the end these come down to the individual 
citizens. Employers cannot manufacture tax 
money out of thin air; they have to get it 
from sales of products. 

What is this likely to mean in terms of 
rigidity of the federal budget? Every time 
they try to reduce spending, we hear about 
the high level of "uncontrollable" expenses. 

This, of course, would be a very significant 
move much further in this direction, because 
certainly Social Security benefits are a cost 
that nobody in the E~ecutive branch can put 
any control on. 

What are the objections to private pension 
plans? 

The expansionists believe that the govern­
ment should take care of people and there 
should not be any inequities, which really 
means everybody should get the same. They 
say that some people get private pensions 
and others do not and that this is unfair, 
and they imply that, therefore, government 
should be the great equalizer. 

Weren't there similar complaints about 
health insurance? 

Yes, in the mid-Forties, when there was a 
big push for a national health insurance 
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program administered by the government, 
the expansionists of those days were saying 
that private health insurance could never 
really take care of a very large proportion of 
the population. Yet we all know now that 
well over 80 per cent of the persons under 
age 65 are covered under some sort of private 
hospital insurance, and in almost all cases 
by quite an adequate plan. 

In the same way, many people have been 
saying private pension plans just can't do 
the job. Actually, these plans are now doing 
a good job, and as the years go by they will 
probably do much more successfully the job 
they are intended to do. So it is entirely a 
matter of philosophy, and I think the ex­
pansionists will be proved factually wrong 
again as more people qualify for private pen­
sion plans and as those plans are improved 
and extended. 

In your view, what is the proper long-range 
role of Social Security? 

I want to make it very clear that I do not 
believe the program should stand absolutely 
still. It must recognize changing economic 
conditions, changing price levels and so forth. 
If new problems come up, Social Security 
must be fiexible. But my point is that Social 
Security should provide a basic fioor of eco­
nomic protection, as it has, and there should 
be plenty of room for people to build on, 
either individually or collectively, to provide 
additional economic security. 

"Floor of protection." What does that 
mean? 

That means that if the vast majority of 
people can get along economically with what 
they have saved, with their home ownership, 
with private pensions and with Social Secur­
ity benefits as the base on which all the rest 
has been built, then the system is perform­
ing adequately. Similarly, this means that if 
only a small proportion-say, 10 per cent­
need supplementary public assistance, then 
the Social Security benefit level is adequate. 
And this is what the situation actually is 
now! 

What currently is the ratio between the 
average monthly benefit and take-home pay? 

The average benefit for a retired worker 
is about $115 per month, which may seem 
very low compared to the average wage of 
workers currently. However, this average is 
pulled down by quite a number of factors, 
such as that many people have qualified for 
relatively low benefits because of having been 
only part-time in the labor force, and that 
persons who retired before 65 have actuarial­
ly-reduced benefits. 

I think the best comparison is to take a 
worker who is currently retiring at age 65 and 
who has been a more or less full-time work­
er. His benefit will be somewhere around one 
third of his average wage, and if he has a. 
wife he would get up to about one half. 

How about the proper principle of financ­
ing? 

The principle that has been followed in the 
past, namely, that the system should be fi­
nanced completely from the taxes of the 
employers and employees, is very desirable 
because it makes the cost quite apparent to 
everybody concerned. If government sub­
sidy is introduced, then the system appears 
much less costly, with money-in a sense­
that the people know what government is 
costing them, what they can expect from gov­
ernment, and what are their responsibilities 
as well as their rights. 

Once you drop this financing principle, 
what happens? 

I am afraid that the system would de­
teriorate in many ways. Beneficiaries would 
always want more benefits, and workers 
would not realize what they were paying. I 
think the expansionists see this, and they 
realize that at the moment many young and 
middle-aged workers are rebelling against in­
creased tax rates. So the only way to reach 

their goal is to inject hidden money into the 
system. 

Aside from Wilbur Cohen-and he's out 
of office-where is this big expansionist push 
coming from? 

Well, outside of government, the pressure 
comes from the labor movement, such as 
the ~0 and the United Auto Workers. 
It also comes from many of the social welfare 
groups and from certain lobbying organi­
zations set up for senior citizen groups. 

Another place where there a.re expansion­
ists is in the government itself. There are, I 
think, many among Social Security Admin­
istration officials and staff members, and in 
some ways this is quite natural. Whatever 
activity you are engaged in, you always want 
it to be bigger and be·tter. Then, too, the 
top staff was largely employed during the 
early days of the program and has grown up 
with it and tends to have this expansionist 
philosophy. 

The political appointees who formulate So­
cial Security policy by directing research and 
program evaluation have been retained by 
the present Administration. 

I do not think that most such Social Se­
curity Administration employees take the 
balanced view that they are also working 
for the contributors. Of course, I believe in 
Social Security myself, but I believe it has 
a. single role and not an all-encompassing 
one. 

In my opinion, the vast majority of the 
people over 65 are quite satisfied with their 
Social Security benefits. Like the rest of us, 
they would like more money, but I believe 
they feel that Social Security has been quite 
a gOod deal. Of course, the ones you always 
hear about are the ones who say; "We want 
more so as to have all the luxuries of life," 
without realizing "that this is not "the pur­
pose of the program. 

Your perspective is slightly different, isn't 
it, in that you are an actuary? 

Well, that's true. An actuary has to look 
at both sides of "the situation. Some people 
will just look at the benefits side and say this 
is a good, noble cause--which it is--and say: 
"If it is good, let us have more of it," With­
out realizing it has to be paid for. 

I would not want to say "that everybody 
in the Social Security Ad.ministra.tion feels 
this way, or that those who do are the only 
ones in the federal government; but I think 
many of them always have had this personal 
philosophy. I do not say it is evil; I just say 
it is wrong. And this tends t,o be self-perpet­
uating, "through the selection for promotion 
or hiring at the highest grades of people 
of like philosophy. 

An inter-agency group was formed during 
"the Johnson Administration to consider pri­
va.te pension plans, and most people on it 
were, I think, really opposed to priva-te pen­
sion plans or, at best, lukewarm about them, 
because they had the philosophy of the gov­
ernment providing full economic security for 
the vast majority of people. So it was a case · 
of the fox guarding the henhouse. 

How about capitol Hill? 
Over the years, Congress has, on "the whole, 

been very responsible, largely due t,o the 
committees involved, namely House Ways 
and Means and Senate Finance. Both are 
tax-writing committees, so they are quite 
cognizant of the who-pays aspect as well 
as the who-gets aspect. 

Of course, some people in Congress believe 
very strongly that the program ought to be 
greatly expanded and, w1 thout explaining 
quite why, t,ha.t the government ought t,o 
provide all people with full economic pro­
-tection. 

Isn't a lot of this embodied in a. bill pend­
ing before Ways and Means? 

There are a number of such bills, but I 
suppose you are referring t,o the one in­
troduced by Congressman Gilbert of New 

York, who, when he introduced it, announced 
he was doing so with the support of the 
AFL-CIO and the National Council of Sen­
ior Citizens, which is an organization of per­
sons over 65 that has been sponsored by the 
AFL-CIO. 

This bill would be a very big step in the 
direction of expansionism because, among 
other things, it would increase the earnings 
base t,o $15,000, introduce a gradual govern­
ment subsidy and increase benefits about 50 
per cent. But it would leave out some pro­
posals I mentioned, such as eliminating the 
maximum earnings base for the employers 
so they'd pay on their entire payroll, and 
it wo~ld not double the employer tax rate. 

When Congress passed the 15 per cent ben-­
efit increase, as against the President's rec­
ommended 10 per cent, did that strike you 
as a sign of things to come? 

I would not say so, necessarily. It was a 
bit more than the President recommended, 
and expansionists are trying for more in this 
session of Congress. But the real push is 
coming in the next few years. When the war 
ends, there will apparently be excess money 
available unless taxes -are reduced. The ex­
pansionists will say: '"'Keep up the tax level 
and give us some of the money for a govern­
ment subsidy t,o the Social Security pro­
gram." 

How would you summarize the Nixon Ad­
ministration's position? 

In my opinion, its proposals are definitely 
of the moderate school. Its views are "Let's 
take this out of poll tics. Let's make the bene­
fits auromatically adjusted, according to the 
changes in the cost of living, according to 
economic conditions, so that we do not get 
inro a bargaining position every time legisla­
tion is considered." 

You recall, when the President signed the 
bill With the 15 per cent increase, he pointed 
out that it would have been much better 
t,o have what he had originally proposed, a 
10 per cent benefit increase now plus a guar­
antee t,o keep benefits up to date with the 
cost of living by future automatic adjust­
ments. 

TESTIMONY ON BIG THICKET IN 
SENATE HEARING AT BEAUMONT, 
TEX. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, on 
Friday, June 12, 1970, field hearings were 
held on S. 4, my bill to establish a 100,-
000-acre Big Thicket National Park. The 
distinguished senior Senator from Ne­
vada <Mr. BIBLE), chairman of the Sub­
committee on Parks and Recreation of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, conducted these bearings. 

Senator BIBLE again demonstrated his 
great concern for preserving the Nation's 
natural heritage and also demonstrated 
his outstanding ability to conduct such 
hearings in a fair, efficient, and expedi­
tious manner. On behalf of the people of 
Texas, I wish to extend to Senator BIBLE 
our thanks, gratitude, and appreciation 
for his holding these hearings and for 
the outstanding manner in which he con­
ducted them. He afforded all witnesses 
the opportunity to present their views in 
full detail, while still observing a very 
demanding schedule which began at 8 
a.m. and did not conclude until 8 p.m. 
The hearings were held from 8 a.m. until 
3 p.m., and then a 5-hour tour of the 
Big Thicket by helicopter and automo­
bile was conducted, which lasted until 
8p.m. 

Mr. President, testimony at the hear­
ings on the Big Thicket showed that vast 
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areas of beauty and unique scientific and 
recreational value still exist in the Big 
Thicket. While civilization's advance is 
rapidly encroaching upon the virgin 
wilderness of the Big Thicket, there is 
still much to be saved. 

More than 60,000 acres of virgin hard­
wood forests still remain in one area of 
the Neches River flood plain. Some 40,-
000 acres of beautiful forests remain in 
the Saratoga tract in Hardin County 
bounded by Highways 326, 105, and 770. 
Thousands of other acres of hardwood 
forests are found along the scenic river­
ways of the Big Thicket. These thou­
sands of acres are in addition to the 
outstanding areas already designated as 
worthy of preservation in the "string 
of pearls" proposal upon which everyone 
is in agreement. The "pearls" of the 
Thicket include the Profile unit along 
Menard Creek of 15,499 acres; the Lob­
lolly unit of 548 a.cres; the Palmetto unit 
of 762 acres; the Hickory Creek Sa­
vannah unit of 668 acres; the Beau­
mont unit of 5,137 acres; the Neches bot­
tom unit of 3,320 acres; Jo's Lake unit 

. of 3,781 acres; the Beech Creek unit of 
4,856 acres; and the Clear Fork Bog unit 
of 401 acres. 

Preservation of 100,000 acres of this 
beautiful area is a very modest and rea­
sonable proposal. The preservation of 
these areas will not be detrimental to 
the lumber industry in the area which 
is primarily concerned with the produc­
tion of pulp from pine trees. There exists 
extensive lands suitable for this produc­
tion of pine without ruining the virgin 
hardwood forests. 

The hearings on the Big Thicket Na­
tional Park were a significant and en­
couraging legislative step toward accom­
plishing a long--sought goal. Since 1966 
I have sought to preserve the Big Thicket 
for the enjoyment and education of all 
present and future citizens of this Na­
tion. These are the first legisla-tive hear­
ings ever conducted on this proposal. 

It was a great pleasure for me to have 
the opportunity to testify at these hear­
ings on my bill. I would like to share 
my views on the need for the Big Ticket 
National Park with my colleagues. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that my testimony on S. 4, before 
Senator BIBLE's Subcommittee on Parks 
and Recreation of the Committee on In­
terior and Insular A1Iairs, at the hear­
ings held in Beaumont, Tex., on June 
12, 1970, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the testi­
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: · 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR RALPH W. 
YARBOROUGH 

Mr. Chairman, it is a great pleasure totes­
tify on my bill to establish a Big Thicket 
National Park. I request consent of the 
committee that my bill, S. 4, be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a great day and a 
long awaited event for me. Being here in 
Beaumont, in my native East Texas, on the 
Neches River by whose banks I grew up, and 
testifying on my bill to establish a Big 
Thicket National Park, is a long-anticipated 
pleasure. 

As a boy, I grew up in East Texas, between 
the Neches River and Kickapoo Creek in 
Henderson County, on the western edge of 
the eastern timber zone. That was my place 

of residence until I was 24 years of age. I 
watched the pileated woodpecker hammer 
away a big tree, saw the great flights of 
geese and ducks and blackbirds that filled 
the skies fifty years ago, hour after hour as 
they migrated in the Mississippi flyway. I 
marvelled as a boy at their numbers, these 
great numbers are gone today. The turtles, 
snakes, frogs, and alligators were near the 
borders of our sloughs and ponds, the gar 
and trout were near their surfaces. Herons, 
egrets and cranes waded the shores or 
perched on lookout points. Kingfishers and 
water turkeys sat on the bare boughs of dead 
trees over the water, more patient than 
human fishermen. The virgin hardwood for­
est was unfenced. I roamed these woods with 
only my fish hooks and dogs, watched the 
birds and fished for catfish and perch. 

The forest fed me, with wild plums and 
mulberries in spring and summer, grapes in 
abundance in summer and fall, muscadines 
and persimmons, red haws and black haws, 
chinquapins and hickory nuts, mayhaws and 
the kernels of nettles. I ate from the field 
and forest and fried my fish on the river 
bank, carrying only salt with me. As I sat 
alone on the bank of spring branches or 
creeks and rivers, and fished and watched 
the birds and other wildlife, as free as an 
Indian boy, except for my store bought 
clothes, the wind rustled the leaves of trees, 
and I imagined, as a boy will, that the trees 
were talking to me. But the trees seemed to 
be saying Indian words, like I had read from 
Hiawatha, that I did not quite understand. 
Now I understand that they were crying out 
for the salvation of our trees, wildlife and 
rich heritage. 

Now a fenced-up America has ended wild, 
free, open and uncrowded woods forever. I 
have worked for years to help save a part 
of this heritage, in the hopes that many gen­
erations yet to come can catch a glimpse 
of some part of the continent as it was when 
our ancestors first saw it. I feel akin to the 
things that I saw, hunted, lived with and 
loved in these East Texas woods a half cen­
tury ago. 

The feeling I have for this area is a very 
close and personal one, but the need to pre­
serve its unique and varied beauty is founded 
on much more than one man's reminiscences. 
The Big Thicket is rich in plantlife, wildlife, 
history and culture. It is a great living 
treasure of nature which we cannot afford 
to let be killed. The people here today to 
testify will provide many details and reasons 
why the Big Thicket must be preserved. 

This opportunity to preserve and make 
available for viewing one of the world's great 
remaining undestroyed natural living botan­
ical developments and ecological wonder 
areas in my native East Texas means a great 
deal to me. The Big Thicket once extended 
over twelve Southeast Texas counties, cover­
ing about 3 Y2 million acres. It has now 
shrunk to far less than four counties or parts 
of counties in area, or about 300,000 acres, 
in the face of the cutting and killing edge 
of advancing civilization. The urgency of 
preserving a portion of this magnificent 
forest of sandy soil and rolling terrain, with 
its rich wildlife, its tremendous variety of 
fiowering trees, fiowers and other native 
plants, has been sounded again and again. 
But man's relentless tendency to destroy 
that which is beautiful has not yet been 
halted. 

For too many years this nation has counted 
its blessings in bounteous natural resources, 
without pausing to consider the future. Our 
natural resources have been the firm founda­
tion for the nation's marvelous industrial 
structure which is the wonder of the entire 
world and a standard of living which is the 
envy of all. 

Only recently have we begun to recognize 
and realize that there is a limit to all good 
things. Some of our natural resources are 
seen not to be limitless, but in some cases, 

to be reaching the stringent limitation of 
scarcity. The population explosion has over 
205,000,000 Americans crowding the parks, 
lakes, rivers and scenic areas, gasping for 
fresh air, clean water, and a view of the· 
primitive natural America that was. One of 
our most pressing obligations is to insure 
that our natural resources are sufficient, not 
only for our generation, but for those yet 
to come. 

As the nation becomes more crowded and 
the vast majority of citizens live and work 
within the urban areas, the demand for a 
quiet, natural place for relaxation, recreation, 
and spiritual restoration becomes far more 
acute. There are over three and one half 
million people who live within 100 miles of 
the Big Thicket, and over 13 million within 
250 miles, an easy day's drive. These millions 
of people, and millions of more throughout 
the nation, need natural recreation areas 
and are seeking places where they can enjoy 
the relaxing influence of a quiet forest, or a 
tree shaded place by running waters, filled 
with the wonders of nature. 

Mr. Chairman, I originally introduced a 
bill substantially the same as this one in 
October of 1966, as S. 3929 of the 89th Con­
gress, and reintroduced it again in January 
1967, as S. 4 of the 90th Congress. It was 
presented as an integral part of my overall 
agenda for the conservation and preserva­
tion of our natural resources, and it followed 
the establishment of the Padre Island Na­
tional Seashore in 1962 and the Guadalupe 
Mountains National Park in 1966. In this 
91st Congress, this bill, S. 4, is the highest 
priority item on my conservation agenda, 
as it is on the agenda of many conservation 
organizations in Texas and the nation. 

Since the introduction of the original bill 
in 1966, I have received a vast amount of 
support for such legislation. There is sub­
stantial agreement in all quarters that some 
form of preservation of the Big Thicket is 
needed-indeed, imperative. There is great 
concern that immediate action be taken to 
preserve at least some of this area, thereby 
saving a portion of one of the most stimulat­
ing and unique of our wilderness areas. 

The Big Thicket is a beautiful and unique 
area of heavy rainfall and dense vegetation, 
which covers parts of Hardin, Polk, Tyler, 
Liberty, and San Jacinto Counties, near 
Beaumont, Texas. It is one of our country's 
most valuable regions of biological and 
ecological development. Until recently, this 
portion of the Texas gulf plains has re­
mained an unspoiled refuge for rare species 
of plant and animal life. However, increasing 
development and exploitation of the area 
now threatens the existence of the Big 
Thicket as an identifiable ecological unity. 

When first seen by Europeans, the Big 
Thicket, a forest barrier to pioneer travel, 
contained about 3 ~ mlllion acres. Forty 
years ago, logging and agriculture had cut 
that original acreage to one and a half mil­
lion acres. Now only a few hundred thousand 
acres remain; probably a 10 percent remnant 
of one of the most unique growths and areas 
in Texas. 

Time is running out. We simply do not 
have the luxury to deal leisurely with this 
matter--or with any matter that concerns 
conservation of our natural resources. The 
Big Thicket is vanishing at the rate of some 
50 acres per day. That does not leave us 
much time. And, we must remember, once we 
have depleted and destroyed the natural 
beauty of our wilderness, we can never again 
replace it. The process is-tragically­
irreversible. 

I have personally traveled through the Big 
Thicket area, viewing its huge trees and 
dense undergrowth at firsthand. The many 
rare and beautiful birds; water, land, trees, 
and air birds, including possibly the last 
ivory-billed woodpecker, over 300 species of 
birds in all; the wild animals such as the 
deer and wildcat; the fast vanishing alliga-
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tor; plants, including the exotic wild orchids, 
azaleas, and gardenias-all make it a won­
derful sight to behold. Its sloughs and 
creeks, magnolia trees, palmettos, and water 
plants create an aura of the primeval begin­
ning of our world. 

Four of the five carnivorous plants found 
in North America are in this Big Thicket. 
The largest living examples of three different 
species of American trees are found there. 
Sugar maples, and white beech from the far 
north, relics and residents left behind by the 
Ice Age grow here alongside sweet bay trees, 
flowering magnolias, 40-foot high wild peach 
trees, and flowering shrubs, climbing vines, 
and clinging Spanish moss. 

As a whole, this unique phenomenon of 
ecological unity is irreplaceable but it will be 
lost forever unless immediate action is taken 
to preserve its many treasures for future 
generations to see. 

Mr. Chairman, the proposal before this 
committee is. to establish a Big Thicket Na­
tional Park of at least 100,000 acres. A variety 
of other proposals have been submitted and 
will be discussed, among them the "string of 
pearls" proposal of about 35,000 acres. The 
primary argument for a small park--or no 
park at all-is that the economy of the area 
cannot afford to set -aside such a large area. 
This argument is fallacious and based on 
unwarranted assumptions. 

The implication of these arguments is that 
by designating an area a national park, it is 
forever closed to productive economic use. 
As a matter of fact, our national parks are 
extremely valuable economic entitles in our 
nation's economy and a national park has a 
tremendously favorable economic impact 
upon the particular area in which it is lo­
cated. 

In a recent study sponsored by the Nation­
al Park Service, conducted by Dr. Ernst S. 
Swanson, "Travel and the National Parks: 
An Economic Study" (1969), these conclu­
sions were reached: 

"The computations made show that na­
tional parks contribute as much as $6.4 bil­
lion to the sales of a multitude of firms 
throughout the nation. From this amount, 
personal income of $4,762,530,000 is gen­
erated .... Travel to the National Park 
System resulted in $952 milllpn in taxes for 
the Federal Government in 1967." 

"There results do not represent the fur­
ther indirect effects upon regions in which 
National parks are located. Over a period, 
other spending results from expansion of 
local activities directed toward creating at­
tractions in addition to natural beauties ana 
wonders of the region." 

As an example, specialized provisions for 
hunting, fishing, boating, swimming, pic­
nicking, and sightseeing on Indian Reserva­
tions are often undertaken through the 
stimilus of the flow of visitors to National 
parks. The study relates that economists in 
Colorado estimate that over $1.2 billion is 
generated from hunting and fishing alone. 

The study concludes its summary with 
this comment: 

"The National Park System with appro­
priations of around $102 million contributes 
at least 45 times this amount to the Ameri­
can people in the way of increased income­
or more than 55 times the appropriations 
when income is stated as gross national 
product. Add to such amounts the indeter­
minable but probably large values growing 
out of the culture and historical contribu­
tions, as well as the stimulation of eco­
nomic growth, we then see in our National 
Park System an asset structure few others 
may eclipse." 

Another recent study prepared for the 
National Park Service is even more pertinent 
to the proposal before us today. This report 
is by Dr. William B. Beyers, An Economic 
Impact Study of Mt. .Rainier ana Olympic 
National Parks, February, 1970. These are 
rugged, forested areas and are probably com-

parable to the Big Thicket National Park in 
their attraction to visitors. The Big Thicket, 
of course, would have a much longer tourist 
season because of the favorable climate. 

It was found that in 1968 ~isitors to these 
two parks spent $36.2 million dollars, $30.9 
million of which was spent in Washington 
State. The two parks combined supported 
the annual equivalent of 4,800 jobs. 

The study reported: 
"In summary, these analyses indicated our 

National Parks, which were set aside as pre­
serves for some of our most magnificent 
natural environments, also are of significant 
importance to our economy. In this grow.ing 
nation, with increased leisure, affluence, pop­
ulation, and mobility, these Parklands prob­
ably will have an even more importan:t eco­
nomic impact and social value in the future, 
if we are able to preserve those qualities of 
Park landscapes which today attracts so 
many visitors ... The magnitude of the im­
pacts measured in this study suggests that 
it is economically desirable to be sure that 
we preserve our National Parklands for the 
benefit and enjoyment of future genera­
tions." 

A recent study of Deep East Texas com­
men ted on the economy of the area: 

"The Deep East Texas area being mostly 
rural in nature, has not received much eco­
nomic benefit from the tremendOUs eco­
nomic growth the state has experienced since 
World War II. Actually, this area has experi­
enced a decline due to the vast migration of 
workers to the metropolitan areas." 

The study also stated on page 16: 
"Population in the Deep East Texas area 

will remain stable as long as there are the 
same number of jobs for people to gain 
their subsistence from. No community can 
grow without additional demands !or em­
ployment. This area is beautiful, peaceful, 
and a very enjoyable place to live, work, to 
rear a family and to achieve educational, 
cultural, and social satisfaction. However, 
until such time as there are m,any jobs 
made available in the area, there will be no 
population increase." Deep East Texas De­
velopment Council, "Comprehensive Water 
and sewer Plan," 1970. 

Rather than injuring the economy of the 
area, based upon these studies, it is clear 
thart; having a national park in the area 
would give it a much needed boost, and 
would help in the development of a broader 
and stronger economic base rather than one 
founded primarily on lumbering. 

Studies conducted for the N81tional Park 
Service show that National Parks are a tre­
mendously valuable asset in economic terms 
alone, aside from their esthetic and social 
values. Any argument that a 100,000 acre 
park will injure the economy is refuted by 
these facts. 

This is a very modest proposal and the 
100,000 acre figure must be seen in proper 
perspective. Tilis represents only 3.3 per cent 
of the acreage of those countries affected. 

The Big Thicket National Park has ob­
tained tremendous support from many indi­
viduals and organizations. 

The Big Thicket is a valuable and unique 
national treasure. The time to act to save 
it is here. Establishing this park is a very 
sound investment in our future and in the 
quality of life !or future generations. 

Mr. Chairman, the creation of the Big 
Thicket National Park is not primarily to 
benefit the plants, mammals, birds, reptiles, 
flowers, and other wild living things there; 
the park is for people, for people's lives to 
be enriched by the wild things they thrill 
to hear, see, smell, and sometimes taste and 
touch. The issue over this park is pulpwood 
versus the people. The issue is not taxes or 
profits, because if we create this park there 
will be more taxes, from the surrounding 
business that will grow up to support the 
steady tourist trade, than from an occa­
sional crop of pulpwood, and there will be 

far more total profit for far more people who 
serve the coming tide of tourism, than the 
total profits of the few who must wait for 
years to harvest a crop of pulpood. This park 
will provide a new crop of tourists each year, 
without damage to the area, instead of hav­
ing to wait 10 years for each crop of pulp­
wood. 

If we decrease the motivation for creation 
of the park to a cold dollar and cents taxes 
and profits proposition, there are more taxes 
and profits for the counties involved in the 
creation of a National Park than in being 
condemned to a virtual no-growth pulpwood 
economy. It is pulpwood against the people 
and the things people have, and rights and 
justice demand that the people win. 

CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL NA­
TIONAL HISTORICAL PARK LEGIS­
LATION ENDORSED 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, one very 

welcome piece of good news recently was 
the administration's strong endorsement 
of legislation to create the Chesapeake 
& Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 
Interior Secretary Walter J. Hickel's 
favorable report on this legislation was 
personally gratifying to me, since I have 
been sponsoring such bills for a full dec­
ade and have introduced the measure­
S. 1859-now pending before the Com­
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
The Secretary's action was also most en­
couraging to the countless conservation 
groups, recreational associations, and in­
dividuals who have been urging for years 
that the historic canal should be re­
stored and developed to its full potential 
for recreation. 

The C. & 0. Canal is one of the great­
est recreational resources in the East-­
indeed, in the entire Nation. As the 
Washington Post noted in a recent edi­
torial, the 185-mile canal "is an open 
door to green space" from the heart of 
the Nation's Capital. It is an ideal start­
ing point for a real demonstration of 
recreational development and scenic 
preservation within easy reach of a 
major metropolitan area. It is the logical 
first step in expanding the recreational 
resources and preserving the scenic and 
natural heritage of the Potomac Valley. 

I share the hope of the Washington 
Post that "Congress will not miss the 
opportunity" to enact the C. & 0. Canal 
Park legislation this year. The Interior 
Department's formal endorsement of the 
bill should clear the way for congres­
sional hearings, and I have asked the 
chairman of the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee and the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Parks and Recrea­
tion to schedule public hearings on s. 
1859 as soon as possible. 

The Post editorial of May 30 is an ex­
cellent summary of the potential of the 
C. & 0. Canal and the need for this leg­
islation now. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

C. & 0. HISTORICAL PARK AT LAST? 

Secretary Hickel's endorsement of the bill 
to convert the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
into a national historical park is a bow to the 
art of the possible. The secretary has indi­
cated on various occasions that he has great 
interest in cleaning up the Potomac River 
and dedication of its shores to scenic and 
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recreational use. No doubt the temptation 
was strong to ask Congress for funds to buy 
all the land that will be needed in the future 
for a major park along the Potomac. But 
the secretary was well aware of the opposi­
tion to such a project at this time and of 
the apathy in Congress. He has sensibly cho­
sen to take a step at a time, and the logical 
first step is the enactment of the C & 0 Canal 
bill. 

Washington is fortunate in having this 
thread-like park which stretches from 
Georgetown to Cumberland. It is an open 
door to green space, to woods and streams, 
to the habitat of birds and deer, to pleasant 
skies and a seemingly interminable winding 
trail-the towpath. In an era when we are 
increasingly concerned about our natural en­
vironment, it links the ghetto, the business 
district and the suburbs to the best wilder­
ness that can be found in these parts. Most 
of what it has to offer is relief from hot 
streets and urban congestion, but the scenery 
at Great Falls and the region of the Paw Paw 
Tunnel bring it well within the national park 
category. -

What is now proposed is that this National 
Monument be given the additional space and 
facilities needed to make it useful and en­
joyable on a large scale. The 185-mile ribbon 
of land, including the old canal, now con­
stitutes only 5,250 acres. The Mathias-Gude­
Beall bill, now approved by the administra­
tion, with amendments, would expand the 
park to more than 20,000 acres, including 
12,156 acres now in private ownership. The 
additional space is urgently required for pic· 
nicking, camping, parking, hiking and pro­
tection of scenic and recreational values. If 
this park can be brought to a high state of 
usefulness for an estimated outlay of $19,-
473,605 for land acquisition and $47 million 
for development, it will be a bargain of great 
significance to the community. 

Enactment of the C & 0 Danal park bill 
at this session of Congress would be in line 
with the current emphasis on the expansion 
of recreational areas near the big cities. In 
the past Megalopolis has been denied its 
share of federal funds for open space and 
rejuvenative environment. The C & 0 Canal 
may well become an important demonstra­
tion of what can be done with scenic re­
sources close to central populwtion areas. We 
hope that Congress will not miss the opporJ 
tunity. 

EXECUTIVE AffiLINES LEADERSHIP 
Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, initia­

tive and foresight have been basic ele­
ments for progress in our Nation. 

It is always a pleasure to be able to 
point to these attributes in one of our up 
and coming businesses. 

Executive Airlines, a commuter airline 
service based in Boston, Mass., but serv­
ing many States in the Northeast, dis­
plays the kind of initiative that must be 
recognized. Executive Airlines has just 
been the subject of an article in the 
Air Transport World by Ansel Talbert 
regarding the leadership this airline has 
taken in providing ground training for 
its pilots. This training which is vital to 
the safety of an airline is being under­
taken at the Link Training Center in 
Utica, New York. 

It is expected that at some time in the 
not distant future the commuter airlines 
will be required by the Government to 
undergo such ground training. Executive 
Airlines, looking ahead, has not waited. 
It has moved. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the Air Transport World article 
about Executive Airlines and its vice 

president for operations, Terry Dennison, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
COMMUTER TRAINING PROGRAM LOOKS GOOD 

The heads of Mohawk Airlines' Edwin A. 
Link Training Center, and Executive Air­
lines' VP for operations, Terry Dennison, de­
serve congratulations for getting a new train­
ing program started. It's certain to have 
far-reaching effects on commuter airline 
safety and efficiency. 

As of April 1, the FAA has been requiring 
commuter air carriers operating scheduled 
services, to have an initial ground training 
program and also carry out recurring ground 
training once a year. 

Each capta-in must have an instrument 
flight check every six months. 

Dennison and quite a few others in the 
commuter industry have sensed that it is 
likely to be only a matter of time before 
government regulatory agencies require the 
same standards of "third level" airlines as 
they do of trunk and regional carriers. 

Dennison decided to get at the head of the 
parade and contacted Dave Hefferon and 
John Smart of the Link Training Center in 
Utica, N.Y. 

This organization has specialized recently 
in offering training on the BAC-111 and the 
Fairchild F-227. But, Hetreron and Smart 
were greatly interested and visited Beech 
and de Havilland to get a better feel of the 
commuter equipment situation. 

Result: The first initial training class for 
commuter operators of the Twin Otter al­
ready has been held, and a systems class re­
fresher school for both Beech 99 and Twin 
Otter fleet personnel is next on the schedule. 

The ground training costs $25 a day per 
person at Utica, and arrangements are under­
way to have flight instructors visit com­
muter carriers which don't want to do their 
own training. 

The first five commuter airlines to sign 
contracts with the Link Training Center are 
Executive, Air North, Command Airways, 
Viking Airlines and Northern Airways. There 
has been such a rush of applications that 
the center has been forced to defer accept­
ance of many until it can secure some more 
top personnel. 

Purchase of a Link GAT-2 turbine instru­
ment simulator is in the works, and Mohawk 
and Ramada Inns are about to open a motel 
next door to the training center heaQ.quar­
ters. 

A good idea all around, and here's hoping 
it's crowned with the success it deserves! 

THE MIDDLE EAST 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I read 

with great interest the remarks delivered 
on the Senate floor by the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) on 
June 16. In addition, the short colloquy 
between Senators HATFIELD, AIKEN, and 
HANSEN was most refreshing. 

The compilation of the history of the 
Middle East which Senator HATFIELD 
placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
should be read and studied by all Sen­
ators. It has been said many times before 
that current turmoil in the Middle East 
cannot be understood without a clear 
grasp and appreciation o.f the events 
which led to the situation now threaten­
ing world peace. I am afraid that it is 
this lack of historical appreciation which 
has contributed to the failures of past 
American policies to initiate action lead­
ing up to a settlement of this crisis 
situation. 

I strongly feel that President Nixon 
in viewing the Middle East crisis in such 
a historical context. I applaud his diplo­
matic initiatives to encourage the lessen­
ing of tensions on both the part of the 
Arabs and Israelis. The United States 
cannot now be accused of instigating a 
situation comparable to that of June 
1967. It is indeed sad that at a time­
when this Government outwardly seeks 
a peaceful settlement to the Arab-Israel 
situation, the Soviet Union promotes a 
policy whose obvious aims are quite to 
the contrary. 

Recent Soviet endeavors in the Middle 
East must also be viewed in the context 
of a historical perspective. Acts of ag­
gression across its Asian borders into the 
Middle East have been the longstanding -
policy of Russian governments, no mat­
ter what their makeup. Russia has al­
ways placed a higher foreign policy pri­
ority on the Middle East than the United 
States. This is a simple fact of history. 

Now the Soviet Union has intensified 
its interests in the Middle East. The case 
can be made that the recent polarization 
on the part of both sides is directly at­
tributed to the Soviet military build-up 
in many of the Arab countries. President 
Nixon has expressed his deep concern 
over recent Soviet action and has stated 
that the United States Government will 
take appropriate action to maintain a 
military balance of power in the Middle 
East. Therefore, any American assist­
ance given to the state of Israel should 
be taken as a direct reaction to the poli­
cies of the Soviet Union. 

As we all know, the President of the 
United States is an astute reader of his­
tory. He realizes that maintenance of the 
balance of power will not alone lead to -
an eventual settlement of this crisis. The 
President's diplomatic initiatives have 
some possibility of success if the Arab 
governments recognize the Soviet threat 
to their own sovereignty. Again, the his­
tory of Soviet foreign policy in the Mid­
dle East bears this threat out. 

We all pray that the President's initia­
tives meet with positive results. In the 
meantime, it should be our job as Amer­
icans to focus on the Soviet threat to 
peace in the Middle East. Furthermore, it 
cannot be said often enough that any 
military confrontation in the Middle 
East represents a dangerous threat to the 
peace and freedom of the world as a 
whole. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an article relative 
to this overall situation, entitled ''Israel 
and the Modern Jewish Identity Crisis," 
published in the June issue of Mideast. 
The author of the article, Dr. Alan R. 
Taylor, is an associate professor at the 
School of International Service of the 
American University in Washington. He 
is the author of "Prelude to Israel, An 
Analysis of Zionist Diplomacy, 1897-
1947 ," and is considered one of America's 
leading experts on Middle East politics. 
Although I have some reservations con­
cerning the contents of this article, I 
believe it is imperative that all views on 
this matter be fully expressed. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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ISRAEL AND THE MoDERN JEWISH IDENTITY 

CRISIS 

(By Alan R. Taylor) 
When Israel was established nearly 22 years 

ago, a unique political system came into 
being. The political dimensions of the new 
state exceed those of other nations and in­
volve a more complex pattern of relation­
ships. This is because Israel is not merely a 
national community within the global state 
system, but a specifically Jewish enclave 
which, though situated in the Middle East, 
assumes a special relationship to a larger 
Jewish community outside its borders and 
legal jurisdiction. 

As a. political system, Israel operates within 
the context of three distinct spheres. In one 
sense, it is an entity unto itself, a sovereign 
community with its own interests and po­
litical parties. It is also a Jewish and a Middle 
Eastern state. In the former role, because 
of its visionary ideological orientation, it con­
siders itself in a position of leadershp and re­
sponsbility with regard to world Jewry. In 
the latter, it conducts a war relationship with 
the Arab world, in whose midst it exists and 
with which it must ultimately reach a rec­
onciliation. 

The threefold orientation of Israel forms 
the basis of its ambivalent inclinations. The 
founders of Zionism were transported by 
the magic of an idea. Their aim, formulated 
from a number of viewpoints, was to synthe­
size the ramified strands of Jewish experi­
ence in an organized utopian movement. 
Like many modern ideological movements, 
Zionism was galvanized by an activist clan 
which was geared simultaneously to archaic 
traditions and a futurist panacea. The ba­
nalities of the present were to be transmuted 
into a program of building a heroic Jewish 
state of tomorrow grounded in the virtues 
of a noble past. 

The trouble with such ideological formu­
lations is that they exaggerate the degree 
of continuity with an ancient age and over­
estimate the ability of planned programs to 
redress more recent problems. The realities 
of present experience and socio-political re­
lationships are often overlooked or ignored, 
the focus of attention residing in other time 
dimensions. This is why so many modern 
ideologies resort to trenchant and infiexible 
stances as they confront the real world and 
try to deal with its evolving patterns of be­
havior. 

Israel is a case in point. The idealist pre­
cepts of Zionism, largely derived from the 
extravagant and now suspect speculations of 
19th Century Hegelian philosophy, compre­
hend the Jewish present in terms of an ar­
chaistic myth and a futurist dream. The 
major Zionist thinkers from Ahad Haam and 
A. D. Gordon to Herzl 31Ild Ben-Gurion, re­
garded themselves as heralds and agents of 
a great transforma,.tion in Jewish life. They 
constructed in their minds a subjective view 
of the Jew in history, seeking a distillation of 
past and modern attributes in order to form 
a new image for Jews to assume. This image 
comprised a composite of the heroic and hu­
manistic tradi.ttons of the biblical age, the 
piety of Talmudic Judaism and the cosmo­
politanism of the emancipation era. Con­
sistent with the conjectural nature of Zion­
ist thought, the program of Jewish regen­
eration was to be realized in the construc­
tion of a modernist commonwealth in an an­
cient site which had centuries before come 
under Arab tenure. 

Paradoxically, the Zionist search for a 
synthesis of Jewish values and the estab­
lishment of the Jews as a model nation in 
the Middle East led to strife and factional­
ism, to walls of hostility and insoluble di­
lemmas. The Jewish world was torn by its 
simultaneous attachment to traditional cus­
toms and its inclination to pa.rticipate in 
the more cosmopolitan facets of modern life. 
Zionism seemed to provide a synthetic path 

through which both predispositions could be 
realized. But this presumed character of 
Zionism was illustory. In actuality it had 
neither recaptured the Jewish past nor pro­
vided a flexible and expansive avenue for 
Jewish growth and development in the con­
text of modern life. Furthermore, the Zion­
ist project laid the foundations of an awk­
ward system of relationships in the Middle 
East. 

In the course of its ardent search for the 
establishment of a S·tate in Palestine, Zion­
ism lost touch with the past and present 
Jew and undermined the possibility of a 
peaceful Jewish presence in the area. An­
cient tradition was accommodated to i·ts 
political programs, and the psychological and 
social needs of the modern Jew were sub­
ordinated to its doctrinaire philosophy. Sim­
ilarly, the Arab community in whose midst 
the state was founded by design and prowess 
was alienated to such a degree tha.t the pros­
pect of an endless armistice became an in­
creasing certainty. 

The widespread Jewish support of Israel is 
a Inisleading phenomenon. It is the result of 
intensive propaganda and of spontaneous af­
filiation in the context of heated and swift­
moving events. The participation of Ortho­
dox Jewry in a movement which has so 
clearly demonstrated its secular orientation 
is incongruous. Equally paradoxical is the at­
tachment to a parochial Jewish state in the 
Middle East expressed by highly integrated 
and cosmopolitan Jewish communities in the 
West which indulge in romantic fancies 
about Israel without any profound involve­
ment in the Zionist idea or any genuine com­
munication with the Yishuv (the Jewish 
community in Palestine). 

The truth is that the myths of Zionism do 
not accord with the realities of the con­
structed Jewish commonwealth in Palestine. 
The architects and successive leaders of 
modern Israel have established themselves in 
a charismatic position with regard to the 
Diasporan and Palestinian Jewish communi­
ties, which have accepted the relationship 
without fully comprehending its implications 
or endorsing it on the pragmatic level. 

The support of Zionism and Israel by the 
Diaspora is based on premises reflecting the 
ideologica.l commitments of diverse Jewish 
groups in the contemporary world. The reli­
gious element assumes that the underlying 
purpose of the State of Israel is the preserva­
tion and fulfillment o! ancient heritage and 
prophecy through the reconstruction of cor­
porate Jewish existence in Zion. The secular­
ists take it for granted that modern. Israel 
rests on the traditions of liberalism and pro­
vides a haven of security and a focus of cul­
tural deveiopment. Implicit in both positions 
is the belief that Israel represents the respec­
tive views of its supporters and that there is 
no basic contradiction between the continu­
ity of the Diaspora and the existence of a 
Jewish commonwealth in the Middle East, 
since bo£h are aspects of a common Jewish 
endeavor. 

In actuality, the premises upon which the 
Diaspora supports Israel are unfounded. The 
state pays lipservice to tradition through con­
cessions to religious prerogative and sugges­
tions of prophetic aim, while remaining es­
sentially secular and often insensitive to the 
precepts of Judaism. Similarly, Israel has 
adopted an external stance of liberal cosmo­
politanism, but pursues the policies of a co­
lonial garrison state which operates on the 
principle that it is a law unto itself. Signifi­
cantly, the severest criticisms of these unto­
ward attributes have come from Jewish 
circles and from within Zionism itself. In 
the last analysis, the Diaspora has projected 
its self-image onto Israel and sees in the ob­
jective reality only the reflection of its own 
dream. At the same time, the leaders of Israel 
play fast and loose with the religious and 
political p:riraseologies which strike a respon­
sive chord in the Jewish warld outside and 

creates an appearance of common endeavor 
and compatibility which does not really 
exist. 

The Israeli community is caught up in 
the myths and complexities of the same 
problem. The vision of Jewry reconstructed 
in the Land of Israel, which Zionism has 
propagated since its inception, anticipates 
a political commonwealth which is at the 
same time a center of Jewish renaissance, a 
model society and a catalyst of progress in 
the Middle East. The early ideologies pre­
dicted the establishment of a utopian Jew­
ish state which would achieve the social and 
cultural emancipation of the Jews and as­
sume a messianic historical function in the 
world. 

In 1862, one of the first Zionist philoso­
phers-Moses Hess-looked to a Jewish Pal­
estine as the site of a synthesis of spiritual 
and material values, a cornerstone of the 
"Sabbath of History". Later, Theodor Herzl, 
in the novel Altneuland, imagined the fu­
ture Israel as a "New Society" where Arab 
and Jew lived together in prosperity and 
love, a place where "old quarrels had been 
resolved into new harmonies". With regard 
to the Jewish question, Herzl's assumption 
was that the existence of a Jewish state 
would allow "Jews who wished to assimilate 
with other peoples . . . to do so openly, 
without cowardice or deception." The reason 
for this was that, "Only when the Jews, 
forming a majority in Palestine, showed 
themselves tolerant, [would they be] shown 
more tolerance in all other countries." 

The premises of these speculations were 
in time to be refuted by the realities of 
Jewish nation-building in the Middle East. 
The occasional deference to Arab interests 
turned out to be a passing gesture by com­
parison with the preponderant Zionist in­
difference to the life and aspirations of the 
indigenous community. Judah Magnes, who 
was among the last of the consistent h u­
manist Zionists, put the problem in concise 
terms: 

"We seem to have thought of everything­
except the Arabs. We have issued this and 
that publication and done other commend­
able things. But as to a consistent, clearly 
worked out, realistic, generous policy of po­
litical, social, economic, educational co­
operation with the Arabs-the time never 
seems to be propitious. 

"But the time has come for the Jews to 
take into account the Arab factor as the 
most important facing us. If we have a just 
cause, so have they. If promises were made 
to us, so were they to the Arabs. If we love 
the land and have a historical connection 
with it, so too the Arabs. . .. If we wish to 
live in this living space, we must live with 
the Arabs." 

The sensitive perceptions of Dr. Magnes 
and his kind were relegated to the sphere of 
academic commentary by the majority of 
those involved in the political work of Zion­
ist nationalism. The war of 1948 saw not 
only the passing of Magnes himself, but of 
his ideas as well. The Jewish forces precipi­
tated a mass evacuation of the Arabs and 
established a state which exceeded the terri­
torial intentions of the United Nations and 
was exclusively Jewish in character. In sub­
sequent years, the remaining Arab popula­
tion was subjected to military government, 
systematic confiscation and the disabilities 
of second-class citizenship. Ultimately, the 
validity of corporate Arab existence in Pal­
estine was repudiated by the Minister of In­
formation, Yisrael Galili, who asserted in 
1969, "We do not regard the Palestinian 
Arabs as an ethnic category, as a distinct 
national community in this country." Later 
in the year, Premier Golda Meir established 
this position as official policy by stating in 
an interview, "There was no such thing as 
Palestinians ...• They did not exist." 

Concurrently, the Arab communities imme­
diately neighboring Israel were placed under 
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the threat of oe<.:upa.tlon, with the result that 
in 1967 the West Ba.nk, the Golan Heights, 
the Gaza. Strip and the Sinai Peninsula came 
under Israeli control, while southern Leb­
anon became an imminent target of Israeli 
design. The Zionist contention is that these 
forays are essentially defensive and designed 
to thwart the attempts of Arab irregulars to 
harass and extinguish the Jewish state. The 
more evident dimensions of the conflict, how­
ever, point to an initiatory and escalating 
Zionist intrusion and a consequent Arab re­
action, first in the context of sporadic s.c­
tivi.ty and more recently in the form of or­
ganized resistance. Perhaps the most signifi­
cant indicator of fundamental realities at 
this stage is that while Israel is in command 
of the air and of Arab territories outside her 
borders, she has demanded greater supply of 
Phantom jets, which carry ten times the 
payload of Egypt's MIG 21s and are clearly 
offensive weapons. 

What these particulars portend for the 
Jewish citizen of Israel is the perpetuation of 
isolation and embittered hostility in the 
Middle East. The ghetto existence of Europe 
in earlier days has been transposed to Pales­
tine. But in the present case, the external 
community does not seek the isolation of the 
Jews, but their integration, as now proposed 
by the Palestinian liberation movement. 

So it is that the Jewish problem has ~ome 
full cycle: from a ghetto imposed to a ghetto 
self-established. The prophecies of equa­
nimity, of Jewish cultural fulfillment and of 
a Jewish messianic role are now floundering 
between the Scylla of Israeli militancy and 
the Oharybdis of the Palestinian resistance. 
Alongside the tragedy of the Palestine refu­
gees stands the equally tragic image of the 
IoSl'aeli Jew, who is caught between the pre­
scriptions of a political ideology he did not 
invent and the circumstances of a political 
world he needs to join. For paradoxically, 
only by becoming an integral part of the 
Middle East can the Jewish presence in Pales­
tine provide the cultural center and the po­
litical haven which have been so central to 
the Zionist dream. 

The resolution of these problems which 
Zionism has engendered depends on the reg­
ularization of Israel's relationship to the 
Jewish community in the world and the 
Arab milieu in which it exists. The symptoms 
of dislocation and disorientation are appar­
ent enough. 

The schizoid character of Israeli-Diasporan 
relations has come into the open through 
the developing controversy over what it is to 
be a Jew. The problem is rooted in Zionism's 
assumption that it represents the Jewish 
people and that Israel is the Jewish state. 
that it belongs to Jewry and to Judaism. 
This assumption glosses over the actuality 
that Zionism is only one of several Jewish 
social movements which grew up in 19th 
Century Europe and America in response to 
the transformation taking place in the west­
ern world. The integrationist tendencies 
which were set in motion by the French 
Revolution confronted the Jewish commu­
nities of Europe with perplexing problems of 
identity and participation, and established 
a need for modernist philosophies to cope 
with the issues at hand. Zionism was one of 
the subsequent movements which sought to 
create a synthesis of Jewish and western 
values so as to preserve a uniquely Jewish 
identity in the context of modern secular 
orientation. Reform Judaism and the Jewish 
trade unionism of eastern Europe repre­
sented parallel approaches to the common 
problem, while the continuation of tradi­
tional orthodoxy and the rise of Jewish cos­
mopolitanism formed the polarities of Jewish 
response to the emancipation era. 

In the broadest sense, none of these groups 
can be said to represent the whole JeWish 
people or to have answered the problems be­
fore it, just as no single western ideology 

has been able to win a monolithi·c allegiance 
in Europe or the Americas. The reason for 
Zionism's ultimate a.scendency in contem­
porary Jewish circles is that it has been able 
to blur the distinctions between secularism 
and religiosity through a charismatic and 
romantic appeal, and to interpret the cir­
cumstances of the inter-war period as a 
substantiation of its premises. But it re­
mains that these premises are as open to 
question as those of any other ideological 
system, and perhaps the more so in view of 
the militancy and intolerance which have 
come to characterize political Zionism. 

The specific problem of Jewish identity 
which Zionism raised has become increas­
ingly apparent as an existential issue since 
the creation of the state. The Law of Return, 
which was enacted in 1950, established the 
righ' of all Jews to immediate citizenship 
without defining what it is to be a Jew. In 
practice, however, there has been a strong 
tendency to defer to the orthodox definition, 
which considers Jewish nationality indis­
solubly linked to religious commitment. Un­
til the recent Shalit case, in which the su­
preme Court of Israel conferred the status 
of "Jewish nationality" upon the children of 
a gentile mother and a Jewish atheist, only 
those born of a Jewish mother or a convert 
to Judaism could be considered Jewish in 
the national sense, and then only if the indi­
vidual in question had not renounced the 
Jewish faith or adhered to another creed. 
lt was in terms of this definition that in 
1963 Father Daniel Rufeisen, a Catholic 
priest born of Jewish parents was denied 
immediate citizenship as a Jewish immi­
grant under the Law of Return, though the 
residence requirements of naturalization 
were minimized. It is also because the state 
tacitly accepts the position that religious 
affiliation is the basis of Jewish nationality 
that mixed marriages are not legally recog­
nized in Israel, that Jewish sects which the 
rabbinate considers radical have been sub­
jected to legal and institutional disabilities, 
and that public observance of the Sabbath is 
forced upon the entire population. 

Considering the secular character of Zion­
ism and of the great majority of Israelis, 
the deference to religious interpretations of 
Jewish nationality seems anachronistic. But 
it is really a logical development in the light 
of the myths which Zionism itself fostered. 
The architects of the Zionist creed sought to 
create an ecumenical ideology which would 
embrace the whole Jewish people in a com­
prehensive system. It was anticipated that 
this system would not only provide a panacea 
with respect to the Jewish problem, but that 
it would also effect a broadly representative 
Jewish renaissance. There remained, how­
ever, an imposing gulf between the handful 
of Zionist ideologists whose basic aim was 
"negation of the Diaspora" and the Jewish 
world they wanted to transform. This Jew­
ish world was not only socially an.d intel­
lectually diverse, but rooted in the very Dias­
pora which the Zionists so disparaged. 

The events of the 1930's attracted many 
Jews to Zionism because it held out the 
prospect of permanent refuge and a focus of 
Jewish dignity. The question of "Ingather­
ing" was another matter. While the creation 
of the state was welcomed by many Jews, 
the programmatic and doctrinaire aspects of 
Zionism were vigorously resisted. World 
Jewry today comprises about 14,000,000, and 
of these only 2,500,000 reside in Israel and 
share its citizenship. This ratio cannot be 
explained simply by the limited size of the 
state and the emigration restrictions in east­
ern Europe. It substantiates the basic but 
obscured fact that the vast majority of con­
temporary Jews have actually "affirmed" the 
Diaspora, that they have opted in favor of 
the broader and deeper dimensions of the 
world outside Israel. Their support and lip­
service in behalf of the state does not dimin-

ish the more significant and profound reality 
that they instinctively resist the call to a 
diminutive Jewish polity. This is not to say 
that the Diaspora does not have its seamy 
side, too, but to point out that the modern 
Jewish world has come too far along to con­
fine itself within a parochial vision. 

In seeking to elaborate a program of alle­
giance which wa's at the same time compre­
hensively "Jewish" and existentially ''na­
tional", the Zionists took recourse to the 
loosely defined concept of Jewish nation­
ality implicit within Judaism as an ethnic 
religion and a communal culture. This was 
the only avenue through which they could 
forward their own essentially secular and 
normalizing populism in a Jewish world 
which remained as essentially resistant to 
such idealist prescriptions. The realities of 
this quixotic situation have been almost lost 
to view because of one of the most pervasive 
publicity campaigns ever launched in our 
time. The fact of divided purpose and inter­
pretation, however, remains as the constant 
element in the modern Jewish dilemma, of 
which Zionism is the focus. 

The question of what it is to be a Jew is 
elusive and complex as other questions of 
identity which involve the deeper problem 
of humanism. In its present context, the is­
sue of Jewishness has been set in the micro­
cosmic framework of a Levantine state. 
Whatever is decided by the institutional 
structure of Israel as to the status of this 
or that individual, the more profound prob­
lem of the relationship between Israel, Zion­
ism and the Diaspora will remain. The recent 
endeavors in Israel to achieve a compromise 
by blurring and manipulating the distinc­
tion between Israeli citizenship and Jewish 
nationality will only protract and compli­
cate the delicate matter at hand. The prob­
lem will never be solved, however, until there 
is a general recognition that Israel is not the 
Jewish state, but a Jewish community. 

If the concept of Israel as a corporate en­
tity with a life and being of its own should 
gain currency, the citizens of Israel would 
seek to engage in more constructive terms­
the immediate world in which they live--the 
Arab Middle East. The parameters of such a 
future relationship have been drawn by the 
maverick Israeli politician, Uri Avnery. 

A vnery's ideas are set forth in his recent 
book, Israel Without Zionists. He was one 
of many whose lives were gathered up and re­
directed by the Zionist movement. At the age 
of 10 he and his parents left Hitler's Ger­
many and went to Palestine, where, in his 
words, "We declared our independence from 
our past . . . the world of our parents, their 
culture and their backgrounds." As a youth 
he attached himself to the Irgun but later 
became disillusioned and embarked on an 
odyssey of ideas and associations which re­
flected his frustration with the Zionist idea 
as formulated in the minds of Diasporan 
Jews. Ultimately, he was attracted to the 
poet Ratosh and the Canaanite movement. 
This school rejected the cultural traditions 
of the Diaspora and stressed the evolution of 
a "Hebrew" national renaissance in Pales­
tine, the creation of a distinct Palestinian 
Jewish identity. It was anti-Zionist in a 
qualitative sense, rejecting the international 
Jewish orientation and leadership of the 
Zionist "establishment" and the notion of 
continuing umbilical ties between Israel and 
world Jewry. It retained, however, the essen­
tially Zionist idea of a new Jewish image 
emerging from the soil of the ancestral land. 

Semitic Action, which Uri Avnery now 
leads, is an outgrowth of the Canaanites. Its 
doctrines represent an increasingly signifi­
cant reaction of contemporary Israelis to 
many of the dilemmas posed by the Zionist 
myth. Avnery is advocating a new "auto­
emancipation", this time from the obsolete 
and burdensome concepts of an ideology 
which stems from nearly 100 years ago. In 
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looking to the emergence of a non-Zionist 
Israel, he is expressing some very deep-seated 
feelings in many of his countrymen, who 
experience the intense loneliness of being an 
"object" of Jews who are absent and a 
stranger among neighbors who are present. 
The Israeli is like a child whose parents dote 
on him to the point of stilling his identity 
while he ls trying to find his way in a world 
which his parents reject because they see it 
as a recapitulation of old enemies and a 
threat to the image in which they wish to 
cast their otrspring. 

Avnery understands the short-sightedness 
and distortions of traditional Zionism. He 
takes issue with Herzl's concept of a Jewish 
Palestine as "an outpost of culture against 
barbarism", and recognizes the nature of 
Ben-Gurion's Arabophobia. In a brilliant 
analysis, he portrays Moshe Dayan as an es­
sentially pathological product of Zionism in 
Palestine, a "lone wolf" who cannot get 
close to anyone, who "never says what he 
really thinks", and who "was, is, and will 
always be an Arab-fighter". He also sees that 
Israeli campaigns are really reactions to the 
"new" Arab nationalism and that the con­
tinuing Arab-Israeli war is a product of a 
"vicious circle" of Zionist presumptions that 
the Arabs can only be dealt with by force. 

These insights lend a useful new perspec­
tive to the problem, as does Avnery's pro­
posal for a de-Zionized Israel which can in­
tegrate in the Middle East and become a 
partner to a Pax Semitica. But there remain 
three very serious problems in his outlook 
and program. The first is that the myths 
which A vnery exposes in the Zionists are 
also apparent in his own thought. The idea 
of a "Hebrew" renaissance is a fanciful ar­
chaism which glosses over the fact that an 
essentially western people is seeking an indig­
enous place in a non-western land. We can 
understand their feeling of isolation and 
their desire to "belong" in a cultural as well 
as a geographical sense. But it remains that 
the western Israeli is no more a real Middle 
Easterner than is the Boer in Capetown and 
Johannesburg a real African. 

The second problem relates to the Zionist 
concept of "emancipation". If Avnery dis­
parages the Diasporan ties and orientations 
of Zionism, he fully endorses the notion of 
Zionism as a "liberating" movement, freeing 
the Jews from their own stultifying past. 
Understandable as this may be in certain 
respects, it neglects the significance of the 
Judiac heritage and the broad dimensions of 
Jewish secular development in the modern 
age, both of which stand among the more 
notable achievements of man and have pro­
foundly influenced the course of history. 
One cannot but question how a parochial 
neo-Hebraism would compare to these facets 
of Jewish experience. 

The final problem with the Avnery thesis-­
and this is probably the most important in 
terms of a settlement to the current con-
1lict-concerns his approach to the Arab 
question. His attitude toward the Arabs is 
rather condescending and academic. He sees 
the Arab national movement as initially "a 
simple idea ... not faced with the immense­
ly complicated problems which confronted 
Zionism". This is hardly true. The develop­
ment and evolution of the national idea 
among the Arabs is as complex and involved 
as it has been in the case of other modern­
izing movements, whether they be Jewish, 
Russian, Indian, or Chinese. The Arabs, too, 
have problems of loyalty, identity, direction 
and becoming. 

The Pax Semitica which Uri Avnery has in 
mind is basically Israeli-centric. It suggests 
the construction of a Palestinian state as 
Israel's first Arab ally, without considering 
the disadvantages to the Palestinians of ac­
cepting a "lesser" Palestine which would in­
evitably become a kind of satellite to the 
Jewish state in the more strategically-lo-

cated and productive sectors. It also disre­
gards the fact that the Palestinans, have 
now developed a national movement of their 
own which does not seek the eviction of the 
Jews, but the construction of a secular and 
pluralistic state. This is a challenge which 
Avnery does not even take into account, and 
considering the vast discrepancy in propor­
tional population, it might be more appro­
priate to ask how Israel could fit into a 
broader Pax Semitica than how the Pales-

. tinians and the Arabs in general could ac­
commodate to Israeli schemes for integra­
tion and peace. 

These criticisms aside, Uri Avnery has 
made a contribution to deeper understand­
ing of a problem which has so troubled 
Arabs, Israelis and the world. He is seeking 
a way around the dilemmas of the new Jew­
ish presence in the Middle East, a way to 
escape the myths and brittle attitudes of 
Zionism in order to build a system of co­
existence. He stands as a point of departure, 
a course with frailties to be reconsidered, 
but one which has essential merits. Should 
his reflections and ideas take any root, the 
possibilities of peace will be enhanced. The 
Arabs have a role to play, also, but we are 
so often reminded of what the Arabs must 
do and seldom of the gestures which Israel 
needs to make if it is to achieve a normal 
way of life in the Middle East. 

The Arab-Israel confiict has been char­
acterized by the encounter in Palestine of 
two mutually hostile national movements, 
both deeply influenced by larger affinitive 
communities outside. The prospects of set­
tlement in the immediate future seem to de­
pend on a pragmatic disengagement of the 
contending parties from their cultural spon­
sors. If the controversy can be isolated to 
this degree, the fundamentals will emerge in 
unequivocal terms as the meeting of two 
claims; one, asserting the right of Jews to 
establish a corporate existence in Palestine, 
the other maintaining the right of Pales­
tinan Arabs to repatriation. In this context, 
exclusivist policies would tend to eclipse and 
conjointly the system of relationships in all 
dimensions would seek an appropriate struc­
ture. Pluralism in Palestine would reflect 
the actual pluralism of the Jewish and Arab 
communities and help to set the pace for a 
world already wearied by the struggle of one 
irredentism against another. 

WORLD ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, the en­
vironment is a concern that has no 
boundaries. Pesticides have encircled the 
globe. The nations of the world together 
are beginning to pollute the oceans. An 
exploding world population is straining 
the resources vf the earth. Each nation 
must establish priorities to meet the par­
ticular challenges it faces in the en­
vironmental crisis. 

But the aim of a livable world will be 
met only with concerted. cooperative ef­
forts involving all nations--the prob­
lem cannot be licked piecemeal. As just 
one instance, any one country could take 
unprecedented steps to end its pollution 
of the sea. But if others did not follow 
suit, it is almost inevitable that this 
priceless resource essential to life itself 
will be destroyed. 

In a January speech setting out an 
environmental agenda for the 1970's, the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
<Mr. NELSON), a leading advocate of en­
vironmental action, said that winning 
the war against environmental problems 
is going to require on the part of all 
people a new assertion of environmental 

rights and the evolution of an ecological 
ethic of understanding and respect for 
the bonds that unite the species man 
with the natural systems of the planet. 

He pointed out that such an ethic, in 
recognizing the common heritage and 
concern of men of all nations, may prove 
the surest road to removing the mistrust 
and mutual suspicions that have always 
seemed to stand in the way of world 
peace. 

In a May 1970, article in War/Peace 
Report, Senator NELSON develops fur­
ther this theme of the need for coopera­
tive action worldwide to save the en­
vironment and proposes a major first 
step, the establishment of a World Com­
mission to Preserve the Environment, 
which would be associated with the 
United Nations in the same way as are 
many other international agencies. 

Mr. President, this proposal merits the 
consideration of all of us who share this 
concern about the deteriorating environ­
ment and the threat to the quality of 
human life. I ask unanimous consent 
that the excellent article of the Senator 
from Wisconsin be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WE NEED A NEW GLOBAL AGENCY To CONFRONT 

THE ENVIRONMENT CRISIS 
(By Senator GAYLORD NELSON) 

We all travel together, passengers on a 
little spaceship, dependent on its vulnerable 
supplies of air and soil; all committed for 
our safety to its security and peace, preserved 
from annihilation only by the care, work, and 
I will say the love we give our fragile craft. 

With these words, uttered in Geneva in 
1965, the year of his death, Adlai Stevenson 
put his finger on an impending crisis to 
which most citizens of the world were to 
wake up four and five years later. 

He foresaw the day when we earth people 
could hopelessly foul the thin envelope of air 
that surrounds our planet with the exhaust 
from our cars, factories, office buildings and 
homes. 

The possibility now looms that we can 
shave the trees from our rich forestlands, rub 
the land raw with our plows, spray it with 
deadly pesticides, rip it with surface mining, 
cover it with blankets or blacktop and strips 
of concrete, and choke it with oily fumes and 
poisonous gases. 

We have gone a long way toward stilling 
the land that has under normal conditions 
been so provident, and we have not been 
treating the waters any better, gorging our 
rivers and seas with the ever-increasing ef­
fluence of an ever-more affiuent society. 

Environmental problems extend also to the 
problems of population, hunger, distribution 
of natural resources, solids disposal, radio­
active and poison disposal, nuclear fallout, 
mineral depfetion, noise and pesticides--in 
short, to virtually every problem in the world. 

There is literally no portion of the earth 
that has escaped man's messes. The last 
breath of pure air is thought to have been 
ingested in Flagstatr, Arizona, six years ago. 
Penguins and seals in remote Antarctica 
show DDT in their tissues. Mountain streams 
where men can safely drink the water with­
out treating it first are becoming harder to 
find. It is now commonly understood that 
massive measures must be taken 1! man is to 
restore and maintain a quality environment, 
but few persons outside the scientific and 
academic communities are aware that the 
very survival o! man hangs in the balance. 

The clearest indication that man can de-
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grade his environment enough to threaten 
his own existence is that already he has 
forced other species off the face of the earth. 
Dr. S. Dillon Ripley, secretary of the Smith­
sonian Institution, believes tbat in 25 years 
somewhere between 75 and 80 percent of all 
the species of living animals will be extinct. 

Until recent years, species vanished at the 
rate of one per 1,000 years. At present, one 
species is dying out every year. For example, 
in just 100 years, we exterminated five bil­
lion passenger pigeons. 

The World Health Organization estimates 
that in the last 100 years over 550 species of 
mammals, birds and reptiles have been 
pushed to the brink of extinction. Unlike 
the dinosaur, which died out over millions 
of years, endangered species today are being 
wiped out in a second of geologic time. One 
hundred and ten kinds of mammals have 
succumbed in the Christian era alone, 70 
per cent of them in the last century. 

Several forms of wildlife are today faced 
with extinction: the petrel of Bermuda, the 
bald eagle · and peregrine falcon of America, 
the osprey and the blue shell crab are all 
threatened. 

An alarming aspect of this situation is 
the insidious way in which these birds are 
eradicated. No one wishes for their deaths. 
The Bermuda petrel, a rare oceanic bird of 
the North Atlantic that has nD contact with 
any land treated with insecticides, never­
theless lays eggs with 6.4 parts per million 
of DDT residues, acquired through eating 
contaminated sealife. Similarly, the eagle and 
the osprey face extinction because herbicides · 
diminish their capacity to produce calcium 
and their eggs are no longer strong enough 
to contain the chicks. 

The fate of these creatures cannDt be de­
cided through national legislation, because 
the birds pay no attention to boundary lines. 
Some countries, notably Sweden and Den­
mark, and recently Canada, have banned 
DDT. But that is just a beginning. 

Soil erosion, the tide and the chain of 
life itself carry pesticides to the farthest 
reaches of the world without regard to 
boundaries. In Antarctica, as unpopulated a 
spot as there Is in the world, 2,600 tons of 
DDT are estimated to have accumulated in 
the snow and lee. 

The battle against pollution must over­
come the jurisdictional boundary lines that 
carve the planet into separate sovereignties. 
The metropolitan area around Portland, Ore­
gon, has 452 municipalities-local govern­
ments that under normal conditions operate 
without regard to one another; the problem 
of independent jurisdictions is compounded 
when applied to the international scene. 

Some examples graphically point up the 
need for international solutions to pollution 
problems: 

An oil tanker from Country X ruptures a 
seam, and oil gushes out to mar the beauty 
of Country Y's beaches and to kill off its 
sea fowl, marine life and underwater vege­
tation. 

Rising acidity in rain and snow, attributed 
to wastes from Britain and possibly West 
Germany threaten to destroy fresh-water 
fish and forests in Norway if not controlled. 

Radioactivity from an atom test in Coun­
try A spreads to far-off Country B, imperil­
ing Country B's milk products. 

Mustard gas containers dumped into the 
ocean at the end of World War II rust 
through, and the lethal gases begin to leak 
out. 

Chemicals used by a large power at war 
in a small country create a fear that the 
chemicals may sterilize the land or at least 
drastically reduce its agricultural output for 
many years, or even permanently. 

Dirty air from a large city drifts over a 
national border into another country. 

Polluted water from Country C flows into 
Country D, rendering any attempts by Coun­
try D to keep its water clean futile. 

THANT SUGGESTS CONTROLS 

A report issued by U.N. Secretary General 
U Thant last May found that many pollu­
tion problems are global. The report outlined 
several areas in which international agree­
ment offered the best or only protection of 
environmental concerns. 

In addition to the new commonplace forms 
of air and water pollution, the report found 
a need for international agreement in the 
areas of radioactive fallout; protection across 
boundary lines for migratory birds, mam­
mals and reptiles, and agreements in mat­
ters affecting weather and climate. 

The report concluded: "Both at national 
and international levels, action programs and 
institutional measures to correct and pre­
vent pollution of the air, of land, water and 
ocean resources, and of food, are urgently 
needed. So are legislative and administrative 
controls, in the interest of both social and 
economic objectives, on the use of pesticides 
and other chemicals which are essential in 
modern agriculture and industry but which, 
when wrongly used, can be harmful to man 
and his environment." 

In the past, pollution has been mainly the 
problem of affiuent nations, but that is not 
true any more. Even while pollution from the 
more industrialized nations blows and flows 
past borders into the less developed coun­
tries those countries are clamoring for what 
they see as the blessings of industrialization. 

These international problems fall within 
the purview of the United Nations. They are 
non-ideological in nature, and they affect 
all the inhabitants of the world, human 
and otherwise. The U.N. Conference on Hu­
man Environment to be held in Stockholm in 
1972 is a major first step toward making the 
U.N. work on international pollution prob­
lems. 

Since time to cope with these problems is 
so short, I would hope that the international 
community would move with more celerity 
than is its wont in creating the necessary 
institutions. I would propose that there be 
established a World Commission to Preserve 
the Environment, which would be associated 
with the United Nations In much the same 
manner as are other international agencies. 
The commission would have to be created in 
such a way that its composition and voting 
procedures would properly reflect population 
and power distribution in the world. Its 
budget would be provided for through means 
similar to those used for other international 
organizations; each government would make 
an appropriation to it in accordance with the 
rules of the commission and that govern­
ment's own procedures. The commission 
members would have to be named through 
a process of government consultations, but 
once appointed they should be free to vote 
their own minds and consciences. 

At this stage in the development of in­
ternational institutions, it does not seem 
likely that the World Commission to Pre­
serve the Environment could be endowed 
with physical enforcement powers. However, 
it would not seem beyond the bounds of 
political possibility to empower the commis­
sion to set up a global monitoring system 
to oversee the environment. There is al­
ready a precedent for this in the U.N. Scien­
tific Committee for Atomic Radiation, which 
was established by the General Assembly in 
1955 and which has since then, with little 
fanfare, monitored the atmosphere for con­
tamination by artificial radioactivity and 
made its findings available in annual re­
ports. There are also many other U.N. agen­
cies that deal one way or another with en­
vironmental problems, and the new commis­
sion could coordinate with their activities 
to achieve maximum effectiveness. 

Whenever the commission found offenses 
against the environment-whether in the 
seabed, the ocean, the atmosphere, outer 
space, or even on land, when the pollutions 
were detected crossing international bound-

aries-the commission could initiate a co­
operative effort to solve the problem. The 
prestige of the commission, combined with 
its authority to publicize its rulings widely, 
might allow it to be effective in getting 
compliance even though it might lack any 
legal means of enforcement. Various non­
governmental organizations ranging all the 
way from churches to citizens, conservation 
and youth groups, could be a powerful politi­
cal force to help implement the commis­
sion's recommendations. 

The commission could do more than mon­
itor the environment, however. It could carry 
out research on all aspects of the environ­
ment and how to keep it unspoiled; it could 
act as a clearinghouse for the considerable 
data already existing. It could also under­
take programs of education aimed at both 
ordinary citizens and leaders in industry to 
bring them into the campaign against pol­
lution. 

There are other avenues where interna­
tional environmental matters can be dis­
cussed and solutions weighed. In part, the 
answers lie with the people themselves and 
require no action by governments. Individ­
uals are slowly learning that what they do 
and don't do has direct consequences on their 
environment. 

In the United States, the widespread sup­
port for and participation in Earth Day held 
April 22 can extend itself to international 
pollution problems. Youth and adults alike 
can say what they think about manufac­
turers making cars that send up blankets 
of carbon monoxide, about oil companies that 
drill holes into the ocean floor and spill oil 
that kills birds and marine life and that 
ruins the beaches for people, about govern­
ments that dump radioactive wastes on the 
ocean floor. 

Any rational approach to worldwide pollu­
tion or conservation requires that national 
and local rivalries be set aside and that 
people the world over start to think of one 
another as brothers with common affiictions 
and common needs. 

Whether it is worn by an American, an 
East Indian or an African, the button that 
says, "Give Earth a Chance," has the same 
meaning. We're all in the same boat, as the 
sailor says, and we must row together. 

CAPTIVE NATIONS 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, this week 

marks the 30th anniversary of the Soviet 
Union's ruthless takeover of the Baltic 
States--Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia. 
In June of 1940, armed troops of the 
Soviet Union poured into the Baltic 
States and forcibly incorporated Latvia, 
Lithuania, and Estonia into the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics. The Gov­
ernment of the United States has never 
recognized this forced annexation. 

Elections were held in the usual 
Soviet style. The candidates were selected 
by Moscow, and Lithuanians, Letts, and 
Estonians were led at gunpoint to vote 
for their respective slates. Over the suc­
ceeding 30 years there has ensued a 
series of policies aimed at breaking down 
the ethnic and cultural character of the 
Baltic peoples. Thousands of Baits have 
been deported to Siberia; Russian in­
stitutions and Communist doctrine have 
been imposed on the Baltic peoples, as 
has the Russian language. No effort has 
been spared to rob the Baltic nations of 
their cultural heritage. 

The people of Latvia, Lithuania, and 
Estonia have vigorously resisted Soviet 
domination. They resisted :first by force 
of arms, incurring tenible losses. Since 
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1952 the Baits have continued to resist 
passively. 

The proud people of the Baltic coun­
tries have suffered a stormy and belea­
guered history. From time immemorial 
Russian and Germanic forces have swept 
back and forth across their lands. But 
the present Soviet domination is the 
most brutally destructive that they have 
yet endured. Our solemn observation of 
this grim anniversary must serve to 
focus world opinion on the plight of the 
Baltic nations so that we shall stand with 
a renewed awareness against the im­
perialistic ambitions of the Soviet Union. 

OBSERVATIONS ON UNFINISHED 
EDUCATIONAL TASKS . 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
for 3 years, there has served in the Office 
of Education one of the Nation's finest 
public servants and leading authorities 
on the education of the very young. He 
is James J. Gallagher, Deputy Assist­
ant Secretary of Planning, Research, and 
Evaluation in the U.S. Office of Educa­
tion. 

Dr. Gallagher has witnessed, and par­
ticipated in, an exciting era of public 
education. A great body of laws has 'been 
passed; new ideas have 'been generated 
and many brought into being. 

He has been in the Office of Education 
long enough to experience some frustra­
tion that all of us experience with the 
performance of education programs. 
What happens 'between the time the first 
money is appropriated and the time the 
first child enters such a program? What 
happens after it has been in operation 
a year, or 2, or 3, or a dozen? 

Dr. Gallagher is leaving the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare to become director of the Frank 
Porter Center at the University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill. Upon his de­
parture, he has analyzed some of these 
questions, and come up with interesting 
and provocative answers. 

Dr. Gallagher leaves behind not only 
a distinguished record of accomplish­
ment at the Office of Education, but the 
benefit of his experience. Before coming 
to the Office of Education, he was direc­
tor of psychological services, Dayton 
H;ospital for Disturbed Children, Dayton, 
Ohio; assistant director of the phycho­
logical clinic at Michigan State Univer­
sity; assistant professor at the Institute 
for Research on Exceptional Children at 
the University of Dlinois, and later its 
director. He has been a visiting adjunct 
professor, education improvement pro­
gram at Duke University. He is the au­
thor of "The Tutoring of Brain Injured 
Mentally Retarded Children," published 
in 1960; of "Teaching the Gifted Child," 
published in 1964; "Teaching Gifted 
Students," published in 1965. 

In a paper entitled "Unfinished Educa­
tional Tasks, Thoughts on Leaving Gov­
ernment Service,'' Dr. Gallagher tells 
some of the reasons why performance 
seems to fall short of promise in many 
educational activities. 

He describes the layers of Federal bu­
reaucracy that beset Office of Education 
plans. He outlines the need to reorganize 

education at all levels of government-­
local, State, and Federal. He suggests 
some areas of concentration and spe­
cialty that are most appropriate for Fed­
eral activity. 

I know that Dr. Gallagher will con­
tinue to contribute to better education 
in America. His observations will be help­
ful to all of us who also plan to devote 
ourselves to 'better education in America. 
I ask unanimous consent to have the pa­
per printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the paper 
was ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 

UNFINISHED EDUCATIONAL TASKS 

(By James J. Gallagher) 
Since the news of my forthcoming resig­

nation, I have had many requests or inquiries 
as to the principal reasons for my departure. 
In order to put incorrect speculation to rest, 
I issue this statement of personal conviction. 

The problems that plague effective govern­
ment action in education are many and cen­
ter mainly upon how important decisions are 
made. I wish to state some of these problems 
and possible solutions as a final statement 
upon leaving Government Service. 

In Washington, we stlll play the game of 
hero and villain, as the press testifies daily. 
However, villains in Washington are far few­
er than most people believe. Many of the 
problems are imbedded, rather, in failure 
within the orgauwation and system of gov­
ernment itself. These flaws extend beyond 
particular individuals in temporary leader­
ship positions. Before major improvements 
can be made in the construction and imple­
mentation of sound educational policy, the 
Washington decision-making system must be 
corrected in a fundamental manner. 

Four of these organizational problems have 
been major frustrations in our work and none 
of them seem to be getting much better: 

EROSION OF AUTHORITY OF U.S. OFFICE OF 
EDUCATION 

I believe that the U.S. Office of Education 
should be the major center for the develop­
ment of national policy on education and the 
principal educational spokesman of the 
Federal Government, once the broad outlines 
of White House interests have been stated. 
At the present time, however, virtually all 
major educational policy decisions and state­
ments are being made at other governmental 
leve_ls with only perfunctory recognition of 
the existence or the role of the Office of Edu­
cation. The Office has had only limited par­
ticipation in the plans for desegregation of 
education, higher education, educational re­
search and development, and other areas. 

One of the consequences of that limited 
participation was the negative tone in the 
White House Messages on Education which 
appear more critical than constructive in 
their approach to education. Various admin­
istrative spokesmen, from the White House 
down, seem willing to make education and 
educators the scapegoat for a multitude of 
societal problems not of their making, but at 
the same time are not willing to provide the 
high priority and necessary resources to get 
needed educational tasks accomplished. 
UNCERTAIN COMMITMENT TO RESEARCH AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

One of the new thrusts of the new Admin­
istration which persuaded me to become the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Planning, Re­
search and Evaluation was a major concern 
for meaningful advances in research and 
development as a means of improving Amer­
ican education. We started with high hopes. 
However, the treatment of the initial 1971 
budget requests by the Bureau of the Budget 
in cutting existing research programs by 
over $15 million, while allowing modest starts 

for new efforts, was a distinct shock. It was 
the first, but not the last, indication that 
fiscal considerations and budget technicians 
often determine major educational policy 
decisions, no matter the rhetoric of the 
visible spokesmen for the Administration. 

I am naturally pleased that the new pro­
gram of Experimental Schools--designed to 
carefully test major new innovations--and 
the proposed National Institute of Educa­
tion--designed to provide a major visible 
center of planning and action for educational 
research-are receiving favorable comment. 
Having worked hard to develop these new and 
promising concepts, I am gratified that they 
are receiving careful consideration. But these 
new programs alone do not make a total 
research program. Rather, the major efforts 
that began in 1966 under Title IV of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
should be the base upon which future edu­
cational research and development should 
be built. 

If effective programs in existing Research 
and Development Centers and Educational 
Laboratories and other past innovative ef­
forts are starved in order to feed new pro­
grams, American education will not profit. 
The 1972 budget is, of course, crucial and 
there will be strong temptation for those 
solely concerned with fiscal considerations 
to transfer or cut the more established pro­
grams, and transfer funds from those pro­
grams into new efforts by the National 
Institute of Education. Such a move could 
be accompanied by lofty statements of "ex­
citing new advances in research," when, in 
fact, the total educational research money 
available may show little or no increase. 
Many concerned individuals and organiza­
tions will be watching the 1972 budget care­
fully to see if there is a genuine increase in 
research funds, or merely a transfer of funds 
from old to new programs. 

The concept of the National Institute 
of Education, as a visible indication of our 
commitment to systematic improvement of 
educational programs, affords much promise 
in leading us into a new era for research 
and for the educational consumer. The Na­
tional Institute can attract first-rate re­
searchers from many disciplines such as psy­
chology, economics, anthropology, etc., as 
well as talented educators. It could create 
a grerutly improved environment for research 
administration and planning. It would be 
tragic if this promising agent for educational 
improvement became immersed in political or 
budgetary legerdemain. In this spirit, there 
is a strong need to keep the staffing patterns 
of the proposed National Institute as free 
from political influence as possible. The 
country deserves, and the educational com­
munity requires, the best from a National 
Institute, and the political affiliations of 
top staff are an irrelevancy. 

CAN THE GOVERNMENT KEEP ITS PROMISE? 

The credibility of the Federal Government 
is under serious and justified attack because 
of its failure to follow through on programs 
once they have begun. Title III of the Ele­
mentary and Secondary Education Act and 
the educational laboratories are only two of 
many programs that began with great ex­
pectations. In the second or third year of 
their efforts-their political glamour worn 
off-their favored place was taken in the 
Administration by new, bright, and shiny 
programs that are polished by hope and un­
su111ed by experience. 

The odds now seem to be against the 
realistic use of long-range educational plan­
ning for the foreseea;ble future at the Fed­
eral level. Although most everyone admits 
to the importance of planning in the ab­
stract, the existing governmental organiza­
tion or system is designed to inevitably 
frustrate it. There are simply too many per­
sons, some at quite low levels in the hier-
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archy, who have the power to change the 
signals on previous commitments and long­
range programs. The plans designed in past 
years become the victims of persons who have 
no sense of history, or respect for programs 
begun before their entry upon the scene, 
but who are eager to push their own pet 
projects to "make their own mark" in Wash­
ington. 

Outside the Office of Education, at the 
present time, there are at least five or six 
major sources of policy review identifiable 
within the Executive Branch itself. Reviews 
by the Secretary's Office of Program Plan­
ning, by Evaluation, by the Department's 
budgetary analysts, by the staff of the HEW 
Secretary, by the Bureau of the Budget, by 
various parts of the White House staff, etc., 
lead to many amendments and modifications. 
The number of these people and their par­
ticipation in policy decision-making appear 
to be increasing daily. Moreover, they do not 
hestitate to exercise veto power over these 
programs. The multiplication of people who 
have authority to change programs but who 
leave others to face the often negative con­
sequences of their actions is one of the most 
severe morale problems in government. Even 
after programs run this gauntlet, they must 
be reviewed again by the Congress where an­
other variety of special interests are brought 
to bear on the programs. 

Government officials have often been ac­
cused of being inconsistent in their policy 
statements and program decisions. Often 
such inconsistency is the result of the swirl 
of shifting alliances of power groups within 
government that throw up new policies like 
corks on the waves, and just as easily sub­
merge those not in current favor. It would 
be a miracle if consistent planning for pri­
orities could survive such a chaotic opera­
tion-and miracles are currently out of style. 

It seems to me that until fundamental 
changes are made in the unlimited power of 
myriads of people to change or manipulate 
programs, budgets, and priorities of the Of­
fice of Education every few months, it will 
be impossible to carry out a program with 
long-range goals and objectives. As we start 
new programs again, and paint our bright 
portrait of what those new programs will ac­
complish, is there any reason to believe that 
the same cycle of excitement-frustration­
despair will not be repeated by the way in 
which we make our future decisions? I think 
not, unless we adopt specific changes in pro­
cedure, such as those detailed below. 
NATIONAL NEGLECT AND THE HANDICAPPED 

STUDENT 

My interest in joining the Office of Edu­
cation three years ago was to direct the 
then new Bureau of Education for the 
Handicapped. Although some substantial 
progress has been made during this time, 
there remains a glaring gap between need 
and national action for handicapped chil­
dren of school and pre-school ages. Over half 
of the estimated 7,000,000 handicapped chil­
dren in our nation are still not receiving 
needed special education services in our 
schools. The United States stands in un­
favorable comparison to most of the coun­
tries of the civilized world in our education­
al and health provisions for handicapped 
children. To rank below the top ten nations 
in the prevention of infant mortality is one 
of the many sad statistics for a proud na­
tion. 

What is needed is not just small percentage 
annual increments in a $100 million pro­
gram (currently representing an average in­
vestment of less than $20 per student), but 
a dramatic increase, representing a doubling 
or trebling of effort in a program that has 
proven itself to be effective, and has dem­
onstrated its ability to encourage States to 
increase their own efforts. This program is 
small enough to profit materially and visibly 
from a major influx of funds, whereas the 

same amount might disappear Without a 
t11ace in larger programs. 

The program for handicapped children al­
ways seems to be too small, on a fiscal basis, 
to ever merit a major priority role in the 
Office of Education's budget plans, even 
though Congress has been quite favorably 
disposed to programs for the handicapped. 
The notion that we might double or triple 
the Federal effort for the handicapped may 
seem dramatic, but actually represents much 
less money than has been regularly moved 
back and forth in the budget checker game 
with larger programs. 

POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS 

I would not mention these problems if I 
did not think there were ways to solve them. 
There are some constructive s·teps that can 
be taken. 
1. The Establishment of a Department of 

Education 
No other major country in the Western 

world tries to combine the immense fields 
of health, education, and welfare into a sin­
gle cabinet-level department. After three 
years in the Department of Health, Educa­
tion and Welfare, it is easy to see why few 
other nations have been tempted to follow 
this example. The attached table shows that 
the budget of the Office of Education al­
ready exceeds that of five cabinet depart­
ments (Interior, Post Office, Commerce, Jus­
tice and State). We actually have within 
Health, Education and Welfare three sepa­
rate operating departments bound together 
only by a burgeoning bureaucracy at the 
Secretarial level. A total of over 2,000 per­
sons now operates out the the Office of the 
Secretary, originally conceived as merely a 
coordination service between the operating 
agencies of Health, Education and Welfare. 

Education's share in the budget of the De­
partment of Health, Education and Welfare 
has dropped from approximately 33 per­
cent to 18 percent in the time I have been in 
Washington. In real dollars, our 1971 budget 
level is below our '!Judget back in 1966. There 
is the further fact that the proportion of 
Federal contribution to the total education­
al costs has fallen from 8 percent to 5.5 per­
cent in the last three years despite the major 
financial crises felt at the local and State 
levels. 

This is not to say that the money given to 
Health and Welfare is not appropriate. It 
merely points up the difficulty that educa­
tion has in competing within a single HEW 
budget. The tasks of the Office of Education 
are becoming more and more complicated by 
the additional layers of bureaucracy that 
must be negotiated to achieve effective pro­
grams. I cannot think of a single important 
reason why these three unlikely companions 
(health, education and welfare) share the 
same Department. Moreover, there are many 
other educational efforts being mounted in a 
large number of agencies with little or no co­
ordination With the Office of Education or 
HEW. 

The earlier HEW goal to have all of the 
basic three elements of the Department 
work together to deliver total service to the 
individual was found to be not viable, and 
was essentially abandoned some time ago. 
With different regulations, different local 
and State agencies, different guidelines, it 
does not seem likely that we can work toward 
a coordination objective within the total HEW 
Department any better than if each element 
(health, education, and welfare) were in a 
separate department. A cabinet-level De­
prtment of Education would allow for the 
effective bringing together of the many Fed­
eral efforts in the education domain. 

2. Helping the Government keep its 
promises 

There is little hope of saving the bright 
priorities of last year's programs unless some 
type of protective environment is established 

for long-range educational programs of high 
priority. This means that both the Execu­
tive Branch and Congress would need to 
give tacit approval to the concept that per­
haps 20 percent of the budget be set aside 
annually for long-range goals, and not be 
thrown each year into the same gladiatorial 
arena that the rest of the programs face. 

Such a formula would earn the special 
blessing of those constituents in the Nation's 
school systems, universities and education­
al industries who would have the chance to 
accomplish something effective with some 
consistency of Federal support over a period 
of tim-e. These constituents now have to face 
constant uncertainty, anxiety, changed sig­
nals and radical budget adjustments. 

This protection of priority programs would 
not be a request for a free ride for these 
programs. On the contrary, the most strin­
gent criteria would be applied before put­
ting a program into this protective category, 
and a careful review could be made at a given 
point in time before any long-term renewal. 
It does mean that we wouldn't be yanking 
up the fragile educational plant every six 
months just to see how the roots were grow­
ing. 

3. The acceptances of special Federal 
responsibilities 

As a general rule, we should continue to 
strive to give maximum flexibility to local 
school administrators to use Federal funds. 
Education is too complicated a field to think 
that any one neat solution such as revenue 
sharing will meet all of the existing tough 
problems. 

There are many valid reasons why we 
should provide some system of general sup­
port funds to the beleaguered educational 
agencies that would improve the general 
delivery of educational services to all stu­
dents. In addition, a special Federal role 
seems clearly indicated in strengthening 
those components of the total educational 
system that lie beyond local resources such 
as research, training, and educational cam­
munication. 

Not every school system can develop its 
own mathematics curriculum or develop the 
specialized tests to measure its effectiveness 
in improving student attitude. My experi­
ence with research and its specialized re­
quirements and broad applications has con­
vinced me that a major Federal initiative 
is an abS'Olute must. State and local edu­
cational administrators have shown their 
inability to support such items in the face 
of the immediate and overriding pressures 
to provide needed educational services. 

Not every community nor every State can 
provide entirely for the specialized needs of 
blind, deaf, cerebr.al palsied, or muLtiple 
handicapped children. The evidence is clear 
that special Federal assistance is required 
to insure that no child with these handi­
caps suffers because of an accident of resi­
dence or geographical location. The handi­
capped have always represented a kind of 
proving ground for the development 0f new 
approaches in education such as individu­
alized instruction, clear establishment of 
behavioral objectives, the creative use of 
media, pre-school education, etc. Providing 
Federal initiatives in this program is ru0re 
than a moral issue-it is sound national 
educational policy. 

A legitimate debate could be held about 
whether education's major barrier is la.ck 
of imagination or poor transportation of 
ideas. We have many examples of excellent 
practices an<i programs, but few examples 
of the technique of how to move them 
from one place to another. A clear respon­
sibility of the Federal GoveTnment is to 
invest heavily in dissemination of better 
ideas and practices. The means by which we 
can transport new ideas and new practices 
in education are complex and still some-

. 
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what obscure. We have some minor starts 
in small inft>rmation systems, but there is 
a clear Federal responsib111ty to insure tna.t 
good ideas and superior practices get from 
Portland to Austin, and from Long Beach to 
Utica. Programs of educational communi­
cation are not currently receiving more than 
token support-perhaps $1Q-$15 minion in 
all. · 

I have occasionally felt that we in the 
government are actors in a badly written 
or badly prOduced play by a long-forgotten 
author. Good actors can disguise the flaws 
in the play for a while, while bad actors 
make them immediately apparent, but the 
flaws remain and merely changing the cast 
of characters doesn't help that much. We 
need to do something about the play, or in 
this instance the way in which decision­
making occurs on educational matters in 
government. There will be few meaningful 
accomplishments in Federal education policy 
without this reform. 

The President in his White House Message 
on Elementary and Secondary Education has 
called for educational reform, and well he 
might. A scattered and financially im.pover­
tshed set of autonomous 20,000 local school 
districts was built for a bygone era, with 
simpler goals. We need to, as a nation, pull 
our educational system vigorously into the 
last half of the twentieth century. But we 
need educational reform at the Federal Gov­
ernment level as well. 

Unless we can organize ourselves at the 
Federal level to keep our educational prom­
ises, to identify one clear spokesman for 
Federal education policy, to support and give 
leadership to special programs directly re­
lated to educational improvement (i.e., re­
search, training, education communication, 
etc.) then the Federal Government may well 
be crying out for educational reform on 
the outside, when the needs for reform may 
be greatest on the inside of the Federal 
establishment. 
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sented and by the judgment and wisdom 
of what they had to say. 

Also, I appreciate very much the fact 
that Mr. Stewart McClure, a member of 
the professional staff of the Senate Pub­
lic Works Committee, was able to attend 
this hearing in Oklahoma and hear these 
excellent and highly useful statements, 
and the ensuing discussion, firsthand. I 
am grateful to the committee for per­
mitting Mr. McClure to do this, and I 
know that what he learned will be very 
helpful to the committee in its delibera­
tions. 

Economic development officials from 
across Oklahoma, county officials in the 
five counties involved and a group of 
State legislators, headed by Speaker of 
the House Rex Privett and including 
Senators Raymond Horn and Bob Me-
dearis and State representatives Vol 
Odom and Wiley Sparkman, participated 
in the Wagoner hearing on the effective­
ness of the EDA program and the need to 
keep it operating at least at-its present 
level in Oklahoma. 

The hearing focused on the economic 
development efforts now underway in the 
five Oklahoma counties which will be de­
designated at the end of this month un­
less the legislation pending before the 

Department of Defense. ______ -------------------------------- $74.5 1 11, 196, 600 1 committee is enacted. 
Treasury __________________ ---------- ________________ --------
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63, 600 

3 During that day, statements were 
~ made by Mr. L. B. Earp, executive direc-

11 tor, Northeast Oklahoma Economic De-
10 . velopment District and a very impressive 
1 ~ delegation from Delaware County; Bill 
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7 3, 030 

Labor __________________________ ------------ _______________ _ 
Housing and Urban Development_ _____________________________ _ 
Office of Education ______________ -------- ____________________ _ 
Interior ________ -------- ____________________________________ _ 8 
Post Office __________ -------- _______________________________ _ 
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s:ate_- -----------------------------------------------------
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.4 

9 
10 
11 
12 

59, 300 
~ 67, 000 
25, 600 
37, 600 
23,900 

2 Hill, director, Kiamichi Economic De­
~ velopment District, and a very impres-
9 sive delegation from Pittsburg County; 

'Includes 30,700 civilian and 1,165,900 military personnel. 

EXTENDING PUBLIC WORKS AND 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT 
AND DELAYING DE-DESIGNATION 
OF COUNTIES 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I support 

the extension for 1 year of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act 
and a 1-year moratorium on the termi­
nation or modification of designations of 
areas or counties as redevelopment areas 
under that act. I strongly urge the pas­
sage, therefore, of Senate Joint Resolu­
tion 210, of which I am a cosponsor, and 
H.R.15712. 

Despite the fact that the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act has been 
funded considerably below the authori­
zation level, it has been highly effective 
in my own State in giving communities 
the tools to work with toward needed 
economic development, toward building 
much needed new private jobs and other 
opportunities. 

I believe that in the year which would 
follow the extension of this basic act, 
hearings can be held in more detail and 
improvements in the particular programs 
involved can be recommended. 

But, Mr. President, at a time when 
national unemployment has risen to 5 
percent, considerably higher among cer­
tain segments of our population and in 
certain underdeveloped areas of the 
country, this is not the time to allow this 
important economic development legis­
lation to expire. 

More particularly, this is not the time 
to dedesignate counties and areas of the 
country which have been, up to now, eli­
gible for the special grants and loans and 
other programs available to them as 
redevelopment areas. 

Five Oklahoma counties-Jefferson, 
Pittsburg, Pawnee, Wagoner, and Dela­
ware-were among the counties dedesig­
nated. On June 3, 1970, I wrote to the 
Secretary of Commerce, saying: 

I certainly hope that you will act favorably 
on the suggested moratorium on de-designa­
tion in order to avoid creating undue hard­
ships in these counties which have worked 
so ha,rd over the past few years to solve some 
of their economic ills. 

Thereafter, on June 11, I joined with 
the distinguished Senator from Minne­
sota <Mr. MoNDALE), and other Senators 
in the introduction of Senate Joint Res­
olution 210, which would establish such 
a moratorium. 

On Tuesday, June 16, 1970, I conducted 
a special day-long hearing in Wagoner, 
Okla., to determine what the people 
themselves in the five counties affected 
by the dedesignation announcement 
thought about these programs and what 
the effect of such dedesignation, if al­
lowed to stand, would be. 

Mr. President, I was tremendously im­
pressed by the number of people who 
took part in that hearing on such short 
notice, by the carefUl preparation which 
had gone into the statements they pre-

Col. Homer G. Snodgrass, Jr., executive 
director, South Central Oklahoma Eco­
nomic Development District, and a very 
impressive delegation from Jefferson 
County; Earl Price, executive director, 
Central Oklahoma Economic Develop­
ment District, and a very impressive del­
egation from Pawnee County; and Mr. 
L. V. Watkins, executive director, East~ 
ern Oklahoma Economic Development 
District, and a very impressive delegation 
from Wagoner County. 

I was very much pleased to be able to 
announce at the beginning of the hear­
ings that the battle had already been 
half won, because of the announcement 
by the Department of Commerce that it 
was going to suspend dedesignation 
pending action by the Congress on the 
legislation at present before the Senate 
Public Works Committee. Now we need 
swift action on this legislation, which will 
give us a 1-year breather. 

The hearing in Oklahoma-an effort 
on my part to bring the Federal Govern­
ment hom~ to the people, to listen and 
to allow the people who know the most 
about these matters to express their opin­
ions-proved to be highly successful. I 
intend to hold other such hearings in 
other parts of the State and on other 
subjects. 

Several conclusions emerged: First, it 
was obvious that, because of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act 
and related programs, an immense 
amount of volunteer self-help effort was 
being put forth in each of these coun­
ties, that people had gotten together and 
organized themselves to do things for 
themselves, to build up their own com-
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munities, to improve employment and 
other opportunities. No price tag can be 
put on this effort, but it is obvious that 
this kind of Federal and local partner­
ship is what this country needs a great 
deal more of. These local people and these 
local communities have been stimulated 
to take inventory of themselves, their 
problems and their assets, and they have 
gone to work to solve their problems and 
to capitalize on their assets-to achieve 
a better life for all their people. 

Second, the programs involved in this 
act have had demonstrable effect in cre­
ating new private jobs. The testimony 
in the Oklahoma hearing gave specific 
instances of industries which had been 
built in communities because of water 
and sewerage facilities provided under 
this act or other such essentials for in­
dustrial development supplied as a result 
of it. 

Third, it was strongly apparent that 
many communities would suffer greatly 
if their hopes and plans for economic 
and industrial development under this 
act were snuffed out because of dedesig­
nation. In many instances, people had 
just begun to implement their carefully 
laid plans and this would all be to no 
avail if eligibility for this program is 
terminated. 

But these hearings were important 
not only because of the specific legisla­
tion before the Senate Public Works 
Committee or the need to delay de-des­
ignation of these counties. It was also 
important for the suggestions which 
emerged that can be highly useful to the 
Congress as we consider changes and 
improvements in the basic law and pro­
grams in the future--after a 1-year ex­
tension of the law and of presently des­
ignated counties has been enacted. 

There was highly worthwhile testi­
mony concerning the need to more 
clearly announce national policy in fa­
vor of redistribution of people--that is, 
the need to improve opportunities 
throughout the Nation, not just in the 
cities, so that people can live where they 
want to live. Polls have indicated that 
a majority of Americans would rather 
live in smaller towns or cities, but less 
than one-third can do so because of the 
lack of opportunity to make a living 
there. L. V. Watkins, executive director, 
Northeast Oklahoma Economic Develop­
ment District, spoke on this subject very 
eloquently, as did others. 

Also, those who testified at the Okla­
homa hearing made an incontrovertible 
case that the criteria for designating 
counties and areas must be changed. It 
was pointed out that rural counties are 
surveyed only once a year 1n regard to 
unemployment, and that this does not 
give a true picture of the situation. More­
over, since people in small communities 
pretty well know what the job opportu­
nities are locally, they may not techni­
cally show up as an unemployed member 
of the "work force" because they have 
not applied for a job within 2 weeks prior 
to the time questioned. Census data, 
year old, is also not entirely 
satisfactory. 

Suggestions were made for improve­
ments in the law in regard to criteria 
used in designating redevelopment areas, 
and I believe that this testimony and 

these suggestions can be very helpful to 
Congress in the future, and I certainly 
commend them to the attention of 
Senators. 

It was also suggested at the hearings 
that the designation of redevelopment 
areas should not be made on an annual 
basis. I agree that this period is unreal­
istic and that it undermines long-range 
planning. Further, it was pointed out 
that such annual reviews also have an 
adverse effect on the planning and pro­
grams of economic development dis­
tricts, individual counties in which may 
be, from one year to the next, 
dedesignated. 

The Oklahoma hearing was attended 
by more than 80 people. This shows the 
tremendous interest in these programs 
and the willingness of so many people to 
give their time and energies to the devel­
opment of their own home communities. 
A tape recording was made of the full 
testimony and discussion at the Okla­
homa hearing. When this has been tran­
scribed, a copy will be furnished to the 
Senate Public Works Committee. In the 
meantime, Mr. President, I have the 
names of those from each county affected 
who made or presented statements at 
the Oklahoma hearing. I believe that 
these statements and the suggestions 
which they contain will be very helpful 
to this committee, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the agenda for the Okla­
homa hearing, the names of those who 
made or presented statements and the 
prepared statements be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

Mr. President, a large number of 
people in this country are out of work. 
Many of them in this country are work­
ing shorter hours. A lot of people are 
underemployed. This is not the time to 
slow down on the development of our hu­
man resources. This is not the time to 
slow down on economic and industrial 
development in the areas of the country 
which need it most. I, therefore, strongly 
recommended the extension of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act 
for 1 year and a 1-year moratorium on 
dedesignation of any counties or areas 
presently designated as redevelopment 
areas, and, that in the future these pro­
grams be strengthened and improved. 

I am sending a copy of this statement 
and attachments to each member of the 
Senate Public Works Committee, and I 
will present these Oklahoma views to the 
committee in person when hearings on 
this legislation are begun. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AGENDA 

10:00. Opening statement by Senator 
Harris. 

10:15. L. B. Earp, Executive Director, 
Northeast Oklahoma Economic Development 
District-Delegation from Delaware County. 

11:00. Bill Hill, Director-Klamichi Eco­
nomic Development District-Delegation 
from Pittsburg County. 

11:45-1:15. Lunch Break. 
1: 15. Colonel Snodgrass, Executive Direc­

tor, South Central Oklahoma Economic De­
velopment District-Delegation from Jeffer­
son County. 

2:00. Earl Price, Executive Director, Cen­
tral Oklahoma Economic Development Dis­
trict-Delegation from Pawnee County. 

2 :45. L. V. Watkins, Executive Director. 

Eastern Oklahoma Economic Development 
District-Delegation from Wagoner County. 

3:00. Other witnesses and closing state­
ment by Senator Harris. 

WAGONEB COUNTY 

State Representative Vol Odom. 
Mr. L. V. Watkins, Jr., Executive Director, 

Eastern Oklahoma Development District. 
Mr. C. W. Woodward, President, Board o! 

Education, Coweta Public Schools, Coweta, 
Oklahoma 74429. 

Mr. H. E. Berry, Member of Board of Di­
rectors, Eastern Oklahoma Development Dis­
trict. 

Mayor Bill Lancaster, Wagoner, Oklahoma. 
Mr. Gerald Brown, County Commissioner, 

Wagoner, Oklahoma. 
Mr. Jim Jamison, Count y Commissioner, 

Wagoner, Oklahoma. 
Mr. J. T. Wood, County Commissioner, 

Wagoner, Oklahoma. 
Mayor L. L. Nelms, City of Coweta, Okla­

homa. 
Mr. Cliff t;>orsey, Member of Board of Di­

rectors, Eastern Oklahoma Development Dis-
trict, Wagoner, Oklahoma. · 

Mr. Fred L. Byers, Executive Director, Wa­
Ro-Ma Tri-County Community, Action 
Foundation, Inc., Wagoner, Oklahoma. 

STATEMENT BY L. V. WATKINS, JR., EXECUTIVE 
DmECTOR, EASTERN OKLAHOMA DEVELOP­
MENT DISTRICT 

Thank you Senator Harris for the oppor­
tunity to make our voice heard to the Senate 
of the United States. We may be wrong, but 
we feel that if the halls of Congress and the 
Dining Room of the White House could give 
the people more chances, like this, to speak 
on specific individual and related issues th~ 
country could move to a new level of under­
standing and achievement. 

The subject you are here to discuss with 
us today is very close to the heart of many 
o'f our present social ills. The noted Econo­
mist, Alfred Marshall, made it clear as early 
as 1890 that the conditions of poverty in­
tensity as population increases in congested 
areas and as population decreases in sparsely 
settled areas. It is simply a fact of resource 
allocation and income distribution. 

Mr. Marshall's analysis has not been re­
futed to dat e, so I think it is about time we 
started addressing ourselves to its impor­
tance. 

Once Congress addresses itself to the real 
causes of much of our present situation they 
will realize that there is an immediate neces­
sity to help effectuate a more optimum al­
locat ion of people and economic activity over 
land space. They must help establish effec­
tive decision making capability to accom­
plish the task through legal and financial -
machinery. 

Major tools for accomplishing this are as 
follows : 

1. Changes in comparative advantages of 
rural areas to locate industry. 

a. Large pttblic expenditures or inv est­
ment s. 

The alteration of resources through pub­
lic expenditures can change the economic 
base and its attractiveness to industry of an 
area. Examples of this is the investment in 
the establishment of port and docking fa­
cilities along the Gul'f Coast, and the de­
velopment of the Tennessee, Arkansas, and 
Ohio River Valleys. 

b. Alteration of legal institutions. 
Public expenditures of this nature are not 

the only methods of altering the economic 
institutions that are effective in influencing 
industrial investments. The alteration of 
legal institutions affecting private invest­
ment that might be effective include a tax 
incentive for location or expansion of indus­
try in rural areas. Another possibility is the 
differentiation of bank discount rates, for 
those areas not having sumcient industrial 
base to sustain themselves. Also, the avail­
ability of low interest capital loans or special 
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investment tax credits would be an induce­
ment for decentralizing economic activities. 

2. Change the social environment. 
The necessity for a minimum amount of 

social services and amenities to attract and 
hold industry makes necessary the availabil­
ity of funds not only for the actual location 
o'f industry, but also for the providing of 
satisfactory infrastructure to attract man­
agerial and skilled labor force. 

3. District funding. 
In order to carry out the comprehensive 

planning function and provide some pro­
fessional capabilities for guiding, social, and 
economic development, funds must be made 
available to substate districts. Such funds 
will also enable the District to survive until 
it evolves into a self-sustaining unit of gov­
ernment. 

All are essential and all must be continu­
ous until a more optimum balance is 
achieved between people, economic activity 
and land space. The EDA act provides these 
basic tools but to participate, a County must 
be eligible. This is where the rub comes in. 

Wagoner County has identified a port site 
and industrial district. · 

Wagoner County communities have chosen 
industrial sites. 

Wagoner County has identified its target 
poverty groups. 

Wagoner County has identified many of its 
needs for community improvement. 

Wagoner County is now ready to act, but 
now the Government tells them that the 
EDA program was just a tease and hide be­
hind some very artificial figures to leave the 
County in a precarious position. 

The people of Wagoner County and the 
Eastern Oklahoma Economic Development 
District are ready to do something about 
their situation and make a contribution to 
solving our national problems. They can not 
do it as long as they are victims of a sys­
tem that pulls offspring, friend and neigh­
bors (symbolically screaming in protest) to 
the congested poverty sections of cities of 
california, Illinois, and Missouri. The Con­
gress of the United States must hear the 
voice of the people who want to help them­
selves and giving them the tools to do some­
thing about it. 

COWETA PuBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Coweta, Okla . 

To WHOM IT MAY CONCERN! 
I feel and I'm sure that the majority of the 

people of Coweta and Wagoner County are 
proud of the prosperity and progress our 
county has shown in the last year. But at 
this time, I feel that the evaluation is 
superficial and misleading. Due to the type 
work that has been in progress in our county 
the last year such as: 

1. The Arkansas River Navigation project 
which crosses our county. 

2. The Muskogee Turnpike project which 
crosses Wagoner County. 

3. The Coweta Waterworks project. 
4. The Coweta Sewer project. 
This has been very good for our economy 

in the County but at this time, several of 
these projects have been completed and the 
other remaining are nearing the end. At this 
time, we have nothing to replace the em­
ployment that these projects have stimu­
lated. Therefore, we feel that the evaluation 
at this time is misleading and to get a true 
evaluation, it would be necessary to wait at 
least a year. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. W. WoODWARD, 

President of the Board of Education. 

COWETA PuBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Coweta, Okla. 

To WHOM IT MAY CONCERN! 
The Coweta Public Schools are the sponsot 

of a Neighborhood Facilities Project now in 
progress for the youth and senior citizens 
of our community. 

At this phase of the project, the people of 
the community have invested money, work 
and many hours of planning to this much 
needed project. 

Any loss in EDA at this time would put 
the project in a financial crisis that could 
not be overcome by the people of the 
Coweta School District. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. W. WOODWARD, 

President of the Board of Education. 

To Senator Fred Harris. 
Subject Designation of Wagoner County as a 

redevelopment county. 
Date June 16, 1970. 

The programs now in operation in this 
area are beginning to build a broad economic 
base for development. This process is not a 
short range project, but a long range pro­
gram which must be continued to generate 
the benefits desired. 

Wagoner County has enjoyed an increase 
in employment and high wages connected 
with the navigation system and adjoining 
roadway network. This has caused a tempo­
rary boost in the local economy which the 
data to be redesignate Wagoner County as a 
redevelopment county is based upon. There­
fore as a member of the Board of Eastern 
Oklahoma Development District I hereby re­
quest E.D.A. to redesignate Wagoner County 
as a redevelopment area. This is vi tal to the 
development of projects now being planned 
and also to the area. 

H. E . BERRY, 
Member of Board of Directors, East­

ern Oklahoma Development District. 

CITY OF WAGONER, 
Wagoner, Okla., June 15, 1970. 

Senator FRED R. HARRIS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR HARRIS: The need for the 
EDA assistance cannot be over-emphasized. 
The short time Wagoner County has been a 
redevelopment county and part of the East­
ern Oklahoma Development District, it has 
not allowed for reorganizing and carrying out 
a full development program to completion. 
In the event the County is not redesignated. 
the development process will be greatly ham­
pered. Several projects now in the develop­
ment and planning stages will be set aside 
indefinitely. 

Therefore, be it resolved that Wagoner 
County has had problems of unemployment, 
underemployment, and out-migration; and 

Whereas, Wagoner \Jounty has commenced 
to be actively working for industrial and 
economic development; and 

Whereas, Wagoner County does not have 
an adequate tax basis to finance projects 
for industrial development; and 

Whereas, the Mayor of Wagoner hereby 
requests that Wagoner County be redesig­
nated as a redevelopment county to receive 
the EDA funds to assist in the development 
process. 

Yours sincerely. 
BILL LANCASTER, 

Mayor. 

A RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COM­
MISSIONERS OF WAGONER COUNTY REQUEST­
ING REDESIGNATION OF WAGONER COUNTY 
AS A REDEVELOPMENT COUNTY 
The need for federal assistance on the 

many activities · now coming to fruitation 
can not be overemphasized. The short time 
the county has been a redevelopment county 
has not allowed for organized and carrying 
out a sound development program to com­
pletion. In the event the county is not rede­
signated the development process- will be 
greatly hampered. Several projects now in 
the planning stage must be set aside inde­
finitely. Other activities carried on by the 
Farmers Home Administration, the CAA pro-

gram and EDA will be curtailed. Also this 
will affect business loans, new jobs and the 
economy in general. 

Therefore be it resolved that Wagoner 
County has had problems of unemployment, 
underemployment and out migration, and; 

Whereas; Wagoner County has commenced 
to actively work for industrial and economi­
cal development, and; 

Whereas; Wagoner County does not have 
an adequate tax base to finance projects for 
development, and 

Whereas; the figures used to compute 
criteria for a redevelopment county in Wag­
oner County have been affected by the con­
struction of the waterway and roadways 
which is nearing completion, and the loss 
of, employment will adversely affect the eco­
nomy of the county, and, 

Whereas; the County Commissioners of 
Wagoner County hereby request to be re­
designated as a redevelopment county to 
remain eligible for funds to assist in the de­
velopment process, 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Board 
of County Commissioners of Wagoner Coun­
ty that said board request Wagoner County 
to be redesignated as a redevelopment 
county. 

Approved, this 15th day of June, 1970 by 
the Board of County Commissioners of Wag­
oner County. 

GERALD BROWN, 
JIM JAMISON, 
J. T. WOOD 

To : Senator Fred Harris. 
From: City of Coweta, Okla. 
Subject: Termination of Wagoner County 

designation in the EDA district. 
The City of Coweta is currently being as­

sisted by the Economic Development Ad­
ministration in the construction of water 
treatment, storage and transmission facilities. 
It would have been very difficult, if not im­
possible, to complete this program of con­
struction without the participation of the 
EDA. 

In addition to the financial help we have 
received, the increase in the number of jobs 
in the Coweta Area and convenience of­
fered to our lower income citizens have been 
a trP.mendous uplift to the community. 

The development process is now beginning 
to help the people in Coweta, however the 
current data used as criteria to designate 
Wagoner County as a redevelopment county 
is greatly affected by the short term employ­
ment on the construction projects now tak­
ing place in the area. The growth and devel­
opment of the county .will be hampered 
should the county not be redesignated as an 
undeveloped area. 

We respectfully request that you do all in 
your power to bring about a reconsideration 
of the decision to terminate the EDA designa­
tion in our area. 

Respectfully, 
Dr. L. L. NELMS, 

Mayor, C-ity of Coweta. 

To: Senator Fred Harris. 
Subject: Termination of Wagoner County 

designation in the EDA district. 
The data used to compute the criteria for 

a redevelopment county does not affect the 
long-run economy because of the additional 
short term employment on the construction 
of the water-way and roadways in Wagoner 
County. When this construction is completed 
1t will have an adverse affect on the employ­
ment rate and level of per capita income in 
the county. Therefore, I hereby request that 
Wagoner County be redesignated as a rede­
velopment county in order to continue the 
development process now under way. 

Respectfully, 
CLIFF DORSEY, 

Member of Board of Directors From 
Wagoner County for Eastern Oklahoma 

Porter, Okla., June 15, 1970. 
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CITY OF PORTER, 
Porter, Okla., June 15, 1970. 

Senator FRED R. HARRIS, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HARRIS: On behalf Of the 
City of Porter and the Mayor, Mr. Bill Kll· 
patrick, we feel that Wagoner County needs 
the continuation support of the Economic 
Development Administration. Anything you 
can do for us on this will be deeply ap· 
preciated. · 

Sincerely yours, 
HELEN NEWBERRY, 

City Clerk. 

To Senator Fred Harris. 
From WA-RD-MA Tri-County Community 

Action Foundation, Inc. 
Subject, Termination of Wagoner County 

Designati<m in the EDA district. 
WA-RQ-MA Tri-County Community Ac· 

tion Foundation, Inc. serves Wagoner, Rogers 
and Mayes counties on all OEO programs. 
We firmly believe that construction work in 
Wagoner County on such projects as the 
Arkansas River navigation, the Broken Ar­
row-Muskogee Turnpike as well as several 
sewer and water projects have in the past 
year, given a false profile to the economy in 
this county. These projects are either now 
completed or nearing completion and our 
unemployment is again on the rise. Unless 
Wagoner County is redesignated as an EDA 
county, the present stability of the economy 
in the county will deteriorate and that 
badly needed new industry could nat be at· 
tracted. This would alsO severely affect the 
services our agency perforxns in locating and 
placing underprivileged persons in new jobs. 
Also several projects now in the planning 
stage for which loans and grants will be 
necessary to finalize will be dropped if the 
EDA designation is terminated. Therefore 
we urge you to do everything in your power 
to see that this county is redesignated. 

Yours truly, 
FRED L. BYERS, 

Executive Director, WA-RO-MA Tri· 
County Community Action Founda· 
tion .. Inc. 

DELAWARE COUNTY 
Mr. L. B. Earp, Executive Director, North­

east Oklahoma Economic Development Dis­
trict. 

Mr. H. A. Berkey, Chairman of Boa.rd of 
Directors for Northeast Oklahoma. Economic 
Development District. 

Mr. Richard Lock, Attorney, Delaware 
County. 

State Senator Clem McSpadden. 
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TESTIMONY BY MR. L. B. EARP 
SENATOR HARRIS: The Northeast Counties 

of Oklahoma EcoiliOmic Development Associa­
tion has been notified by the U.S. Depart­
ment of Commerce, Economic Development 
Administration, that Delaware County, Okla· 
homa a member county of this District will 
be dedesignated as a redevelopment county 
as of June 30, 1970. This will make the county 
ineligible for EDA loans and grants; it will 
reduce participation by HUD from %, to % 
eligibility on Neighborhood Facility projects, 
and will probably cause two such progra.xns 
be shelved, one submitted and one being pre-

pared for submission at this time. It will 
greatly affect the county in its industrial 
efforts, its social and environmental growth. 

As you are aware, EDA has various criteria 
used to qualify counties as redevelopment 
areas, and the employment rate is a m-ajor 
factor. The Oklahoma Employment Security 
Division of the Department of Labor's statis­
tics show the 1969 annual average unemploy­
ment rate for Delaware County to be 5.5% 
and 6.0 % or more is required to maint ain 
designation. 

I, as the Executive Director of the North­
east Counties of Oklahoxna Economic De­
velopment Association, question the validity 
of these statistics for the following reasons: 

( 1) The relationship between total labor 
force and the total population in Delaware 
County for 1969 was 21.5% in comparison 
with 38.3 % for ottawa and 30.0% for Mayes 
Counties, which adjoin Delaware County and 
both are Redevelopment Counties and mem­
bers of the NECO District (see attached 
table.) We a;t NECO feel certain there are 
more employable persons in the county, but 
for various reasons they are n-ot being count­
ed or shown in the total labor force statistics. 

(2) The total unemployment statistic may 
not be a true count because unemployed 
persons that have not worked for a covered 
employer may not show in the data prepared 
by the Oklahoma Employment Security Di­
vision. 

(3) The county does not have an employ­
ment office, but once a week a representative 
from the Oklahoma Employment office from 
Pryor, Oklahoma., Mayes County, some 40 
miles from the County Seat of Delaware 
County, visits the county to register those 
who have unemployment claims. They also 
take applications for employment, but these 
applicants are not counted even if they are 
unemployed unless they come under the Act. 

(4) Many people living 1n Delaware Coun­
'ty, Okla.homa have m81iling addresses in 
towns immediately outside the county such 
as Siloam Springs and Mayesville in Arkan­
sas; Southwest City and Tiff City in Mis­
souri; and Selina in Mayes County, Okla­
homa.. 

(I wonder how many people are lost from 
Delaware County because of the above. Espe­
cially when the projected population for 
Delaware County has been 14,100 and the 
preliminary U.S. Census shows 16,198. A dif­
ference of 2,098 people.) 

Delaware County is one of the poorest and 
socially deprived counties in the State and 
we can not believe that it is the purpose 
or intent of the EDA criteria to dedesignate 
a county at this level of development. 

I therefore, Senator Harris, recommend the 
passage of the Moratorium Amendment to 
the Public Works and Economic Develop­
ment Act of 1965 which allows no coun­
ties to be designated after June 1, 1970 
through June 30, 1971 unless the individual 
county government request the dedesigna­
tion action directly to the U.S. Department 
of Commerce. 

L. B. EARP, 
Executive Director. 

TOTAL LABOR FORCE, 1969, PRELIMINARY COU NTY 
POPULATION, 1970, PERCENTAGE 

County 

Craig ______ _ 
Delaware __ _ 
Mayes _____ _ 
Nowata ___ _ 
Ottawa ___ _ 
Rogers ___ _ 

Total 
Preliminary labor force 
population annual 

census, 1970 average, 1969 

14,328 
16,794 
22,552 
9, 481 

29,561 
27,463 

15,780 
3,620 
6, 770 
2, 560 

11, 350 
5,960 

1 Annual average not available; June 1969. 

Labor force 
ratio to 

population 
(percent) 

40.3 
21.55 

30. 0 
27. 0. 
38. 3 
21.7 

TESTIMONY BY H. A. BERKEY 
Senator Harris: I am Harry Berkey, Chair­

man of the Board of Directors of the North­
east Counties of Oklahoma Economic Devel­
opment Association and we are vitally inter­
ested in retaining the designation of Dela­
ware County. Delaware County is part of our 
District and as with the other six counties 
forms an interlocking partnership for the 
well-being, advancement and progress of this 
Northeastern corner of Oklahoma. In addi­
tion this county with two others, border on 
the Eastern Oklahoma Development District 
with whom we cooperate and coordinate sev­
eral of our activities. 

The overall program for the seven-county 
NECO area has developed so broadly in so 
m any sectors of the business, social and in­
dustrial life of the people and the District 
that there is continuous activity for staff 
members, board members and involved per­
sons ranging from prelixnlnary discussions of 
potent ials and possibilities to either applica­
tions !or assistance from state and Federal 
agencies or assistance in self-help prograxns 
in some situations. 

Efforts in the District have been directed 
toward and through all Federal and state 
agencies. Coordination for maximum results 
of effort has become a byword in all our op­
erations. Our xnajor line of approach for the 
majority of our projects has been through 
the EDA Basic Grant. Often we have wished 
:for more availability of EDA assistance where 
real need has and does exist, but eligibility 
is lacking for the town, city or county in­
volved. There is a need for a longer time span 
after an area is started on the road to recov­
ery prior to casting it loose without sup­
port. This sudden reduction of support can 
be a shock similar to reduction of care to a 
surgery patient. It is fine to stimulate growth, 
but it must be nurtured longer than is avail­
able in many cases. 

our efforts throughout the District also 
include a cooperative area. wide Comprehen­
sive Health Plan with Eastern Oklahoma 
Economic Development District; a district 
wide crime control coordination program; A 
Public Service Careers Program is in the pro­
posal process; and a Farm Products Market­
ing Assistance Program is being formulated 
in cooperation with Mid-America, Inc. of 
Parsons, Kansas. 

Stimulation of economy, increase in jobs 
is a fine goal if it continues through a lon~er 
span o! time, but more important in some 
instances is increasing the potentials for jobs 
two to ten years in the future-in many 
cases for the sons and daughters of today's 
job seekers. Development on a long range 
basis will possibly reduce the reoccurance of 
a similar need for assistance ten to fifteen 
years from now. 

In view of the foregoing paragraph, we are 
working desperately to bring our area Vo­
Tech Centers into being. We hope to bring 
skills to the hands and minds of the stu­
dents of these schools that will encourage 
industry and business to locate, remain and 
expand in the local area; thus, restoring the 
people so desperately needed--our young­
energetic, ambitious and progressive. 

The effects of NECO, EDA and other Fed­
eral agencies are coming to the fore more 
each day. This has been a period of educa­
tion, coercion, example and plain everyday 
hard work. Effort expended over the past four 
years is showing greater results with the pas­
sage of time. Acceptance, support and utili­
zation of NECO and its efforts is increasing 
throughout the seven county area. Skeptics 
are now boosters and see the advantages of 
EDA that were not apparent in the past. We 
feel that our hard work is paying off and 
that we are a valuable asset to both the Dis­
trict and EDA. Full utilization of the benefits 
o~ EDA and where possible other Federal 
agencies, to a still greater degree will be more 



June 18, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 20385 
important 1n the future if progressive, :flex­
ible and aggressive effort is maintained, in 
fact- ··broadened. 

The loss of Delaware County would be a 
serious blow to the overall progress in the 
District. While there has been progress, th1s 
county has a long way to go before it is 
moving ahead as steadily as it should be. 
Growth and development of such rural areas 
with few centers of population require more 
tender care and nourishment than the more 
densely populated area-s do. Effects are often 
not as noticeable and people are more easily 
lost, overlooked or forgotten. It is vital to 
both Delaware County and the District that 
the opportunity move forward is retained. 

I could list the benefits we have received 
from EDA and related programs, and I could 
list the jobs created and saved, but this 
information is not necessary here. I do wiSh 
to stress that EDA has offered opportunity 
and solid assistance. We need more of the 
same and, if possible, on a broader more 
:flexible scale. We are not satisfied with our 
accomplishments, simply because there is so 
much to be done. The need for assiStance 
still exists and will continue to exist. Less­
ening of assistance or curtailment of effort 
will be detrimental almost to the state of 
catastrophe. The patient is improving, but is 
not yet well enough to stand alone. 

We of NECO whole hearted support and 
recommend the proposed Moratorium that 
will retain a designated status for Delaware 
County and reiterate the need for the con­
tinuation, broadening and increase of em­
phasis of the EDA program. 

Once again, please accept the thanks of 
our Board and myself for the opportunity to 
comment--to say "thanks" to EDA and to 
plead for continuation of the effort. 

H. A. BERKEY, 
Chairman, Northeast Counties of Okla­

homa Economic Development Associ­
ation. 

RESOLUTION BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COM­
MISSIONERS, DELAWARE COUNTY, STATE OF 
OKLAHOMA 

Whereas, pursuant to the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965, the 
Department of Commerce has heretofore 
designated Delaware County, State of Okla­
homa as a Title IV Redevelopment County. 

Whereas, by being so designated, Delaware 
County, State of Oklahoma is now, and has 
been eligible, and has received grants for 
public works and development facilities, 
which has aided and is aiding in the econo­
mic development of said County. 

Whereas, pursuant to notice heretofore re­
ceived, Delaware County, State of Oklahoma 
will be dedesignated as a Title IV Rede­
velopment County on or about June 30, 1970. 

Whereas, there is now pending in the Con­
gress of the United States an amendment to 
the Public Works and Economic Develop­
ment Act of 1965, which wlll extend the Act 
for one (1) year, and a further amendment 
to establish a moratorium on dedesignation, 
proving that no county shall be dedesignated 
after June 1, 1970 thru June 30, 1971. 

Whereas, in light of the present economic 
situation facing our Nation of tight money, 
increased interest rates, rising unemploy­
ment, and a sagging economy, all of which 
factors are prevalent in Delaware County, 
State of Oklahoma, making it all the more 
necessary that Delaware County maintain its 
designation as a Title IV Redevelopment 
County. 

Now therefore, be it resolved that the Con­
gress of the United States of America be 
urged with utmost speed to enact appro­
priate legislation that will effectively main­
tain Delaware County's status as a Title IV 
Redevelopment County, so that the critical 
problems of employment, income and out 
migration may be alleviated through the 
continued use of those programs admlnis-
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tered through EDA of which Delaware County 
is in such dire need. 

Done in open meeting this 15th day of 
June, 1970. 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, DELAWARE 

COUNTY, STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
STmL L. POTTER, Chairman. 

Attest: 
SAM FIELDS, 

County Clerk-Secretary. 

TESTIMONY BY THE HONORABLE STATE 
SENATOR CLEM McSPADDEN 

Senator Harris: I am fully aware of the 
conditions, both economically and socially, 
of Delaware County and I am highly con­
cerned as to the method of statistics gath­
ered by the Department of Labor in a rural 
county such as Delaware County, where I 
personally know that you can visit the Ken­
wood Reserve, a heavily populated Indian 
reserve in Delaware County, and count more 
than 250 adults who are unemployed and 
that the Welfare roll has risen during the 
past year and I favorably recommend and 
endorse the Moratorium Amendment and 
favorable legislation be passed to continue 
the eligibility of Delaware County as a re­
development county. 

I challenge the statistics of the Depart­
ment of Labor as to the number of unem­
ployed people in Delaware County and any 
other rural county of the United states with 
similar geographic and population charac­
teristics; one whereby there is no perma­
nent employment office, one whereby there 
are not enough permanent jobs to create this 
rate of employment; one whereby seasonal 
jobs and temporary jobs exist to the mini­
mum; one whereby the population has grown 
from 1960 to 1970 by approximately 3,000; 
one whereby 300 highschool seniors graduated 
in May with no new jobs or industries for 
them to enter and whereby the national 
trend of unemployment has risen from 3.6% 
in January of 1970 to 5 % in May, 1970. 
Whereby two years ago in 1968 the unem­
ployment statistics show the average of 
5.6 % unemployment and with a resurvey 
of the months of J ·anuary through June of 
1969 the average of unemployment raised to 
8.8 % for the month of June and for this 
six months period averaged 7.1% and where­
by no appreciative new industries have been 
established in the county; I therefore, rec­
ommend to Senator Harris of the United 
States Senate from the State of Oklahoma 
that the methods by which counties are des­
ignated or dedesignated be challenged and a 
revamping or new methods be established 
th!lit are more realistic in Rural America and 
if the Public Works and Economic Develop­
ment Act of 1968 is extended, that the Mora­
torium Amendment be passed by the United 
States Legislature and that Delaware and the 
other four counties of Oklahoma continue 
their eligibility on the basis of a re-develop­
ment county as defined by the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965. 

CLEM McSPADDEN, 
Senator, Oklahoma State Legislature. 

CHELSEA, OKLA. 

TESTIMONY BY MR. DoN GOINS 

Senator Harris: As President of the Jay 
Chamber of Commerce, Jay, Oklahoma, I 
request you to do all in your power to extend 
the EDA Act for one year and that you use 
all energies and resources you can muster 
to retain Delaware County a-s an EDA desig­
nated county and that the Moratorium 
Amendment co-sponsored by you be passed. 

The economic conditions of Jay and Dela­
ware County are sick and deteriorating. I 
have seen the county from within as a busi­
ness man in the building trade, and I am 
speaking With authority as to the conditions 
of Delaware County. We are steadily working 
to improve our county, but without the aid 

of EDA and other Federal agencies. our ef­
forts will be stymied. 

I therefore request and recommend that 
the Moratorium Amendment be passed and 
Delaware County remain eligible for the EDA 
program. 

DoN GoiNs, 
President, Jay Chamber of Commerce. 

JAY, OKLA. 

TEsTIMONY BY GENE DA vrs 

Senator Harris: Delaware County of Ok­
lahoma is prematurely being cast upon its 
own resources if it is dedesignated as a 
redevelopment county. There have been 
gains and some improvement, but no visible 
evidence that the county can proceed with­
out further assistance. 

In checking statistics and forming a com­
parison utilizing the tables in Handbook for 
Labor Force Data Selected Areas of Okla­
homa, Oklahoma Employment Security 
Commission the attached graph was formu­
lated. Fluctuation indicates while there is 
some base of permanent employment, it is 
not sufficient to support the population of 
the area. The graph indicates seasonal and 
temporary employment for approximately 
30 % of those involved in the unemployment 
statistics. This is of course a :fluid and :flex­
ible group. There is also other indications 
of residents commuting outside the county 
area for employment to Ottawa County (Mi­
ami area). Joplin, Missouri and several small 
areas in Arkansas. 

The 1970 preliminary census figures indi­
cate exactly 3,000 or 22.8 % more population 
in Delaware County than there was in 1960. 
For statistical purposes approximately 20% 
of the population is apparently considered in 
the county labor force. When making com­
parisons in one example-1964 and 1965-a 
loss of 60 to the labor force was indicated. 
This would indicate that not only was there 
no average annual labor force again-it was 
in fact .a loss of 120 to the labor force. 

The above argument is not realistic nor 
sound, but it is included here to indicate 
that the basis upon which the assistance and 
welfare for several thousands of people is 
predicated is also unsound, unrealistic and 
unwieldy. It indicates that a more reason­
able, :flexible method of determining need for 
assistance, and value to the nation as a 
whole, is necessary. 

There is no question that the need exists. 
There is a definite need for satisfying these 
people and thereby improving the state and 
in turn the county. The assistance rendered 
by EDA and other Federal programs in Dela­
ware County is beginning to show results 
and is proving its worth. The problem is that 
the assistance is too narrowly applied and 
not continued on some basis until there is a 
firm solid foundation from which the area 
may continue. 

Dedesignation o! Delaware County will 
render any assistance to•the county a mortal 
blow~ Not only will EDA programs be nul­
lified, but every federal program will be re­
duced or killed. There are many sources of 
effort being applied in the county and in 
some respect nearly all are dependent on 
EDA designation or assistance. To remove the 
designation at this time will be detrimental 
to every potential or possible gain this 
county has or can make. 

I speak from experience and broad knowl­
edge of the county and its residents. I am 
a member of the Grand Lake Planning Com­
mission as well as a lawyer with a county­
wide practice. 

It is possible that the prospect for a new 
industry we are meeting with later today 
will not be able to locate in the county due 
to our inability to offer him the assistance 
he may need and we have been working 
for a. year to develop a project. 

When this program goes--there also goes 
several years of hard work for many people. 
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Efforts expended to bring the county to 
a level where it can begin to attract industry 
and commerce--will all go down the drain 
because we are not yet self sufficient nor 
able to do without assistance. 

Mr. senator, I appeal to you, and to others 
interested in our well being and progress, 
to not only make this Moratorium a fact, 
but to take positive action to bring about 
a new, broader, more fiexible and progres­
sive program for the future for Delaware 
County and other counties in similar situa­
tions. I suggest that the Economic Develop­
ment District concept should be broadened 
to include the onestop service that is so 
vital to all our counties. The umbrella of 
information and assistance that we need 
should be available to us through one 
source if at all possible-if for no other 
reason than ease of access and reduction of 
time and cost, but whatever else is contem­
plated, we must have the assistance offered 
and promised and now apparently to be ter­
minated before fruition. 

JAY, OKLA. 

GENE DAVIS, 
Attorney at law. 

PITTSBURG CoUNTY 

Mr. Bill Hill, Executive Director, Kiamichi 
Economic Development District. 

Mr. Ed Long, Assistant City Manager, Mc­
Alester, Oklahoma. 

Mr. AI Donnell, Division of McAlester Re­
gional Heath Center Authority. 

Mr. Joe Hauss, Assistant to Director of 
Model Cities Program, McAlester, Okla­
homa. 

Mr. Ray Curliss, Executive Director, Ur­
ban Renewal Authority. 

Mr. Champ Hodgens, County Commis­
sioner. 

Mr. Bob Wright, Chamber of Commerce, 
McAlester, Oklahoma. 

STATISTICAL INFORMATION CONCERNING THE 
SEVEN-COUNTY SOUTHEASTERN OKLAHOMA 
KEDDO AREA, PRESENTED BY BILL HILL 

M'CURTAIN COUNTY 

McCurtain County is a redevelopment area 
with a very low economic base. This is il­
lustrated by several factors in the history 
of McCurtain County. The prime reason for 
the sagging economy is the lack of full uti­
lization of its natural resources, of which 
water is the most important. Through im­
proved industrial utilization of water 
throughout the county the economic base 
can be raised. 

The population of McCurtain County in 
1960 was 25,851. In 1966 it was 28,300, a gain 
of 2,499. Population figures from 1950 to 
1960 show a decrease in population of 5,737 
residents. The average and/or median in­
come of the families in McCurtain County 
in 1960 was $2,455, compared to $3,890 in 
the State of Oklahoma. In 1965 this county 
had a 6.9% unemployment figure. In 1967 
the unemployment figure dropped to 6.1%. 
These figures compare to national averages 
of a 4.6 % unemployment rate and average 
annually family income of $5,660. 

LEFLORE COUNTY 

LeFlore County population in 1950 was 
35,276; in 1960 the county showed 29,106 
residents. These figures represent a loss of 
6,170 people in a ten-year duration. The 
median family income for LeFlore County 
in 1960 was $2,648, compared to $3,890 in the 
State of Oklahoma. 

In 1960 this county had an appalling un­
employment rate of 9 %. In 1967 the unem­
ployment figure dropped to 7.7%. These sta­
tistics compare to national averages of 4.6% 
unemployment and average annual family 
income of $5,660. 

CHOCTAW COUNTY 

Choctaw County in 1950 had a population 
count of 20,405. In 1960 this county census 
showed population of 15,637, representing a 
loss of 24% of its people in one decade. 

The average or median income of families 
in Choctaw County was f2,239 in 1960. This 
is 43% below the average family income for 
Oklahoma which, in itself, was below the 
national family income. In 1960 the county 
encountered a 7.1% unemployment statis­
tic. In 1965 the unemployment increased to 
8.9 %, with a 4.6% unemployment nationally. 

PUSHMATAHA COUNTY 

Pushmataha. County had 12,001 residents 
in 1950; 9,088 residents in 1960, representing 
a decrease in population of 24.3 % . The pop­
ulation of Pu.shmataha County was estimated 
to be 9,200 in July 1967 by the Oklahoma 
Employment Security Commission. This rep­
resents a gain of 112 persons from the 1960 
census. 

The 1960 U.S. Census of Population figures 
indicate that Pushmataha County had 66.1 % 
of its families earning under $3,000. The U.S. 
had 21.4% of its families earning under this 
same figure. The unemployment figure was 
7.1 % in 1965 according to the Oklahoma 
Security Commission. The national figure 
was 4.6 % that same year. 

LATIMER COUNTY 

Latimer County is a redevelopment county 
which has an extremely low economic base. 
This is demonstrated by an extremely high 
unemployment rate of 10.7% in 1966, and an 
average annual family income of $2,618 in 
1959. These figures compare to national aver­
ages of 4.6% unemployment rate and an 
average annual family income of $5,660. 

Population in this county was estimated at 
8,500 by the Oklahoma Security Commission 
in 1966. This represents an increase of 762 
citizens in six years. The labor force in 
Latimer County is predominantly agricul­
turally oriented. These are unskilled people 
who exist on small unproductive acreages. 

HASKELL COUNTY 

In Haskell County the median family in­
come in 1960 was $2,247. This county rated 
72nd on median family income among the 
77 counties in the State of Oklahoma. 

In 1960 the population was 9,121; in 1950 
it was 13,313, and in 1966 it was 9,500. In 
1930 the median age was 19.1 and in 1960 
it was 34.7. Unemployment in 1960 was 7.7%, 
and in 1965 it was estimated by the Oklahoma 
Security Commission at 15.1 % . 

SYNOPSIS 

This report reveals an unusually high rate 
of unemployment and low per capita income 
within the KEDDO District. The overall 
economy of the District is substantially lower 
than our nation. This low economic base 
makes local development ineffective without 
the efforts and assistance of an overall co­
ordinated local-state-national program. 

MCALESTER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE & 
AGRICULTURE 

(For Presentation to the Senate Public Works 
Committee in Washington, D.C.) 

Subject: Possible termination of Pittsburg 
County, Okla., by the Economic Develop­
ment Administration. 

This statement is from the Pittsburg 
County Commissioners, The City of Mc­
Alester, McAlester Foundation and the Mc­
Alester Chamber of Commerce and Agricul­
ture. It has been prepared by Chamber Man­
ager Bob Wright in cooperation with County 
Commissioners Russell Benton, Jim Lewallen 
and Champ Hodgens; City Manager Don 
Grimes; McAlester Foundation President Dick 
Refton and others who are directly involved 
in the economic development of Pittsburg 
County and the surrounding area. 

This statement is for the following pur­
poses: 

1. To urge the Senate Public Works Com­
mittee to support Pittsburg County, Okla­
homa as an E.D.A. County. 

2. To urge thorough consideration of all 
facts contained, herein, which are based 
upon current surveys. 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

McAlester, which is the county seat of 
Pittsburg County, has been designated as 
the ecollJOmic •growth center of Southeastern 
Oklahoma, by E.D.A., although it is a com­
munity of less than 19,000 population ac­
cording to the recent census figures. This is 
because the seven counties which make up 
the Economic Development District of 
K.E.D.D.O. are basically rural and economi­
cally underdeveloped. 

Although much progress has been made 
in developing the economy of this area dur­
ing the past several years, we are now at a 
point where it is definitely declining and the 
result is being felt throughout Southeastern 
Oklahoma because a.rea people have depend­
ed upon industries of Pittsburg County for 
job opportunities in order to support their 
families. 

The United States Naval Ammunition De­
pot, which is located just 8 miles south of 
McAlester, employed some 3,620 persons in 
January 1969. However, due to the de­
escalation of the Viet Nam War, the Depart­
ment of Defense has reduced the number of 
employees to 2,563 as of this date, a loss 
of 1,057 jobs and according to D.O.D. pro­
jections there will only be 2,000 persons em­
ployed by March 1, 1971. This represents an­
other loss of 563 jobs during the next 9 
months, by one industry, alone. 

Now we are faced with the possibility of 
an even greater cutback at the Naval Am­
munition Depot, which could cause employ­
ment to drop as low as 1,169 by July of 1971. 
If this occurs The Depot's annual payroll 
will have been reduced in just 30 months, 
from a high of $22,500,000.00 to a low of 
$8,100,000.00 with a total loss of $14,400,-
000.00 in salaries and 2,451 jobs. 

Both Lockheed and North American Rock­
well Corporation have added greatly to the 
economy of Pittsburg County during the 
past 7 years, but both have been adversely 
affected recently by cancellation of con­
tracts and cutbacks in government pro­
grams, to the point that both are far below 
normal employment. Some 140 jobs have 
been deleted by these companies. 

Oklahoma Aerotronics, Inc., another Pitts­
burg County Industry, which is located in 
Hartshorne, Oklahoma, may close its doors 
because it, too, has been dependent upon 
defense oriented contracts. This will cost 
the county another 225 jobs. 

Both the McAlester Foundation and the 
City's Industrial Trust Authority are non­
profit corporations which dedicate their en­
tire efforts to industrial development. They 
are working together, at this time, for the 
development of a nearly 500 acre tract of 
land, into an industrial park. Purpose of the 
project is to attract new industry to this 
area in order to provide job opportunities 
for our citizens. E.D.A.'s help is much 
needed and our efforts will be lost without it. 

McAlester's Model Cities Program will suf­
fer greatly from lack of E.D.A. Funds and 
construction of a General Hospital which 
will be part of a health and social services 
complex for serving all of Southeastern 
Oklahoma will be severely delayed and pos­
sibly stopped, completely. Proposed E.D.A. 
participation is $3,500,000.00. A side effect 
from failure to construct the hospital would 
be the loss of a proposed Mental Health Cen­
ter consisting of $1,000,000.00 construction 
project and a $900,000.00 annual payroll. 
(The latter would result from loss of E.D.A. 
Funds, coupled with efforts to drastically 
cut the National Institute of Mental Health 
1970-71 budget.) 

These cutbacks could cause loss of 600 
direct jobs, numerous support jobs and gen­
eral economic upgrading of the entire area. 
This would cost McAlester and Pittsburg 
County an estimated additional loss of 
$4,000,000.00 per year. 

Availability of E.D.A. Funds will not only 
provide a stable source of employment op-
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portunity, but the center will be accessible 
to all citizens of Southeastern Oklahoma 
and will have tremendous impact upon the 
quality of mental health, public health and 
hospital services throughout KEDDO. 

In rural Pittsburg County E.D.A. Funds 
have been available in the past for con­
struction of water treatment plants and ac­
cess roads to industrial properties. If this 
source of funding is eliminated thousands 
of our county residents will be deprived of 
a dependable source of clean drinking water, 
as well as reasonable access to industrial jobs 
when and if they are available. 

Only two weeks ago today, a team of eleven 
persons from the Office of Economic Adjust­
ment from Washington D.C. met with citi­
zens of Pittsburg County to make an eco­
nomic survey of the area. Their purpose was 
to determine what we could do to help our­
selves in overcoming the terrific loss of jobs, 
which is now occurring and will continue 
for the next year at least. Although the final 
report of recommendations is yet to come, 
reference was constantly made to the possi­
bility of acquiring funds from the Economic 
Development Administration to bring about 
the needed developments. We sincerely be­
lieve that reference would not have been 
made to ED.A. if these gentlemen did not be­
lieve we were deserving of its benefits. 

CONCLUSION 
In behalf of the 36,684 some citizens of 

Pittsburg County we thank the members of 
the Senate Public Works Committee for hear­
ing this testimony and urge them to do 
everything within their power to prolong 
the benefits of ED.A. to Pittsburg County, 
because of the instability of its economy 
and constantly rising unemployment in the 
area, which now has reached 7.7 percent. 

BoB WRIGHT, 
Manager, McAlester Chamber of 

Commerce and Agriculture. 
June 16, 1970. 

JEFFERSON CouNTY 
Mr. George L. Anderson. 
Mr. Richard Chiles, Waurika Chamber of 

Commerce. 
Mr. Donald J. Morrison, Waurika News 

Democrat. 
Colonel Homer Snodgrass, Jr., Executive 

Director, South Central Oklahoma. Economic 
Development District. 

ASSOCIATION SOUTH CENTRAL 
OKLAHOMA GOVERNMENTS, 
Duncan, Okla., June 15, 1970. 

Bon. FRED R. HARRIS, 
U.S. Senator, 
u.s. Capitol, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HARRIS: This relates to the 
recent decision at Departmental level to 
termina;te the designation of Jefferson 
County, Oklahoma as a Title IV (depressed 
area) County, effective June 30, 1970. 

The governing Board of County Commis­
sioners of Jefferson County, to wit-A. L. 
Wagner, Ike Roberts, and I. E. Phelps, meet­
ing in emergency session at 10:30 a.m., this 
date, asks that I speak for and in their be­
half on the absolute necessity for retain­
ing Jefferson County as a designated Title 
IV County. 

The Association of South Central Okla­
homa Governments was formed after "llore 
than two years of hard work on the ~rt of 
dozens of interested and dedicated volun­
teer community leaders. The ASCOG district 
was officially recognized in April 1969 and 
designated as an EDA district in July 1969. 
Key to this designation was the fact that 
Jefferson County is one of two Title IV 
counties in the eight-county geographical 
area. 

The notification that Jefferson County is 
losing its Title IV designation comes at a 
time when the census revealed a population 

loss of more than 16 percent during the 
last decade, when the average per capita 
income in the county is less than 50 percent 
of the national average, when the average 
weekly earnings are less than $56, when 
median age of the population is 10 years 
above the national average, and when the 
labor force participation rate is only 40 
percent. This loss of designation decision 
is apparently based on unemployment data 
collected during the peak year of an infia­
tion period; not upon evidences that this 
county has entered the mainstream of the 
Nation's economy or, for thBit matter, ex­
perienced any stable economic growth. 

The picture painted by high out-migra­
tion and low incomes combined with a 
known reluctance to migrate is particularly 
disturbing. The economic distress is exem­
plified by the 10 women who commute 90 
miles each day from Ringing in Jefferson 
County to work at minimum wages in a 
clothing factory in Marietta, Oklahoma. Out­
migration comes only after all marginal job 
opportunities such as this example are ex­
hausted. 

The Economic Development District pro­
gram is one of the most imaginative and 
innovative programs to be fostered and pro­
moted at the national level. It provides a 
mechanism for the solution of local prob­
lems on a multi-county basis. But, this or­
ganization is also concerned that the fate 
of the district program is so tenuous as to 
be endangered by a change in the unemploy­
ment rate affecting as few as 35 to 40 peo­
ple as exemplified by decision to dedesignate 
Jefferson County. The years of hard, dedi­
cated efforts by several hundred people in 
this district which have gone into the or­
ganization, promotion, and stimulation of 
the program throughout this region and now 
face the fate of being wasted time and energy 
comes as a low blow. I submit that eco­
nomic development is a long-term activity, 
and that the criteria for determining the 
need for continued assistance should be evi­
dence of stable economic growth-not short­
term fiuctuations of the business cycle. 

The district concept is new and chal­
lenges the local leadership and, consequent­
ly, has not always been easy to promote, but 
local interest has been aroused and favor­
able strides he.ve been taken toward orga­
nizing the program and making it an effective 
"change agent" in this section of Oklahoma. 
Our initial successes with the EDA district 
program have been laudable. One indication 
has been the interest of local communities 
to communicate more closely with their 
neighbors and work together in areas where 
they have mutual interests or objectives. 

The EDA program benefits have been of 
considerable assistance in designing an eco­
nomic growth and development strategy and 
implementation program for the district­
particularly the public works, business de­
velopment, and technical assistance pro­
grams. However, the ease and flexibility of 
the district program in allowing and pro­
viding assistance to local communities for 
whatever development objectives they may 
undertake has been one of the greatest 
benefits to this section of rural Oklahoma. 

Provision of a mechanism and organiza­
tion through which local communities can 
function and cooperate on a regional basis 
is perhaps the greatest single benefit which 
has been acquired through EDA assistance. 
Conversely, these recent developments now 
threaten the organization's continued exist­
ence and this is of major concern to local 
leaders who have contributed to the develop­
ment of this program. 

The decision made to discontinue the de­
signation of Jefferson County as a Title IV 
County, if permitted to stand, literally kills 
the ASCOG EDA district and in effect fiushes 
more than two years of preparation for pro­
gress down the drain. 

Insofar as Jefferson County's being a de-

pressed area is concerned-a brief analysis 
of the attached fact sheet supports a con­
clusion that the county is resplendent with 
factors leading to decline and conversely, 
one sorely in need of seed money in the form 
of federal assistance to spark progress. 

Sincerely, 
HOMER G. SNODGRASS, Jr., 

Executive Director. 

FACTS ABOUT JEFFERSON COUNTY 
1. Between 1960 and 1970 the population 

of Jefferson County dropped from 8,192 to 
6,887; this represents a 16% population loss. 

2. Between 1960 and 1970 there were 900 
births and 1,100 deaths in Jefferson County. 
It is truly extraordinary for deaths to exceed 
births in a county. 

3. The median age of the Jefferson County 
population ( 40.3) is 10 years above the na­
tional average (29.5). 

4. In 1962 the per capita income of Jefferson 
County was $1,112, which was $1,256 below 
the national average. In 1968, it was $1,568 or 
$1,853 below that average. 

5. The 1960 Census of Housing showed that 
41% of the Jefferson County housing units 
were not in sound condition. The national 
rate was 19%. 

6. Per 100,000 live births in Jefferson Coun­
ty, there were 2,127 infant deaths in 1964, 
compared to a national norm of 1,700. 

7. The average income cutoff distinguish­
ing poor from non-poor stood at $2,529. in 
Jefferson County in 1966. Out of a total of 
2,084 families in the county, 800 or 38.4% 
were poor by the above criterion. The national 
poverty rate was 15.1%. 

ADDITIONAL THOUGHTS ON EDA DISTRICT 
PROGRAM 

The Economic Development District pro­
gram has provided a remarkable new mecha­
nism for economic growth and progress in 
South Central Oklahoma, but serious in­
equities and shortcomings of the legislation 
and administrative guidelines endanger the 
program and hamstring, to some degree, a 
progressive ongoing development effort. 

As has been exemplified by the impending 
loss of designation for Jefferson County, the 
longevity of the program and its potential 
impact on the area is tenuous by the sim­
ple fact that the redevelopment counties 
hang on a year-to-year existence. Even more 
amazing is the fact that this loss of designa­
tion, from our observations, is based upon 
32 people, changing from an annual esti­
mated unemployment of 130 (6.1 percent) in 
1968 to an annual estimated unemployment 
of 100 (4.7) percent in 1969. 

The procedure for determination of un­
employment rates as prescribed by the u.s. 
Department of Labor are not reflective of the 
conditions as they exist in a rural area. Em­
ployees of the Oklahoma State Employment 
Service have advised that Jefferson County 
has always presented a problem due to the 
scarcity of Jobs in the labor force covered 
by the Employment Security Act. As well, 
the filing of unemployment claiins appears 
to be the only tangible guide on which un­
employment numbers and rates are evalu­
ated. All other aspects of the determina­
tion are estimated based upon guidelines 
prescribed by the Department of Labor and 
these procedures are definitely designed more 
for an urban metropolitan area than for a 
rural agricultural economic base. 

The Oklahoma State Employment Service 
has advised the U.S. Department of Labor 
that this procedure is inequitable when 
evaluating economic conditions in rural 
Oklahoma and can act in a very negative 
sense. 

The instability of the county designations 
seriously endangers the Economic Develop­
ment District for this area since two Title 
IV Redevelopment Areas are required for 
the formation and continuation of a District 
and these annual county designation changes 
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place the existence of the ASCOG organiza­
tion on a year-to-year basis. 

A dynamic and progressive program of eco­
nomic growth and development cannot be 
pur~ued on a year-to-year basis. The orga­
nization and the program must have some 
degree of longevity and credibility if it is to 
have significant effect upon the economic 
growth and development of the District. 

It is therefore recommended that: 
( 1) No termination of eligibility be made 

for a county which is a participating signa­
tory of a formally designated Economic De­
velopment District or until such time that 
the per capita income of the District equates 
to that of the national average and/or 

(2) Make the entire area of a formally des­
ignated Economic Development District eligi­
ble for total EDA program eligibility with 
project approval and financing based upon 
need and impact. 

CITY OF WAURIKA, 
Waurika, Okla., June 15, 1970. 

Senator FRED R. HARRIS, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. HARRIS: The information that we 
have received concerning our county's de­
designation as a Title 4 eligible county has 
come to us as quite a surprise. The situation 
in Jefferson County, by almost any yard stick 
that you may desire to use, falls far short 
of the mainstream of either the State or 
National economy. 

We have appreciated the economic assist­
ance that has been available through EDA 
programs in the past and have been looking 
forward to its assistance in the future. We 
feel certain that if Waurika and Jefferson 
County is to lay a sound economic base and 
provide the jobs that our economy demands 
we must have EDA's continued support. Be­
cause of this we would like to ask that you 
support our efforts to maintain our present 
Title 4 status. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGES. ANDERSON, 

Mayor, City of Waurika, Okla. 

WAURIKA DEVELOPMENT TRUST, 
Waurika, Okla., June 15, 1970. 

Senator FRED R. HARRIS, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HARRIS: The Waurika De­
velopment Trust was shocked to learn that 
the title !our designation of Jefferson 
County was about to be lost. Our organiza­
tion working with the assistance of EDA and 
other agencies have made some very impor­
tant gains during the last two years. With­
out the assistance that EDA gave it could 
not have been accomplished. 

We now have two industries which we 
would not have had and even though the 
picture looks brighter we are still a long way 
from the mainstream of the nations econ­
omy. The job opportunity that this country 
must have for economic stability must have 
a much larger base. 

The economic situation has been 20 years 
coming and it is hard to believe that any­
one could believe that in two years it could 
possibly be turned around. There are all 
kinds of facts that we can give to prove our 
point but at this time we ask that you take 
every step possible to save our designation. 

Sincerely, 
PRYOR WAID, Chairman. 

WAURIKA NEWS-DEMOCRAT, 
Waurika, Okla., June 15, 1970. 

To: The Honorable FRED R. HARRIS, 
U.S. Senate. 
From: Donald J. Morrison. 

I regret very much that it will be impos­
sible for me to be present for the hearing 
in Wagoner on June 16. It is extremely im­
portant that Jefferson county be continued 
on the Title IV eligibility list for Economic 
Development Administration loans and 
grants, and I trust that this written state-

ment will carry just as much weight as an 
oral statement. 

The people of Waurika are grateful for 
EDA loans and grants which, through a 
partnership approach made possible by local 
bond issues, have given this community and 
county a start toward diversification of our 
economy. The people of this community have 
voted for numerous bond issues in order to 
share in the cost of industrial spadework. 
But our financial resources are limited, and 
we must continue to rely heavily on federal 
programs designed to create job opportuni­
ties in rural America. 

We know that over 100 jobs have been 
added locally, which would indicate that the 
1970 census will show Waurika with a gain 
in population. But now we wonder if this 
will be the case, because the Census Bureau 
estimate for Jefferson county's population 
shows a loss from 8,192 in 1960 to 6,887 in 
1970. We of course cannot continue to lose 
people without suffering economic distress. 
And the saddest fact of all is the one which 
tells us that to keep our own young people 
at home, we have a long way to go in pro­
viding the necessary job opportunities. 

I remember writing in an economic impact 
report, several years ago, that rural America 
must be revitalized in order to shore up the 
weaknesses brought about by population 
shifts. This continues to be a need-for the 
sake of many aspects of our national life. 
The problems of metropolitan areas are be­
ing compounded by a rapidly mounting sur­
plus of people, while the problems of rural 
areas are being compounded by the loss of 
people. 

We have begun to benefit from the crea­
tion of some new jobs. But it is only a start. 
Economic stagnation did not happen over­
night. Neither will it be quickly cured. Time 
Will be required, also financial resources be­
yond our capability. That is why I earnestly 
seek the continuation of Jefferson county's 
eligibility for EDA loans and grants. 

Thank you. 
DONALD J. MORRISON. 

WAURIKA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Waurika, Okla., June 15, 1970. 

Senator FRED R. HARRIS, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HARRIS: It is mild, to say 
the least, the surprise that we have with the 
recent efforts to do away with the eligibility 
of Jefferson County as a title four county. 
With the efforts that this county has made, 
the beginning signs of progress, and the 
long way that we still must go to change 
the direction our county is headed it is 
hard to believe that such a decision could 
be made. 

Our county has only made a start and 
the assistance that we have received because 
of this designation has been of great im­
portance in the two industries that we have 
obtained during the last couple of years. The 
direction of our economy has not yet been 
turned around and it is almost unbelievable 
that at this time our designation would be 
changed. 

The decade that has just ended with our 
16 percent decrease in population should 
prove my point. As people migrate from Jef­
ferson county because of a lack of job op­
portunity they only increase the problems 
in the urban areas they move to. We ask that 
you do everything that you can to assist us 
in retaining this designation. 

Sincerely: 
RICHARD CHILES, President. 

PAWNEE COUNTY 
Mr. Earl Price, Executive Director, Central 

Oklahoma Economic Development District. 
Representative Rex Privett. 
Senator Raymond Horn. 
Mayor Glen Wood, Pawnee, Oklahoma. 
Mr. Orville Hicks, Businessman, Cleveland. 

Mr. Glen Campbell, Businessman, Cleve­
land. 

Mr. C. B. Giddens, Businessman, Cleve­
land. 

Mr. Orville Smith. 

TESTIMONY BY EARL PRICE, WAGGONER, OKLA., 
JUNE 16, 1970 

Concerning Pawnee County: Senator Har­
ris, let me say that it is a pleasure on behalf 
Of myself and the delegation from Pawnee 
County to be invited to appear before you 
today to give you our "grass roots" opinion 
concerning the proposed legislation on delay­
ing the dedesignation of qualified areas 
under the Economic Development and Public 
Works Act as introduced by the Honorable 
Ed Edmondson before the Public Works 
Committee of the House of Representatives. 

It is our opinion that this piece of legisla­
tion is very timely, particularly in the light 
of the 1970 census data having just been 
completed but not yet tabulated. It was my 
pleasure two years ago to present testimony 
as President of the National Association of 
Development Organizations to the Senate 
Public Works Committee concerning this 
very subject. One of the two recommenda­
tions we made at that time which are a mat­
ter Of record is as follows and I quote ... 

"To encourage change in the legislation 
concerning the criteria for determining a 
county's eligibility to be changed from un­
employment to a system based upon family 
income, which more nearly reflects under­
employment. This new statistical family in­
come would be determined annually by the 
Federal Government on a county-by-county 
assessment of Internal Revenue Reports of 
income and social security payments." 

I herewith submit for the record a com­
plete transcript of that policy statement 
given to the Senate Public Works Committee 
two years ago, marked Exhibit "A". 

Concerning the above recommendation, it 
is our opinion that Pawnee County is a good 
example of what is true throughout this 
country in the rural areas. The real problem 
in a designated area is per capita lncome 
and underemployment rather than unem­
ployment. The methOd of computing unem­
ployment in a rural area is not valid in 
determining the amount Of the target popu­
lation that has lagged the national average 
in sharing in the prosperity of this nation; 
and assuredly, it is not a valid method in 
determining the degree of poverty or pin­
pointing those people needing assistance in 
order that they may raise their per capita 
income. 

Since the population of Pawnee County is 
relatively small and the insured work force 
is smaller yet, a very slight increase in the 
employment in the county can change the 
unemployment figures from slightly above 
six per cent to below six per cent, thereby 
disqualifying the area for EDA assistance. 
This slight employment, however, does not 
materially alter the average per capita in­
come and, therefore, the economic base nor 

. alleviate in any measurable way the degree 
of poverty. 

As an example, take Pawnee County with 
a total population of 10,725 people with a 
total labor force of 2,930 people, an unem­
ployment rate of 6.6, an estimate of unem­
ployed in the amount of 193 people, and 
you can readily see that the employment of a 
mere 18 insured persons in this county 
would change the unemployment level to 
below six percent and thereby de-designate 
an otherwise designated area. 

This example was taken from the actual 
county figures called to me yesterday by the 
Employment Security Office and exemplifies 
a typical case where a county is only .6 of 1% 
above six percent unemployment. If it had 
been a full1% above 6%, the employment of 
30 insured people would still have de-desig­
nated the county and supposedly indicate 
a healthy economic condition as far as the 
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EDA legislation is concerned. We think it is 
obvious from this example that neither the 
employment of 18 people nor the employ­
ment of 30 people would materially change 
the per capita income of 10,725 people, yet 
the present legislation assumes they are on 
an equal basis with the state or the nation 
as a whole. 

To substantiate some of the figures given 
in our testimony, .. today we are presenting to 
you (marked Exhibit "B") a few pages of 
excerpts from the Pawnee County Economic 
Base Report dated October, 1967 as pre­
pared by the Oklahoma Employment Secu­
rity Commission. The balance of the statistics 
reported in our testimony were called to my 
office yesterday afternoon by representatives 
of the Oklahoma Employment Security Com­
mission, Department of Labor, from which 
the statistics for designating and de-desig­
nating Pawnee County were originated. 

A great deal has been said in recent 
months in national publications, radio, and 
television by such public figures as Mayor 
Lindsay of New York, that underemploy­
ment, rather than unemployment, is the 
major factor in the poor ghetto areas of 
the major metropolitan cities. It, therefore, 
behooves the Congress to begin to develop a 
criteria to measure the degree of poverty by 
a method other than unemployment and, 
therefore, we endorse the above recommen­
dation. 

Senator Harris, it has been our pleasure 
to appear before this committee today to 
give our viewpoints and I would like to in­
troduce for the purpose of making a state­
ment, the following citizens of Pawnee 
County. 

LABOR FORCE SUMMARIES 

Item 1969 1966 1965 

Labor force civilian _________ 2, 930 2, 860 2, 830 
Unemployment_ _____ ------- lll 190 190 

Percent of labor force .. __ 3. 8 6. 6 6. 7 
Employment_ __ - -- - - ---- ___ 2, 819 2, 670 2, 640 

PAWNEE COUNTY ECONOMIC BASE REPORT, 
OCTOBER 1967 

(By Clyde R. Hamm, chief, community 
employment development) 

PREFACE 
A Manpower Survey was conducted in 

Pa~nee County by the Oklahoma Employ­
ment Security Commission in cooperation 
with the Pawnee County leaders. Initial con­
tact was made by the Chief of the Commu­
nity Employment Development and the Rural 
Area Representative with the Pawnee and 
Cleveland Chambers of Commerce, The 
Community Action Foundation, and the 
Pawnee Indian Agency. Later, the Rural Area 
Representative met with various groups of 
community leaders to explain the objectives 
and the procedures of the program. Addi­
tional information was carried by local news­
papers. The cooperative attitude and interest 
of the community leaders in the promotion 
of economic progress led to the selection of 
Pawnee County for this survey. 

This Economic Base Report contains the 
results of the Manpower Survey. The report 
was prepared for the use of the civic lead­
ers of Pawnee County in utilizing natural 
and manpower resources in order to increase 
employment opportunities with the County. 

Various civic groups, committees, agencies, 
and organizations were contacted for assist­
ance and their help was greatly appreciated. 
The following is a list of those assisting in 
the formulation of the information in the 
Pawnee County Economic Base Report. 

Pawnee 
Chamber of Commerce-Mr. Don Johnson 

Manager. • 
Mr. Glenn Wood, Mayor. 

Pawnee Ohief, Mr. Jo. 0 . Ferguson, Editor. 
Rotary Club, Dr. P. R. Riemer, President. 
Lions Club, Mr. Ernest C. Kelly, President. 
Mr. John Lawrence and Mr. Glenn Lyon. 

Cleveland, 
Chamber of Commerce: Mr. Tom Lunsford, 

President; Miss Emma Allison, Secretary. 
Tiger's Tale High School Newspaper. 
The Cleveland American-Larry Ferguson. 
Cleveland Industrial Corporation-Mr. 

Glenn N. Cook, Secretary. 
Indian Electric Cooperat ive-Mr. C. H. Cul­

bertson. 
Paul Bachman, Merchant. 

Blackburn 
Mrs. Fred Upshaw, Newspaper Correspond­

ent. 
Jennings 

Mrs. F. C. Chapman, Newspaper Corre­
spondent. 

Hallett 
Mrs. John Bejeck, Newspaper Correspond­

ent. 
Terlton 

Mrs. Rosie Dietz, Newspaper Correspondent. 
County 

County Agent-Mr. Jack Pinkerton. 
County Superintendent. 
School Superintendents and Principals. 
Pawnee-Noble Community Action Founda-

tion, Inc. 
Mr. Fred Staff, Director-Mrs. Pat Goff, 

Secretary. 
Area 

Central Oklahome Economic District. 
Oklahoma 

State Board For Vocational Education. 
Historical Society. 

United States 
Bureau Of Indian Affairs-Pawnee Indian 

Agency-Mr. Robert Grover, Superintendent. 
Soil Conservation Service-Mr. Russell A. 

Lewallen. 
Weather Bureau-Mr. Stan Holbrook. 
Bureau of Census. 
The Manpower Survey was conducted dur­

ing the period July 17 to September 22, 1967, 
in Pawnee County as the first step toward 
the promotion of the area's economic devel­
opment and the effective occupational ad­
justment of the area's residents. The four 
specific objectives of the Community Devel­
opment Program are: 

1. Determine potential manpower re­
sources of an area. 

2. Help in evaluation of overall economic 
resources of an area. 

3. Assist in formulation of a program of 
economic development. 

4. Provide employment assistance to indi­
viduals of the area. 

A mobile team of employment specialists 
headquartering in both Pawnee and Cleve~ 
land, traveled throughout all Pawnee County 
covering each city and town as well as the 
rural area. During the approximately two 
months the mobile team was in the County, 
persons were interviewed as a representative 
sample of manpower potential and firms 
were surveyed concerning employment and 
wages. 

All the persons interviewed were classified 
according to their work experience, interest, 
training, leisure time activity, and or their 
aptitude test results. All Employment Serv­
ice techniques were applied to ascertain the 
potential manpower resources of Latimer 
County. The applicants' survey was made on 
work application forms, which were filed in 
the Ponca City office of the Oklahoma State 
Employment Service. 

The Manpower Program was under the di­
rection of Mr. Clyde R. Hamm, Chief of 
Community Employment Development. The 
mobile team was under the direct supervi­
sion of Mr. Edwin G. O'Day, Rural Area Rep-

resentative. The preparation of Pawnee 
County's Economic Base Report was pri­
marily the responsibility of Harry H. 
Revelle Jr. 

EXHIBIT S- TABLE IV- LABOR FORCE SUMMARIES 

Item 1966 

labor force civilian ___ ________________ 2, 860 
Unemployment_ _____________________ _ 190 
Empl~~~:~tof labor force __ __________ _ 6.6 

NonagriculturaL .. __ ______________ 
2, 670 
1, 760 

Wholesale and retail trade _____ 400 
Government and schools _______ 460 
Manufacturing-mining-con- 620 

struction-finance-insurance-
real estate-services-public-

Agric~~:f~;~~~~ ~ ~ = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = 

280 
910 

Source : Oklahoma State Employment Service 

TAXES 

1965 

2, 830 
190 
6. 7 

2, 640 
I, 710 

440 
460 
530 

280 
930 

Oklahoma tax structure is characterized by 
low-rate, broad-based taxes and there is no 
state ad valorem tax. Oklahoma does have a 
2 percent state sales tax, 6.58 cent gasoline 
tax, and reasonable rates on other taxes. The 
Oklahoma Industrial and Park Department 
publication, "Oklahoma: Profile of People 
and Profits", describes the low Oklahoma 
State income tax: 

"Corporations: The measure for corporate 
income taxes is the net income derived from 
Oklahoma property and business, applicable 
to business corporations. Rate: Flat 4%, fed­
eral income taxes deductible. For corpora­
tions in top federal tax 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR RAYMOND L. HORN 
Senator Harris, Speaker Privett, Gentle­

men: 
The recently announced decision by the 

Economic Development Administration to 
terminate Pawnee County has caused great 
concern on the part of many dedicated citi­
zens. 

Like most rural counties, Pawnee County 
has suffered declining population and econ­
omy during past years. However, great ef­
fort has been expended by many people to 
attempt to turn this cycle around. A start 
has been made, but it is only a start. 

Many more jobs are needed for the unem­
ployed and the underemployed in the County. 
Our population continued its decline in the 
recent census, although at a slower rate than 
in the 1950's and 1960's. We are in need of 
assistance from every possible source in this 
fight to improve our economy. Now is def­
initely not the time to cut off the valuable 
assistance provided by the Economic Devel­
opment Administration in their programs. 

Economic indicators in the County today 
show that we have a long way to go. People 
seeking employment remain at a high level. 
Those seeking commodities have increased, 
and the caseload in our welfare office has 
prompted them to ask for additional space. 
Many people, who have moved away are re­
turning to the County from jobs' lost in 
metropolitan areas. 

For these reasons, I strenuously urge that 
the bill to rescind the termination order 
be 'passed through the Senate in this sessio:d 
of Congress. 

STATEMENT OF CLEVELAND CHAMBER OF 
CoMMERCE 

It has come to our attention that Pawnee 
County has been designated as one of five 
counties in this area which will not be quali­
fied to receive further benefits through the 
Economic Development Administration any 
longer, unless a bill recently passed by the 
House (and approved) is also approved by 
the Senate in forthcoming legislation. 
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Because of this situation, the Government 

of the City of Cleveland, of Pawnee County, 
Oklahoma, the Cleveland Chamber of Com­
merce, The local school administration, and 
other business leaders of our community, 
give the following reasons why we feel that 
there is an urgent need and necessity for 
Pawnee County to be re-instated as on.'l of 
the counties which will be qualified for 
benefits. 

Comparing figures with one year ago, our 
unemployment is on the increase, definitely, 
according to the increased number of appli­
cants for unemployment compensation. We 
have many Pipe line construction workers 
and welders who make Cleveland their home, 
and who are normally gone away at this time 
of year on construction jobs. They say that 
there are no immediate prospects for work 
either. 

Cleveland is a "bed-room" town for many 
industries over this part of the country­
Hominy, Pawhuska, Sand Springs, Tulsa, and 
even Wichita Where some of our people work 
in Aviation Industries, and because of "cut­
backs" in production, or complete shut 
downs have occurred, they have been laid off 
and are idle. Hominy's mumer plant closed 
down, Emery Mills at Pawhuska is not in 
production, the building market is hampered 
by tight money and high interest rates. Cut 
backs in Aviation related industries in Tulsa 
and Wichita are affecting our economy here, 
as we have many who maintain homes here, 
and commute on week-ends. According to 
our County Commissioners, the demand for 
commodities has increased about 67% in re­
cent months, and as a result of a decline in 
business volume in some of our retail stores, 
there have been several retail clerks laid-off 
and others on a part time basis. 

We respectfully urge you to use your in­
fluence to assure passage of this important 
and vital legislation. 

STATEMENT OF MAYOR GLENN WOOD, CrrY OF 
PAWNEE 

Senator Harris, gentlemen: As Mayor of 
the City of Pawnee, I am here today to testify 
concerning our need for continued designa­
tion under the Economic Development Ad­
ministration programs. 

We urgently feel that the bill under dis­
cussion today should be passed in this ses­
sion of Congress. 

We have not been told just what criteria 
were used in the determination to drop Paw­
nee County from the program, but the facts, 
as they exist today, are as follows: 

1. The effects of the current recession are 
now beginning to affect our economy. 

2. A check with our three-county CAP 
office shows an unchanging demand for more 
job opportunities. This demand is equal if 
not higher than that of previous years. 

3. We have established one plant in the 
Pawnee area in recent years, and this has 
helped some, but we are still in need of many 
more job opportunities. Many of the people 
employed at this plant drive into the County 
!rom surrounding Counties. 

4. A survey by the Pawnee County Com­
missioner of District 2 showed that 67 more 
people were receiving commodities today 
than in past years, and this represents only 
one-third of our County. Many of these new 
recipients are people who have been forced 
to move back home after losing their jobs 
in various metropolitan areas. Certainly, it 
would be to everyone's advantage to create 
local job opportunities for these individuals. 

5. The 1970 census figures have not been 
released for cities the size Of Pawnee and 
Cleveland, but the Pawnee County figure 
shows a decline of over 900. This is a smaller 
loss than that of the previous decade. How­
ever, the loss in population L<s still a matter 
of serious concern, clearly demonstrating the 
need !or more job opportunities for our un­
employed and our large number of under­
employed. 

For these reasons, we urge that every effort 
be ma.de to continue the designation Of Paw­
nee County under the Economic Develop­
ment Administration programs. 

DffiECT ELECTION OF THE 
. PRESIDENT 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcORD a statement by the distin­
guished Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
TYDINGS) concerning the Tydings-Griffin 
proposed constitutional amendment pro­
viding for the direct election of the 
President. 

There being no objection, the state­
ment was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEPH D. TYDINGS 

The constitutional amendment providing 
for the direct election of the President (S.J. 
Res. 1) is designed to remedy a number of 
specific problems found in the present Elec­
toral College system. These difficulties, when 
added together, have lead to a questioning 
of the rationality and legitimacy of our 
method of electing Presidents and, in 1968, 
raised the threat of a major constitutional 
crisis. 

By providing for a direct popular election, 
S.J. Res. 1 eliminated the following faults of 
our present system: 

1. The lack of legitimacy of a system in 
which a candidate with a plurality or ma­
jority could lose an election to a rival with 
an electoral majority. 

2. The alleged bias towards (a) very big 
states because of the unit rule of state elec­
tors, and (b) towards very small states be­
cause of the three elector minimum per 
state. 

3. The ex'l.ggerated majority in the elec­
toral college, as compared to popular vote 
totals, giving a close winner an infiated 
victory. 

4. The problem of the faithless elector. 
5. The unequal weight accorded to voters 

in different sized states. 
6. The general irrationality and antl-ma­

joritarian aspects of this archaic institution 
which are difficult to justify in reasoned 
debate. 

However, S.J. Res. 1 does not eliminate the 
Electoral College's most glaring and threat­
ening weakness-the possibility of crisis due 
to a third-party candidacy. Under the Elec­
toral College, third-party candidates are gen­
erally discouraged from running for the Pres­
idency because of the unit rule; unless a 
splinter party leader can receive a majority 
of votes in a state, he will not receive any 
electoral college votes. This unit rule has 
thus successfully discouraged ideological 
third-parties. Regional candidates, also, are 
presented with significant barriers, although 
these barriers are only of national scope. At 
the regional level, candidates such as Wallace 
can attract state majorities and break into 
the Electoral College; yet chances of obtain­
ing an ultimate majority in the Electoral 
College from such a base remain slim. The 
prospect of eventual failure serves to channel 
votes ~way from this type of candidate to 
"second choice" candidates because it be­
comes clear to the average third-party voter 
that his vote will be "wasted" if he votes for 
his first preference. 

Yet in spite of the existing institutional 
barriers to third-parties, the prospect of con­
tinued third and fourth-party candidacies 
continues. This is a function of the "spoiler" 
role that a third-party candidate can play. 
Under our Electoral College. a thfrd .. party 
candidate has no effect upon the election 
outcome unless he can deny an Electoral Col­
lege majority to the election winners. Be­
cause of the peculiarities of the Electoral 
College, this is a real possib11ity for sectional 

candidates. The possibility of triggering the 
unknown and awkward procedures of select­
ing the President in the House of Representa­
tives is enough of a threat to any regular 
candidate's chance of victory and to the 
legitimacy of the entire election process, that 
the third-party candidate has extraordinary 
bargaining leverage. A refusal to deal with 
the outsider can mean defeat and/or crisis 
for the regular party candidates and the cer­
tainty of more wholesale political bargain­
ing in the House. 

Thus under the present Electoral College 
system, the mechanism of resorting to a 
House election, when the electoral colleg~ 
fails to produce a majority, is enough of an 
incentive to create mt-aningful third-party 
challenges and the threat of a constitutional 
crisis, in spite of the inhibiting unit rule of 
the states. 

The provisions of S.J. Res. 1, although 
otherwise laudatory, create the very same 
problem of an incentive for third-party can­
didacies. In this case the trigger device is 
the 40 percent plurality required for direct 
election. A candidate outside the two regular 
parties need only approach 20 percent of the 
popular vote in order to reach a strong bar­
gaining position. This incentive would apply 
to ideological as well as to regional candi­
dates because there is no unit rule under the 
direct election scheme. The 20 percent figure 
becomes very much in reach of splinter 
parties when more than one outsider is run­
ning. The prospect of two candidates, one 
regional and one ideological, amassing 20 per­
cent of the vote amongst them is quite real­
istic in the near future of American politics. 

Under the direct election plan, the oppor­
tunity for crude political bargaining and 
threats are as available as under the Elector­
al College. In both, an outsider can offer to 
withdraw immediately preceding the election 
and attempt to swing his followers towards 
a would-be victor in return for a significant 
political concession. While the haunting 
threat of a debacle in the House does not 
offer itself under S.J. Res. 1, the maneuver­
ing and dealing in a run-off race of the two 
surviving candidates would certainly be in­
tense as they desperately wooed the disap­
pointed followers of the third-party candi­
dates. If experience under the French elec­
toral system is any guide, the run-off makes 
the first election a test of bargaining strength 
leads to a further ideological hardening, and 
creates an atmosphere of shameless deals 
preceding the run-oif. Given the fact that 
this kind of bargaining would take place 
under conditions of division and disappoint­
ment (It would be used only 11 no candidate 
has amassed 40% of the vote.) cynical politi­
cal moves might in themselves lead to a 
crisis of respect and legitimacy in the selec­
tion of the President. 

It would appear that this incentive to use 
the 40 percent trigger and run-off is just as 
great as is the present temptation to deny 
an Electoral College majority and to the 
House. However, under S.J. Res. 1, the initial 
.restraint of the states' unit rule is a.bsent. 
Thus, the direct e1ection amendment will 
increase the attractiveness of third-party 
Presidential candidacies. If present political 
trends continue, S.J. Res. 1 will bring a 
Constitutional crisis closer to reality. 

Presidential election systems do not cause 
splinter parties, they merely encourage or 
discourage them. It is the underlying prob­
lems and con1llcts in our society which 
create new parties and political movement&. 
As our nation continues to !eel the effects 
of both major domestic and ioreign crises, it 
'Will no doubt experience greater pressure 
for splinter party groups. This 1s a function 
of the deep divisions in our society that 
have finally emerged and burst into the po­
litical area. 

In part, this trend ot pol1Uca.l fragmenta­
tion reflects the increase in ldeologlca.l and 
rigid polltical dootrlnes that threaten to 
drive the traditional American pragm.atism. 
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and compromise into the past. No doubt the 
general politicization of issues in our so­
ciety draws into the political fray fringe 
groups that previously suffered silently or 
remained dormant without hope of change. 
Perhaps the widespread frustration and ma­
laise in the nation plus a feeling of in­
ability to influence the events that shape 
our destiny, drives concerned groups into 
strong political movements. Certainly there 
is little hope in the next few decades that 
the major schisms and problems that con­
front our society will disappear; it is more 
likely that our political parties will be the 
ones to vanish. . 

For many, substantial weakening of the 
two-party system would be a serious, if not 
crippling blow to the functioning of the 
American political process. A stable dual 
party structure serves many vital tasks of 
our democracy. Two strong parties are es­
sential to maintain the competition for of­
flee amongst leaders that provides the hon­
esty and innovation in American politics. 
Two stable parties provide the continuity of 
program needed to accomplish major change 
in a relatively slow moving political process. 
Most important, wi-th only two parties, there 
is a need to create a real majority or large 
plurality for electoral victory. This fact re­
quires that each party provide a political 
program that attracts a broad spectrum of 
voters. 

Thus in a two party system, the parties 
are forced to create programs that satisfy 
a broad range of groups and interests. In 
the United States, the two major political 
parties have become the central institutions 
for moderating and resolving conflicts in our 
society. Our conventions, faultridden as they 
may be, and party machinery serve to miti­
gate and lessen the divisions of the nation. 
Without these institutions, the whole 
burden of resolving conflict would be thrust 
into the legislature. Under a multi-party sys­
tem dogmatic ideology would flourish and 
compromise disappear. Executive leadership 
would be difficult because there would be 
no institution to aggregate enough political 
support to form a majority President. If the 
example of modern European parliamentary 
systems is of any relevance, multi-party gov­
ernment means bitter conflict and govern­
mental immobility. 

Of course, ours is a society that is in 
desparate need of change and innovation of 
its policies and institutions. Many believe 
that the two-party system and barriers to 
third-parties have impeded these needed re­
forms. However, historical precedent seems 
convincing that reform, if it is to be success­
ful, is best directed within a major party. 
Only the major parties offer the strength 
of broad support and the structure of con­
tinuity that is a prerequisite for meaning­
ful change. This is not to say, however, that 
the parties do not require major internal 
reform in order to allow change and chal­
lenge from within. 

It is difficult to gather the support of 
large and differing groups in any party for 
significant change; but this is the cost of 
governing by consent rather than decree. 
The only other alternative in such a diverse 
society as ours is political fragmentation. 
And fragmentation without coercion will be 
stagnation. 

In short, our political system desperately 
needs all its institutions that moderate con­
flict and provide for the means to change. 
The enactment of S.J. Res. 1 would alter the 
Presidential elections to encourage third­
parties and undermine one of the key insti­
tutions of conflict resolution and change in 
our system. We should change our electoral 
system, but in a way that avoids crisis and 
supports our two-party system. 

Under the Tydings-Griffin amendment, the 
direct election system would continue un­
modified in 99% of all Presidential elections 

since it is an historical rarity for the win­
ning Presidential candidate to receive less 
than 40% of the popular vote. 

In that rare case when no one received 
40% of the popular vote, our amendment 
would first turn to the time honored elec­
toral college system. If the front-runner 
receives a majority of votes in states which 
have a majority of electoral votes, he becomes 
President. In no case can the second place 
candidate in the popular vote win the Pres­
idency. The reasons for this option are 
clear: if no one garners 40% of the popular 
vote, there will be no majority President. 
The question is one of selecting a minority 
President who has widespread support in a 
manner that has respect and legitimacy. The 
electoral system has such legitimacy, and it 
is a means of demonstrating great support 
in our states, which are important political 
units in our system. 

Some have pointed out that any use of 
the discredited Electoral College system 
would raise questions of legitimacy. This 
does not seem to bear out analysis. 

First, there is no possibility of either a 
faithless elector or the wholesale bargain­
ing in the House (which would vote by state 
amongst all the candidates) two of the 
major objections to the present electoral 
college. 

Second, the Electoral College, in spite of 
its faults, retains a tremendous amount of 
political legitimacy. Its use as an emergency 
provision would not seem to draw too deeply 
on the reservoir of legitimacy now available. 

Third, this contingency would be em­
ployed rarely; and if it were used, it would 
be under conditions of division and dissent 
which would raise questions of legitimacy 
under any contingency plan. Under either 
the amended or unamended S.J. Res. 1, the 
contingency provisions only operate if the 
leading candidate has less than 40 percent 
of the vote. Thus large groups in the so­
ciety will already have registered dissatisfac­
tion with both regular parties. 

Under a run-off, these splinter party voters 
are forced to vote for second choices or 
register their protect by abstentions. Fur­
ther, the political bargaining inherent in 
this situation will further add to the mood 
of dissatisfaction and discontent. It must 
be conceded that this route of choosing a 
candidate who is the first choice of only a 
minority of voters will raise at least as 
much dissatisfaction with the method of 
selection as the Tydings-Griffin proposed 
alternative. 

Fourth, only the popular vote winner could 
be elected under this modified electoral 
system. 

If the leading candidate failed to receive 
40 percent of the popular votes and failed to 
receive a majority of the electoral college, 
it would be clear that popular election 
mechanism is not enough, in itself, to se­
lect a minority President. For this reason, 
the Tyd.ings-Griffin amendment would then 
turn to a special Joint Session of the newly 
elected Congress to select a President from 
the two front runners in the popular vote. 
Each Co:p.gressman would have one vote. No 
third- or fourth-place candidate would be 
eligible to become President. 

The new Congress, reflecting the most re­
cent manifestation of the popular will, 
would choose amongst the two leading mi­
nority Presidential candidates. The winner 
would have to receive the majority support 
of the representative branch of government. 
The winner would be assured of having the 
support of Congress. 

Again, this provides a means of selecting 
a minority President with widespread sup­
port and by a legitimate institution. 

The whole point of the change is that the 
Tydings-Griffin contingency, unlike the run­
off in S.J. Res. 1 discourages its own use. 
Its success will be its preventative effect. 

Under this plan, no third-party candidate, 
ideological or sectional, has a chance of 
winning the Presidential election, unless he 
can amass an Electoral College majority and 
be front runner or unless he could receive 
a majority of votes in the new CongrP.Ss. 
There is uo incentive for the two front­
runners to bargain with minor party can­
didates. The incentives for third-parties 
under this amendment to S.J. Res. 1 will 
be similar to those of an ideological party 
under our present system; there is little 
encouragement to run unless a third-party 
candidate can attract more votes than the 
two leading parties and an electoral college 
majority or if' the third-party candidate can 
take s-econd place in the popular vote · to be 
eligible for election by the Joint Session 
of Congress. If third-party candidates come 
close to attracting 20 percent of the vote, 
the two leading candidates would merely 
switch to an election strategy aimed at an 
electoral college majority-the same stra­
tegy used today. This allows a genuine, 
national third-party movement such as the 
Bull Moose Party, to succeed, but disoour­
ages small sectional and ideological par­
ties. 

Thus under the Tydings-Griffin amend­
ment, the loss of the unit rule in the states 
as a barrier to splinter parties is replaced 
with another support of the two-party sys­
tem without the undesirable effects of the 
winner-take-all meth'Od except in rare cases. 

The whole issue of the run-off vs. our 
plan revolves around the question of select­
ing a minority President. Neither of' these 
alternatives will be used unless there is 
such division in our nation that no can­
didate can approach majority support. In 
this situation, we should seek a mecha­
nism that will select a minority President 
who has enough wides-pread support so he 
can govern effectively. Such a selection me­
chanism should be legitimate in the eyes 
of' our people. And such a mechanism should 
disoourage its own use, thus bolstering a. 
stable two-party system. I believe that only 
the Tydings-Griffin plan fulfills all three of 
these requirements. 

40TH ANNUAL COMMENCEMENT 
EXERCISES, ATLANTA SCHOOL OF 
ART-ADDRESS BY PAUL DUNCAN 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, a few days 

ago the Atlanta School of Art held its 
40th annual commencement exercises 
with Paul Duncan of Washington, D.C., 
as the commencement speaker. 

I was much interested in Mr. Duncan's 
development of the close functional rela­
tionship of art to human affairs and the 
contributions art makes toward satisfy­
ing the total range of human needs and 
concerns. 

The commencement exercises, held at 
the Atlanta Memorial Arts Center, re­
call to us the tragic plane crash in 1962 
that took from Atlanta 122 of its leading 
citizens and sponsors of the city's cul­
tural life. The arts center is an inspiring, 
living memorial to those who were lost. It 
is a unique achievement of the unity of 
·art, bringing together music, drama and 
the visual arts, and the talented young 
graduates of the School of Art constantly 
replenish those who guide and enrich 
Atlanta's cultural and esthetic life. 

I ask unanimous consent that the com­
mencement address be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECoRD, 
as follows: 
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CoMMENCEMENT ADDRESS 

It is a commonplace of American life, 
perhaps more than in other countries, to 
look with skepticism on the idea that art is 
a necessary and useful function in the con­
duct of human affairs. 

We have been conditioned to regard art 
as a non-essential and frivolous product of 
man's surplus energy and wealth. 

I'm sure you have learned by now that 
there's nothing frivolous about art. And this 
is true of the visual arts as with any other. 
Art is a difficult taskmaster--demanding its 
own commitment, imposing its own disci­
pline, and exacting its own dedication and 
perseverance. 

And as for its being non-essential, the fact 
is that art functions in every aspect of daily 
life. 

It shapes and enriches everything we do: 
physical and utilitarian, emotional and 
psychological, social and political. 

Evidence of the physical function of art is 
all round us, real and tangible. As David 
Pye said of the art of design: 

"If anyone thinks it is important to civili­
zation that a common ground between art 
and science shall be found, then he had bet­
ter look for it in front of his nose. Everyone 
is exposed to it all day long. The man-made 
world, our environment, is a work of art. 
But not all of it is good." 

Over and over again since Leonardo da 
Vinci we have seen the artist as a man ahead 
of his time, the forerunner and predicter of 
events, calling attention to human needs and 
offering solutions that we have too often 
ignored or been slow to pick up. 

Perhaps the best expression of the inter­
relationship of art and science in the modern 
world is to be found in the ideas and appli­
cations of Buckminster Fuller. And who 
knows where art begins and technology ends 
inside the head of Bucky Fuller! 

He is not content merely to design or build. 
His objective is to transform the total en­
vironment on what he calls Spaceship Earth, 
so that with our intelligent co-operation, the 
world will work for its inhabitants. 

After 40 years, we are lucky that he has 
finally developed a. language people can un­
derstand, and that people finally have be­
come ready to listen. 

Where Buckminster Fuller is now dealing 
with the total environment, the French 
architect Le Corbusier dealt with the urban 
environment. Unfortunately, we are still 
making only scant use of the flood of ideas 
that Le Corbusier expressed more than 30 
years ago in his book, The Radiant City, for 
the intelligent use of light, air, and space 
in the metropolis. And this in spite of the 
critical problems and the painful spasms of 
the inner-city in America. 

We are still drawing on the Bauhaus 
philosophy which 50 years ago recognized the 
role of good design in mass production. In 
advertising we still see the infiuence of Sal­
vador Dall and Paul Klee. Television com­
mercials hungrily consume poster art, music, 
films, and literature, and ideas of all kinds. 
I'm sure you noted the way TV commercials 
took ideas from the film, "Elvira Madigan,'' 
on the use of motion, soft camera focus, and 
even the selection of models. 

This process was somewhat reversed when 
the originators of the children's program, 
"Seasame Street," studied TV commercials 
to learn effective techniques of communica­
tion. 

No less important than the physical func­
tion of art, and perhaps more gratifying to 
us because it nourishe.s the spirit, is the per­
sonal and social function of art. Here we find 
art fulfilling another set of man's needs: for 
emotional and psychological expression, for 
social and political comment. 

The social function of art not only serves 
to make life more pleasant and aesthetically 
enjoyable. Sometimes it does just the op­
posite--by asking uncomfortable questions 

and demanding critical self-examination. But 
these too, in the end, help to improve the 
human condition. 

From the first cave paintings as part of 
religious ritual, art has helped to supply the 
emotional needs of man. The fine arts have 
always sought to express the inner self and 
to probe the mysteries of life and death. In 
the ranks of those who used their work for 
social and political comment, we find such 
a museum artist as Vincent van Gogh. The 
prints of Goya, the lithographs of Kathe 
Kollwitz are well known to you as the voices 
of social conscience at a time when they were 
so badly needed. In our own day we find 
Ben Shahn, Jack Levine, George Grosz, even 
the political cartoons of Herblock, serving 
this same purpose. 

As students and practitioners of art--this 
pervasive influence of life--what tools and 
equipment has it given you for coping with 
today's world, with all the stresses and strains 
we read about every morning in the news­
papers and watch every evening on tele­
vision? 

I would say first, that you are more for­
tunate than most of your fellow graduates. 
And second, because of this, that you have 
greater responsibilities. 

Some of those who have analyzed these 
times of dissent and confusion among young 
people say that the underlying cause is not 
VietNam, or civil rights, or an uncertain fu­
ture in a nuclear world. Instead, they say, 
young people are restless because they won­
der whether they are really needed in a tech­
nological world. It is not Viet Nam but their 
place in society that is the issue. 

Most of their protest has centered around 
the campuses, and this is natural, since it is 
education that prepares all of us for our place 
in the work of society. 

Bruno Bettelheim, professor of psychology 
at the University of Chicago, expressed the 
problem in this way. 

"If education today prepares us only to be 
replaceable items in the production ,ma­
chine, or to be program assistants in its 
computer systems, then it seems to prepare 
us not for a chance to emerge in importance 
as persons, but only to serve the machine 
better." 

If this is truly the battleground, then let 
me say that it's well worth the struggle. 
Though I disagree profoundly with most of 
the strategy and tactics and goals that are 
now coming out of student Campaign Head­
quarters. 

And if this is the battleground, then I 
say that you, trained in the field of art, are 
more fortunate than most of your fellow 
graduates. 

I don't believe the artist is destined to 
compete with the computer in an automated 
world. Yours is the central, creative function 
that technology can expand and apply, but 
never replace. 

Whether you go into advertising, graphics, 
industrial design, or teaching, or go into 
orbit like Buckminister Fuller, your con­
tribution will be the generation of creative 
ideas, the use of the creative imagination­
and this is the essential component of both 
art and technology. 

Second, and more important, you have a 
greater responsibility than most of your fel­
low graduates. 

If it is true that the extremists represent 
less than five percent of the student popula­
tion, then you have a responsibility to work 
for better leadership and to replace those 
who now offer noise instead of communica­
tion, bitterness instead of compassion, and 
violence instead of reason. 

I say this because you are already veterans 
in the search for self-expression. You possess 
as artists a greater sensitivity to human 
needs and concerns. You are talented and 
trained in the skills of communication. 

And obviously, you've had experience at 
bridging the generation gap. For I would 

guess that four - years ago, your parents 
needed to be convinced that the study of art 
was not just a cop-out to avoid taking up 
chemistry, or business administration, or 
.law. 

And as art students you have had another 
chastening and useful experience. You have 
been forced to stand by and have someone 
look at your work and say: "What does that 
represent?" 

You understand in a very personal way the 
need not to render judgment before finding 
out what the other fellow is trying to say. 

Let me urge on you the wisdom of doing 
this in your judgment of the Establishment, 
the System that seems to be bent on doing 
so many things in the wrong way. 

You can even be indulgent of parents. 
For who knows, we too may be marching to 

"the brave music of a distant drum." 
And each of us is entitled to his own 

drummer. 

RICHARD GARDNER ON THE 
GENOCIDE CONVENTION 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in 
recent days I have been speaking to some 
of the legal objections to the Human 
Rights Treaties. 

Today I invite the attention of the 
Senate to an article written by Mr. 
Richard N. Gardner, professor of law 
and international organization at Co­
lumbia University and former Assistant 
Secretary of State for International Or­
ganization Affairs. The article quite elo­
quently treats one of the major argu­
ments of opponents of the Human Rights 
Treaties. 

In an article entitled "The Three Hu­
man Rights Treaties: Good Law and 
Good Policy" in the International 
Lawyer, volume I, number 4, Mr. Gard­
ner demonstrates quite conclusively that 
the United States can make treaties 
which involve its relations with its own 
citizens. 

Mr. Gardner argues that: 
The relevant test laid down by the Su­

preme Court of the United States is whether 
a treaty deals with a matter "which is prop­
erly the subject of negotiation with a for­
eign country." Geojroy v. Biggs, 133 u.s. 
258, 267 (1890). Charles Evans Hughes laid 
down a similar standard when he declared 
that the treaty power can only be used to 
deal with matters of "international con­
cern." 

The first of the treaties on this list is 
the 1926 Slavery Convention ratified by 
the Hoover administration, which com­
mitted this country to abolish slavery 
and take measures to prevent forced la­
bor from developing into conditions 
analogous to slavery. 

As Mr. Gardner notes: 
Surely things which were within the treaty 

power 40 years ago cannot be outside the 
treaty power today. 

I echo Mr. Gardner's thoughts and 
would hope that the Senate will be not 
long in ratifying the Conventions on 
Slavery, Forced Labor and Political 
Rights for Women. 

I ask unanimous consent that portions 
of the first part of Mr. Gardner's arti­
cle, "The Three Human Rights Treaties: 
Good Law and Good Policy," be printed 
1n the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the REc­
ORD, as follows: 



June 18, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 20393 
Surely things which were within the 

treaty power 40 years ago cannot be outside 
the treaty power today. Moreover, the United 
Nations Charter, itself a treaty obligation of 
the United States, commits us to take Joint 
and sepa:mte action in cooperation with the 
Organization to promote human rights for 
people within the United States as well as 
overseas. 

The list also includes conventions com­
mitting the United States to regulate the 
activities of American citizens Within this 
country for purposes not relating to hu­
man rights-to control the production anct 
internal traffic of certain drugs, to obtain 
statistics on causes of death, to prescribe 
rules of the road, and for conservation and 
wild life preservation. If the United States 
government can enter into a valid treaty com­
mitment to restrain American citizens within 
this country from shooting non-migratory 
birds, it is difficult to see why the United 
States government cannot enter into a treaty 
commitment to restrain American citizens 
within this country from enslaving other 
Americans. I know of no constitutional pro­
vision which suggests or implies that birds 
are more important than people. 

Are not slavery, forced labor, and· the de­
nial of basic women's rights of "interna­
tional concern" in the year 1967? 

Slavery and forced labor practiced abroad, 
in addition to breeding political and social 
tensions, can have a direct impact on the 
sales of American products in the United 
States and foreign markets. 

The denial of basic rights to women, af­
fecting one-half of the human resources of 
a less developed country, constitutes a ma­
jor obstacle to progress in countries receiv­
ing large quantities of American aid. 

What is or is not a matter of "interna­
tional concern" and properly within the 
treaty power must be determined by con­
temporary fact--by reference to the effec­
tive protection of our country's interests in 
an increasingly interdependent world. It 
would be tragic if the American Bar Associa­
tion were to give its support to a restrictive 
conception of the treaty power which would 
make us the only major country impotent to 
participate through treaties in the world­
wide promotion of basic human rights whose 
implementation is vital to the achievement 
of our foreign policy objectives, including 
that of world peace. Such a restrictive inter­
pretation of the treaty power might even pre­
vent us from promoting the harmonization 
and unification of private laws affecting the 
activities of U.S. citizens and businessmen 
in foreign countries. 

It should also be noted that the three con­
ventions deal With matters wholly within the 
federal competence, so that no federal-state 
question is involved. None of them would 
require any change in existing American law. 
The provisions of the Force Labor Conven­
tion, together with its drafting history, con­
firm that punishment for illegal strikes or 
other illegal labor activities is not prohibited. 
Similarly, the provisions of the Political 
Rights of Women Convention, together with 
its drafting history, make clear that it ap­
plies only to public office and public func­
tions established by national law, and that 
it does not apply to military service. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Mr. 
Gardner goes to observe: 

It is obvious that many matters involving 
the relations between a government and its 
own citizens can be of sufficient "interna­
tional concern" to be included in treaties be­
tween the United States and other countries. 

Mr. Gardner emphasizes this point by 
including a partial list of treaties to 
which the United States is already a 
party which regulate the activity of U.S. 
citizens within the United States. The 
list contains: 

1. 1926 Slavery Convention (TS 778) .­
States Parties undertake to prevent and sup­
press the slave trade and to bring about the 
complete abolition of slavery in all its forms 
in territorities under their jurisdiction. 
They also agree, subject to certain transi­
tional provisions, to take all necessary meas­
ures to prevent forced or compulsory labor 
from developing into conditions analogous to 
slavery. Forced or compulsory labor may 
only be exacted for "public purposes." 

2. 1912 Convention relating to the suppres­
sion of the abuse of opium and other drugs 
(TS 612) .--states parties agree, inter alia, 
to enact laws and regulations to control the 
production and distribution of raw opium, 
and to take measures for the suppression of 
the manufacture, internal traffic in and the 
use of prepared opium. The Convention also 
calls upon States parties to consider making 
it illegal to possess certain drugs. 

3. World Health Organization Regulations 
No. 1 (TIAS 3482), as amended (TIAS 3482 
and 4409) .--states Members are to respect 
prescribed nomenclatures with regard to dis­
eases and causes of death, are to maintain 
certain statistics, and are to use certain 
forms of medical certificates. 

4. 1940 Convention on nature protection 
and wildlife preservation in the Western 
Hemisphe1·e (TS 981) .--states parties are to 
consider establishing in their territories 
national parks, national reserves, nature 
monuments, and strict wilderness preserves. 
Resources of reserves are not to be subject 
to exploitation for commercial profit, and are 
to be protected against private hunting; 
States are to provide facilities for public 
recreation and education in national parks. 

5. 1949 Road Traffic Convention (TIAS 
2487) .-Contracting States agree to the use 
of their own roads for international traffic 
under detailed conditions set out in the 
Convention, which prescribes inter alia rules 
of the road. 

20TH ANNIVERSARY OF ORGANIZED 
BABE RUTH BASEBALL LEAGUE 
PLAY 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this week 
marks the 20th anniversary of organized 
Babe Ruth Baseball League play. It is an 
anniversary that I believe deserves rec­
ognition, because of the contributions 
this program has made to the healthy 
development of thousands of teenaged 
boys. 

In my own State of Rhode Island, un­
der the excellent leadership of Mr. Jo­
seph Shea, of Newport, State director of 
Babe Ruth Leagues, 100 Babe Ruth 
Leagues will be in operation this year 
providing recreation, instruction, and 
experiences in sportsmanship to several 
thousand youths. 

Mr. President, the Babe Ruth League 
is an excellent example of what our peo­
ple can accomplish through volunteer 
efforts. Today I commend the hundreds 
of volunteers, coaches, businessmen, and 
sponsors who, working together, serve 
our young people and, ultimately our 
Nation, through the Babe Ruth Leagues. 
They have the satisfaction of knowing 
that their efforts not only provide a more 
enjoyable summer for the youths jn their 
leagues, but also help these youths to 
develop into matw·e citizens with a sense 
of sportsmanship and fair play. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is 
there further morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL­
LEN). Is there further morning business? 
If not, morning business is concluded. 

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN 
MILITARY SALES ACT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL­
LEN). The bill will be stated by title. 

The BILL CLERK. A bill (H.R. 15628) to 
amend the Foreign Military Sales Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. AL­
LEN). Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
resumed the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL­
LEN). The Senator will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, does 
the time limitation begin now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL­
LEN) The controlled time begins at this 
time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand that 
the time is equally divided between the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. DoMINICK) and the distinguished 
Senator from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH) and 
that the vote will occur at 2:45 this 
afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. AL­
LEN). The vote is to occur not later than 
2:45. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I do not 
think this will be a problem, but as I re­
call it, the unanimous-consent agree­
ment of yesterday was not worded as it 
a'ppears on the printed card, which says 
not later than 2:45. The agreement was 
that we would actually vote at 2:45. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor­
rect. I wish to support what the acting 
minority leader has said. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALLEN). The Journal so shows. The vote 
is to occur at 2:45. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we have a short 
quorum call, the time to be divided 
equally between the two sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. The time will be equally 
divided between the two sides. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUGHES) . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

I think I should start by saying that 
the pending amendment, on which we 
are to vote at 2:45, is not an amendment 
to the so-called Church-Cooper amend­
ment. It is an amendment to a different 
section: section 9 of the bill. It is de­
signed, not to change the format which 
the Committee on Foreign Relations put 
into the bill, but to make that format 
more flexible. 
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What we have done, through the ac­

tion of the Foreign Relations Commit­
tee-and I think it makes sense-is try 
to gain some control over the type and 
amount of excess defense equipment 
which can be contributed to our allies. I 
do not change those controls. 

As a matter of fact, I add additional 
controls, in order to provide for quarterly 
reports by the President on the type and 
quantity of equipment which will be con­
tributed to our allies. 

What I have done, however, is expand 
the limit which has been set by the 
Foreign Relations Committee, so that 
we can make better use, better utility, 
of the excess defense equipment which 
we now have. 

We find ourselves-or could find our­
selves, unless we do this-in the very 
uncomfortable and, in my opinion, un­
tenable position whereby we have excess 
equipment which we are not permitted to 
give away, and which will cost us a lot 
of money to maintain, or which will 
have to be put into a scrap pile. It seems 
to me to make far more sense for us to 
deliver such equipment to our allies, 
so that they can enhance their own 
security and also ours by so doing, rather 
than add it to our scrap pile. 

So, as I have said over and over again, 
I am not trying to do anything which will 
impede the controls which the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations has 
placed on this program. I am trying to 
save us some money from the point of 
view of operational and maintenance ex­
pense so far as the Defense Department 
and the taxpayer in general are con­
cerned, and also trying to give further 
meaning to the President's Guam doc­
trine, in which he says that our ob­
jective in foreign policy will be to 
strengthen our allies' determination to 
help themselves and defend themselves, 
rather than to continue to inject Ameri­
can military power around the world di­
rectly, giving us a "lower profile," as he 
called it, around the world. 

It seems obvious to me that if we are to 
do this, we must in turn be able to pro­
vide the mechanisms, at least in part, 
for those allies which are willing to help 
us in this way, whether it be, for ex­
ample, Turkey, Iran or Israel, or whether 
it be Thailand or the Republic of China, 
or whatever country it may be. 

At the same time, it is apparent that 
we do not want to give away any kind of 
sophisticated weaponry; so there is a re­
quirement in my proposed amendment 
that prior to the delivery of any sophisti­
cated weaponry, we must have certain 
information given to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the Com­
mittees on Foreign Relations and Appro­
priations of the Senate, so that we will 
know what is going on, and can exercise 
some effective judgment during that 
period. 

Mr. President, I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I am 
interested in the amendment that the 
Senator from Colorado has proposed. I 
should like to ask him a few questions, to 
make certain that I understand the facts 
and the impact of his amendment. It 
seems to me to make sense, but I want 

to be sure of my grounds before I defi­
nitely say that it does. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's 5 minutes have expired. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield myself 5 addi­
tional minutes. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. First of all, the Sen­
ator's amendment proposes, as I under­
stand it, to remove the ceiling that is 
stated in the bill, or to increase that 
ceiling. The Senator does maintain a 
ceiling does he not? 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is total­
ly correct. We are raising a ceiling which 
is established in the bill by the Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations, which in e:fiect 
amounts to about $70 million of original 
acquisition cost to the Department of 
Defense, to $300 million, which is still 
$91 million less, even under my limit, 
than it was in fiscal1969. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. For what purpose 
does the Defense Department use equip­
ment such as that covered by the Sen­
ator's amendment? 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Defense Depart­
ment would not be using this equipment 
at all. It would be outdated and obsolete 
as far as our own defense structure is 
concerned; so therefore they would 
either have to put it in the scrap pile, 
spend a lot of money maintaining it, or 
have the right to contribute it to some 
of our underdeveloped allies. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. This equipment, as 
I understand, has already been paid for, 
and in effect has outlived its usefulness 
so far as the United States is concerned, 
but can still be effectively used by some 
of the other countries; is that right? 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is 
totally correct. This is the very heart of 
the amendment, so far as I am con­
cerned. 

We have many allies which have the 
ability, with very able labor at rather low 
cost, to maintain this equipment, or to 
make good use of some of the things that 
would be contributed to them through 
what we call cannibalism, which, as I 
think the Senator will recall, is making 
use of one item for spare parts for an­
other similar item you <J.lready have. 

By enabling other countries to do that, 
this measure could provide a lot of bene­
fit to our allies at relatively low cost to 
us. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In other words, un­
less we do make some such use of the 
equipment as that, the practical result­
of course, the Senator has mentioned 
two or three alternatives, but the prac­
tical result is that the equipment is 
scrapped; is it not? 

Mr. DOMINICK. Yes, the Senator is 
correct. There is the other alternative, 
which would be even more expensive 
than simply scrapping it, of trying to 
maintain it in some kind of condition 
for some potential use, unknown and un­
anticipated by the Defense Department 
or any of our other agencies. But that 
would be very expensive. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. This type of equip­
ment, while it is included under the for­
eign military sales bill, in our Federal 
aid program of military assistance, is 
sometimes used in that way; but is it 
not true that in the past we have not put 
any such narrow limits on its use as this? 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor­
rect. This is the first time that controls 
such as those reported by the Commit­
tee on Foreign Relations have been so 
exercised. 

I think there is reason why we should 
have some control. I just happen to feel 
that the limit they have put on, in terms 
of total amount, is totally unrealistic. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me ask the Sen­
ator this question. I do not know whether 
the Senator from Colorado knows the 
answer or not, but would any of this 
equipment be useful, for example, in 
South Korea? 

Mr. DOMINICK. Yes, without any 
doubt. These would be in terms of ~mall 
arms. It might be in terms of just simple 
things like kitchen equipment and a va­
riety of things of this nature which are 
not armaments but which have been 
bought by the Defense Department and 
which then could be used as part of their 
own military force structure. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Necessary for any 
military operation. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Yes. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I was in Korea last 

fall, and I visited one of the ROK divi­
sions in the demilitarized zone. I saw 
the equipment they had, and our own 
military people there impressed upon me 
how antiquated a good bit of that equip­
ment is, how badly they need it--some 
replacement and some building up. I 
came back fully convinced that we 
needed to do more to bolster the defenses 
of South Korea, which, after all, are part 
of our security; that we needed to do 
more than we have done in the past. It 
seems to me that if we could use this, 
for example, to help in cases such as 
that, by all means we should take ad­
vantage of the opportunity. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator has expired. 
Mr. DOMINICK. I yield myself 5 addi­

tional minutes. 
I sincerely thank the Senator for his 

support and for his questions, _which I 
think clear the record. 

One thing we might think about in 
analyzing this matter is this: The M-1 
rifle, which we still have, is a pretty good 
rifle, but our troops are all equipped with 
the M-16, which is a much better rifle 
now that they have all the quirks and 
problems out of it. These M-1's would be 
of enormous utility to a great number of 
these underdeveloped countries in the 
effort to try to defend themselves. These 
are not countries that try to go across 
their border to attack someone else. They 
are trying to defend themselves and by 
so doing to be able to stabilize the situa­
tion in areas of the world where other­
wise the United States might become in­
volved. I hope we do not, but we might. 

So it would seem to me that raising the 
limit to be able to utilize more of this 
excess equipment makes sense, and that 
is why I offer the amendment. 

I sincerely appreciate the support of 
the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield the Senator 
as much time as he desires. 

Mr. COOPER. I should like to ask 
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the Senator from Colorado a question 
which goes beyond the amount made 
available for excess weapons and to the 
total of military aid that is provided in 
a number of bills. 

I ask, first, is it not correct that in the 
foreign aid bill, grants of military aid 
totaling $350 million is available? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I would presume 
that is true on a year-by-year basis. 
But, as the Senator knows, the foreign 
aid bill is under very sharp attack in an 
enormous number of areas and within 
the Senate itself. We do not know what 
it is going to be for the future, because 
we have not had the bill before us. 

Mr. COOPER. I want to point out that 
in various bills a great deal more mili­
tary aid is made available for other 
countries than just the funds for excess 
arms. As I recall, $350 million is made 
available in grants to other countries, 
for military aid in the Foreign Aid Act. 
Then, it is correct, is it not, that in the 
pending bill an additional $300 milllon 
is made available for credit sales to 
other countries? 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct. 
Mr. COOPER. And with easy terms of 

credit. I am not sure whether it is $300 
or $350 million on the foreign aid bill. 
I will take the lower :figure. The two 
items make $600 million. This bill makes 
available, as I recall, $70 million for the 
transfer of excess equipment. 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct-as 
of original acquisition cost. 

Mr. COOPER. The total would be 
$670 million. 

Is it not also correct that in the for­
eign aid bill the President has authority 
to make available an additional $300 
million of military aid upon his finding 
that it is essential to the interests of our 
country? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I cannot answer that 
question. Frankly, I have not picked that 
up in the bill. It may be in here, but I 
do not know what provision it would be. 

Mr. COOPER. I think I am correct. If 
I am in error as to the exact amount, I 
will correct my statement. I think I am 
correct in saying that in these four cate­
gories, the money provided for grants for 
military aid under the Foreign Aid Act, 
the $300 million that is provided in this 
bill for credit sales--the credit is very 
liberal-and the $70 million of transfer 
of excess equipment, and, finally, the 
$300 million of additional funds that the 
President has authority to provide a total 
of $970 million available in military aid 
to other countries. 

Mr. DOMINICK. In this particular 
bill, would the Senator refer me to the 
last program about which he is talking? 

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator mean 
the additional $300 million available to 
the President? 

Mr. DOMINICK. Yes. 
Mr. COOPER. I will do so in a few mo­

ments. I will look up the section. 
Mr. DOMINICK. I am not doubting 

the Senator's word at all. I am just won­
dering where it is. Without having the 
full language in front of us, it is hard to 
determine this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield myself an ad­
ditional 2 minutes. 

With reference to what the Senator 
from Kentucky has pointed out, what 
we are dealing with in this particular 
section are not current armaments that 
we would be using and might find it 
advantageous to sell or on which to 
give a credit sale. 

For example, the Israelis are trying to 
get F--4 Phantom jets. That is the best 
airplane we have in our inventory, be­
cause, unfortunately, for the last dec­
ade the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Mc­
Namara, refused to do anything about 
a new type of aircraft of any kind, so 
far as I can find out. In my opinion, it 
was a disaster so far as our aircraft pro­
curement was concerned. Nevertheless, 
this is what they would like. A credit 
sale would probably handle that type of 
thing, if this is the way they wanted to 
go. But we are not dealing with that in 
this section. We are dealing with excess 
defense items that we do not need; and 
unless we do something about it, we ei­
ther have to maintain them or throw 
them away. 

Furthermore, under the MAP program, 
which is referred to in this $350 million, 
which sounds very big-as though they 
are going to use all that for armament­
if past history is any kind of determi­
nate, only between $70 and $80 million of 
that will be used for equipment, and the 
rest will be for training, personnel, ad­
visers, maintenance, and things of that 
kind-not for defense items of equip­
ment themselves. So I do not really think 
it deals with this problem. 

One could lump them together, as the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho did 
yesterday, when he made a total parade 
of horrors out of what is going on in 
armament deliveries around the world by 
all the Pentagons in all the countries of 
the world, and this sounds very impres­
sive. But it is not what we are dealing 
with here. We are dealing here with a 
very narrow subject, one that I hope will 
save us some money in the long run and 
certainly will enhance our security. 

Mr. THURMOND and Mr. COOPER 
addressed the Chair. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. THuR­
MoND) asked me earlier if he could have 
5 minutes, so I am delighted to yield to 
the Senator from South Carolina now, if 
that is all right with the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Of course. 
Mr. THURMOND. I shall take only 3 

minutes, I believe. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from South Carolina is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, my 
distinguished colleague from Colorado 
has pointed out the need for improving 
legislative constraints on the value of 
excess defense articles that may be pro­
vided to foreign countries without reim­
bursement from either military assist­
ance appropriations or from the recip­
ient country's own funds. I agree that 
such constraints are indeed necessary. 
But it is also my belief that these limita­
tions should not be so restraining as to 

deny to our friends and allies equipment 
which our forces no longer need, has 
been bought and paid for, and can be 
put to effective use in furthering the 
concept of collective security in the free 
world. If this equipment is not used for 
this purpose, it will be scrapped and sold 
for a small percentage of its true worth. 
Thus, useful defense assets will be 
wasted. 

The amendment offered by my dis­
tinguished colleague from Colorado re­
flects a realistic limitation and a man­
ner of calculating value that more nearly 
represents true worth. I also observe that 
the proposed amendment requires the 
President to inform the Committee on 
Foreign Relations and the Committee on 
Appropriations of each decision to fur­
nish major weapons systems if these 
were not included in the program pre­
sented to Congress. Thus, the Congress 
will be informed long before any action 
is taken to deliver the equipment. Should 
such a decision raise any questions, there 
will be sufficient time for the Congress to 
explore the matter and to express its 
views. 

Mr. President, it appears to me that 
the limitations and controls established 
by the proposed amendment are real­
istic. They give reasonable assurance 
that valuable defense assets will not be 
wasted but, at the same time, are suffi­
ciently restraining to insure that these 
assets are used judiciously and in the 
best overall interest of the United States. 
Finally, I would note that it gives the 
Congress the opportunity it needs to ex­
ercise its responsibilities. 

I join my able colleague from Colorado 
in urging adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL­
LINGS) • The Senator from Kentucky is 
recognized. 

Mr. COOPER. I want to cite the provi­
sions of the sections providing the total 
military aid which I mentioned a few 
minutes ago. 

First, in the Foreign Assistance Act, 
section 504, authorization, which pro­
vides: 

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
the President to carry out the purposes of this 
part not to exceed $350,000,000 for the fiscal 
year 1970, and $350,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1971. 

This was authorized by Congress last 
year. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Will the Senator tell 
me what the purpose is, how the word­
ing goes? 

Mr. COOPER. It is money provided to 
the President for military assistance, 
chapter 2, section 503: 

The President is authorized to furnish 
military assistance on such terms and condi­
tions as he may determine, to any friendly 
country or international organization, the 
assisting of which the President finds will 
strengthen the security of the United States 
and promote world peace and which is other­
wise eligible to receive such assistance, .•• 
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Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, $350 mil­

lion was made available for fiscal year 
1971. 

Section 504 provides an authorization 
of $350 million. 

Section 506, special authority, provides 
that, 

During the fiscal year 1970 and the fiscal 
year 1971 the President may, if he deter­
mines it to be vital to the security of the 
United States, order defense articles from 
the stocks of the Department of Defense and 
defense services for the purposes of part II, 
subject to subsequent reimbursement there­
for from subsequent appropriations available 
for military assistance. The value of such 
orders under this subsection in each of the 
fiscal years 1970 and 1971 shall not exceed 
$300,1)00,000. 

That is a total of $650 million made 
available under the Foreign Assistance 
Act. 

The pending bill provides an additional 
$300 million for credit sales and $70 mil­
lion for transfer of excess property. So, 
there is available for fiscal 1971, $650 
million of grant aid, $300 million of 
credit aid, and $70 million of excess 
sales, a total of $1,020 million. 

Mr. DOMINICK. If the Senator from 
Kentucky will yield, on my own time, for 
a question--

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 
Mr. DOMINICK. The money given to 

the President to use at his discretion is 
money to be given to them, is that cor­
rect? These are defense articles. It is 
money only under extraordinary circum­
stances that the committee expects the 
President to use. Is that correct? 

Mr. COOPER. It is up to him entirely. 
If he determines it is vital to the security 
of the United States, his judgment can­
not be questioned. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Based on past his­
tory, though, he has not used this freely, 
has he, or any other President? 

Mr. COOPER. I do not know. 
Mr. DOMINICK. Second, under credit 

sales, that money is the sale of equip­
ment or a credit designed to be repaid 
with interest, is that correct? 

Mr. COOPER. That is correct. 
Mr. DOMINICK. It is not a grant? 
Mr. COOPER. Very liberal credit. 
Mr. DOMINICK. Liberal credit. 
Mr. COOPER. It is practically a gift. 
Mr. DOMINICK. Have, in fact, such 

amounts that have been sold under those 
terms been repaid, does the Senator 
know? 

Mr. COOPER. General Warren testi­
fied, I believe, on that, but I cannot re­
call. I would have to look at the record. 

Mr. DOMINICK. So, the only provision 
we have that we are dealing with at 
all--

Mr. COOPER. I have just been in­
formed that-if the Senator will excuse 
me-quite a bit has been repaid. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator. 
The only provision on the excess de­

fense items, which are an expense and 
a problem for us, is this particular sec­
tion 9 that we are dealing with here. 

Mr. COOPER. No. I believe that the 
President, under the Foreign Assistance 
Act, because those sections provide that 
he can draw upon the stocks of the mil-

itary stocks of the United States, the 
same excess articles---

Mr. DOMINICK. The President can. 
Mr. COOPER. Yes. 
Mr. DOMINICK. That is right. 
But we do not want to authorize the 

Department of Defense. The President 
has to signify that it is something special. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct. 
Under the law dealing with excess arti­
cles, I believe the Department of Defense 
can make available, under present law, 
without limitation-if it decided it 
wanted to give away $1 or $2 billion 
of excess articles, the Department of De­
fense could do so. It has been stated that 
the Department of Defense could pro­
duce excess articles which the Depart­
ment of Defense would not need 
so that such articles could be made avail­
able to be given away. I do not know 
whether that is correct. But there is no 
statutory limit on excess supplies which 
can be given away. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Section 506, special 
authority, to which the Senator referred, 
called my attention to what the Presi­
dent can do: 

Subject to subsequent reimbursement 
therefor from subsequent appropriations 
available for military assistance. 

Mr. COOPER. Yes, that is correct. 
For example, out of the $350 made 

available to the President under the For­
eign Assistance Act, if he were to decide 
later that he wanted to go beyond that, 
it would have to be taken from whatever 
amount was appropriated in the follow­
ing year. 

I do not know whether the Appropri­
ations Committee would add the 
amount to the appropriations or not. But 
the Senator is correct. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I was 
interested in a point the Senator from 
South Carolina brought up yesterday in 
connection with his amendment. It is my 
recollection that he said Thailand would 
not be eligible under the military assist­
ance program because it is actively in­
volved in a fighting zone. 

Mr. COOPER. That was the state­
ment made by the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, as­
suming that is true, the so-called mili­
tary assistance programs amounts that 
we have in the foreign aid bill would not 
be available to Thailand and, therefore, 
very little could be done in the way of 
assisting them with weapons. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am in­
formed that the Senator is correct. A few 
days ago we had a colloquy, and I said, 
as I recall, that I did not think the Pres­
ident could make funds available to 
Cambodia because Cambodia was not 
among the countries listed in the bill. 

In reading the general authority, it 
would seem to me that he could make 
assistance available. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Under section 506? 
Mr. COOPER. Under section 503. 
It reads: 
The President is authorized to furnish 

military assistance on such terms and con­
ditions as he may determine, to any friendly 
country or international organization, the 
assisting of which the President finds will 

strengthen the security of the United States 
and promote world peace and which is other­
wise eligible to receive such assistance. 

It provides ways in which it can be 
done. Section 504 authorizes $350 million 
for fiscal year 1970. 

In this section, there is this proviso : 
Provided further, That none of the funds 

appropriated pursuant to this subsection 
shall be used to furnish sophisticated weap­
ons systems, such a missile system and jet 
aircraft for military purpose, to any under­
developed country, unless the President 
determines that the furnishing of such weap­
ons systems is important to the national 
security of the United States and reports 
within thirty days each such determination 
to the Congress. 

Unless there is some language with 
which the Senator is familiar and with 
which I am not familiar, it would seem to 
me that under these two sections, the 
President has unlimited authority, to the 
total amount of $650 million. He would 
make the decision on his own determina­
tion which could not be questioned. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Under that inter­
pretation, what we have then with all of 
the restrictions is that this bill would be 
relatively useless. And I cannot believe 
that the committee has gone through an 
exercise in futility. 

I have great confidence in their intel­
ligence and their thoroughness of con­
sideration in this field because I know 
how interested they are. 

I asked a question on ThailE~-nd, and 
the Senator brought up Cambodia. I did 
that because I was very interested in 
what the Senator from South Carolina 
said. I understood that the Senator 
tended to agree with him. 

Mr. COOPER. No. In looking at the 
language that I have just read, it would 
seem to me that under the language our 
President could make available to Thai­
land equipment up to the total of these 
two sums, which is $650 million. 

It is correct, though, is it not, that un­
der the defense authorization and appro­
priation bills, supplies and support funds 
are made available to Thailand. 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. COOPER. And Laos. 
Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor­

rect. That is with a limitation because 
the Armed Services Committee obtained 
jurisdiction, and at the request of the 
Foreign Relations Committee we put an 
overall budget limitation on how much of 
the funds authorized could be used in 
those areas. 

Mr. COOPER. It was transferred to 
the Defense budget several years ago. 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor­
rect. I think this has been an interest­
ing colloquy. An overall knowledge of 
the various difficult portions of this bill 
is going to be useful, I believe. I do not 
really think it deals with the specific 
subject we were talking about. That was 
the point I tried to make to begin with. 

We are still talking about section 9 
which specifically refers to excess defense 
articles. And what I am trying to do is 
retain the controls but also to raise the 
limit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HOLLINGS). On whose time? 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the time 
may be charged to the opponents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate stand 
in recess subject to the call of the Chair. 
In no event shall the recess last- longer 
than 1 hour. That will leave 20 minutes 
for debate, 10 minutes to each side, for 
summation arguments prior to the sched­
uled vote at 2:45p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HoLLINGS) . Is there objection? The Chair 
hears no objection, and it is so ordered. 

Thereupon <at 1 o'clock and 25 min­
utes p.m.) the Senate took a recess sub­
ject to the call of the Chair. 

At 2 o'clock and 24 minutes p.m., the 
Senate reassembled, when called to order 
by the Presiding Officer (Mr. CRANSTON 
in the chair) . 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, the time being 
taken equally from both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
will be charged equally. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield 

myself as much remaining time as I may 
require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Colorado would have the practical effect 
of nullifying the action taken by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations to im­
pose a ceiling on the amounts of surplus 
arms that the Defense Department can 
give away to nations around the world. 

Under the existing law there are no 
restrictions on the amount of surplus 
arms that can be given away. As a con­
sequence, the Defense Department has 
used this program to circumvent the in­
tent of the Congress in its intent to re­
duce the size of the military grant aid 
program. General Warren, Deputy As­
sistant Secretary of Defense for Military 
Assistance and Sales, was quite frank 
with the committee on this score. In a 
hearing on May 11 on this bill, he said: 

A little over a year ago, we decided we had 
to get more surplus property into our grant­
aid programs because our new obligational 
authority had been reduced considerably. 

The purpose of the committee amend­
ment is to prevent these end runs around 
the Congress. 

The Congress has been hoodwinked on 
the use of the surplus program in other 
ways, too. Last year, for example, the 
Defense Department told the Congress 
that they expected to give away $79 mil­
lion in surplus arms and equipment in 
fiscal 1970-valued at cost of acquisition. 
Now it appears that they will really give 
away about $667 million worth-over 
eight times the original estimate. Con­
gress last year voted $350 million for 
grant military aid--so the effect of this 
C-5A size increase in the surplus program 
is to triple the military aid approved by 
the Congress. 

Another example. The justification 
data presented to Congress last year esti­
mated that $341,000 in surplus arms 
would be given to Taiwan. Senators will 
recall the dispute last year which ended 
with this body rejecting an additional 
$54.5 million in military aid to Taiwan 

. for a jet fighter squadron. The Defense 
Department, not satisfied with this re­
jection, found a large number of "sur­
plus"-and I use the word advisedly 
here-jets to give that country to salve 
her hurt feelings. As a consequence, in­
stead of $341,000 estimated at the be­
ginning of the year-we will end up giv­
ing Taiwan some $144 million of surplus 
arms. And the will of the Congress was 
thwarted again. 

Mr. President, the committee's amend­
ment does not set an infiexible ceiling of 
$35 million. It only says that 50 percent 
of the cost of any surplus arms given 
away above that amount must be charged 
against the appropriations for military 
aid. If the executive branch thinks a 
larger military aid program can be jus­
tified, to absorb the distribution of more 
surplus arms, let them come to the Con­
gress and justify it. Any request for a 
supplemental authorization will be given 
thorough consideration by the commit­
tee. 

But the committee was determined to 
stop the open-ended nature of the sur­
plus program which has been used to 
flaunt the intent of Congress. The Sena­
tor from Colorado's amendment would 
gut the committee's restriction. For that 
reason, I urge that it be defeated. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that certain newspaper articles 
which bear out what I have said appear 
in the RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON) . Without objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

There being no objection, the news 
articles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Mar. 29, 1970] 
TAIWAN GIVEN MANY ARMS IN SECRET BY 

UNITED STATES IN 1969 
(By John W. Finney) 

WASHINGTON, March 28.-The United States 
secretly presented Nationalist China last year 
with fighter planes, cargo planes, destroyers, 
anti-aircraft missiles, tanks and rifies re­
portedly worth $157 million. 

Except for approximately $1 million paid 
for four destroyers, the Government of Pres­
ident Chiang Kai-shek in Taiwan received the 
weapons free out of stocks that had been de­
clared surplus by the Defense Department. 

Such large-scale use of "surplus" weapons 
as an indirect form of military assistance is 
a relatively new development and is raising 

unresolved policy questions wit hin the St ate 
Department and Congress. 

With the reduction of the United St at es 
military forces and withdrawal of troops from 
Sout h Vietnam, billions of dollars ' worth of 
weapons are being declared surplus by t he 
military services. A study by the staff of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee sug­
gests that the tot al may come to $10 billion, 
al t hough State Department officials believe 
this estimate is too high. 

The Defense Department never announced, 
eit her publicly or to Congress, the transfer 
of the weapons to Taiwan, and the gift 
would probably have gone unnoticed if some 
quest ions had not been raised in a recent 
meet ing of a House appropriations subcom­
mitt ee by Representative Silvio 0. Cont e, 
Republican of Massachusetts. 

At a closed-door hearing, Represent at ive 
Ot to E. Passman, Democrat of Louisiana, the 
subcommittee chairman, was once again rais­
ing the possibility of providing $54 million 
so the Government in Taiwan could buy a 
squadron of F-4 Phantom jet planes. A simi­
lar proposed grant in the Inilitary-assistance 
program was approved last year by the House, 
but blocked by the Senate. 

As the debate in the foreign aid subcom­
mittee warmed up, Lieut. Gen. Robert H. 
Warren, Deputy Assistant Secretary of De­
fense for military assistance and sales, broke 
in and was said to have observed: "I want 
you to know we have given them quite a bit." 
Then, under questioning by Mr. Conte, t he 
details of the milit ary goods supplied to the 
Chinese Nationalists were disclosed by Gen­
eral Warren. 

During fioor debate last week, when the 
House approved legislation lending three sub­
marines to Taiwan, Mr. Conte listed some c.f 
the "military goodies" that were included in 
what he described as the "beautiful Christ­
mas present" for the Chiang Government. In 
an interview, he listed additional items that 
had been included in the package. 

ITEMS ARE LISTED 
These included four 20-year-old destroyers 

that had been decommissioned by the Navy; 
equipment for a Nike Hercules missile bat­
tery t hat had been installed in Hawaii; m ore 
than 35 F-100 Super Saber jets, which are 
relatively old supersonic interceptors; more 
than 20 F-104 Starfighters, which are super­
sonic fighter planes still in use by the United 
States Air Force and the North Atlantic 
allies; more than 30 C-119 fiying boxcars, 
which are 15-year-old troop and cargo trans­
ports; some 50 medium tanks, and about 120 
howitzers and thousands of M-14 rifles. 

On the basis of the Warren testimony, Mr. 
Conte placed the total cost of the package 
at $157-million. 

In response to inquiries, the Defense De­
partment declined to confirm or deny the 
details of the package described by Mr. Conte. 
The explanation offered by a department 
spokesman was that the Pentagon normally 
does not discuss the transfer of arms to 
foreign allies and furthermore that the in­
formation gets to "the order of battle" of the 
Chinese Nationalist armed forces. 

State Department officials, who were not 
so reluctant to discuss the transaction, said 
the transfer had been worked out in nego­
tiations last summer and fall. Confirming 
the general outlines of the package, these 
officials said the weapons were needed to 
modernize Taiwan's air defense and to re­
place obsolete ships in the navy. 

SEOUL ALSO GOT ARMS 
State Department officials described the 

transaction as part of a general program of 
using surplus arms to bolster the defenses of 
such "forward defense" countries as South 
Korea, Turkey and Taiwan. In recent months, 
for example, the Defense Department has 
transferred 790,000 used rifies, carbines and 
submachine guns to South Korea for use by 
its home defense reserve forces. 



20398 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE June 18, 1970 
Within the last year or so, the Pentagon 

has embarked on a major program to use 
surplus weapons to supplement its military 
assistance program, which has been sharply 
reduced in recent years. 

This was a principal justification offered 
by State Department officials for the major 
shipment of surplus arms to Nationalist 
China. 

Since the end of World War II, Nationalist 
China, known formally as the Republlc of 
China, has received $2.7-blllion in military 
assistance from the United States, primarily 
in arms provided as grants. But in recent 
years, this direct military assistance has been 
drastically curtailed, falling from $117-mil­
lion in fiscal 1968 to about $25-million in 
the current fiscal year, which ends June 30. 

"One reason we provided the Republic of 
China with so much in such a short time," 
a State Department official explained, "is 
that grant assistance was dropping drasti­
cally but at the same time China, as an ex­
posed forward-defense country, had unful­
filled military requirements." 

The policy question now being raised by 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee is 
what controls, either by the executive branch 
or by Congress, are being exercised over the 
Pentagon's use of its growing stockpile of 
surplus weapons as a form of foreign military 
assistance. 

In other areas of military assistance, Con­
gress and the executive branch have estab­
lished tight controls over the Pentagon. 

Direct military grant assistance, for exam­
ple, is subject to annual authorizations and 
appropriations by Congress, which thus sets 
a limit on how much aid can be provided 
country by country. 

In the area of military sales--an area in 
which the Pentagon used to have complete 
latitude with its own "revolving fund" to 
finance credit sales of arm.s--Congress in the 
last three years has imposed tight controls. 
Under legislation first enacted in 1968 and 
now up for renewal, the Pentagon must ob­
tain Congressional authorization for credit 
sales and Congress in turn imposes an an­
nual ceiling on the amount of the sales. 

As a result of an investigation by the 
Senate Foreign Relations Commlttee three 
years ago, the executl. ve branch also ordered 
tighter interdepartmental coordination over 
Pentagon sales of arms. Such sales are now 
subject to formal approval by the State De­
partment. 

But in the disposal of surplus arms 
abroad-through sale or gift--the· Penta­
gon needs no Congressional authorization 
and faces no Congressional limitation. The 
only requirement is that the Defense Depart­
ment report the surplus arms transactions 
annually when it appears before Congress for 
its military-assistance appropriations, but as 
one Foreign Relations Committee staff mem­
ber observed: "The reporting usually comes 
considerably after the fact." 

Within the executive branch, the Penta­
gon in principle has to obtain State De­
partment clearance for the disposal abroad 
of any major item of surplus equipment. But 
State Department officials acknowledge that 
the controls over surplus equipment are not 
as tight as those that have been worked out 
for sales of military equipment. 

SYMINGTON HELD HEARINGS 
One of the current efforts within the State 

Department's Bureau of Politico-Military Af­
fairs, therefore, is to establish tighter inter­
agency controls over the disposal of sur­
plus weapons. A corresponding effort to es­
tablish stricter Congressional controls is cer­
tain to be made by the Senate Foreign Re­
lations Committee as it considers extension 
of the military sales legislation, already ap­
proved by the House. 

A foreign relations subcommittee, headed 
by Senator Stuart Symington, Democrat of 
Missouri, got its first insight into the Pen-

tagon's growing use of surplus weapons as 
a form of military assistance when it held 
stlll-secret hearings last fall into United 
States mllitary arrangements with National­
ist China. 

One of the operations discovered by the 
subcommittee was that Maj. Gen. Richard G. 
Ciccelella, chief of the United States Military 
Assistance Advisory Group in Taiwan, had 
sent a special team to South Vietnam with 
the mission of finding used or damaged 
equipment that could be turned over to the 
Nationalist Government. 

The subcommitte also determined, accord­
ing to Congressional sources, that General 
Ciccolella had arranged for establishment of 
a military equipment repair facility in Tai­
wan. 

The repair facility, according to these Con­
gressional sources, was proving profitable to 
the Nationalist Government in two respects. 
First, it was receiving money to repair equip­
ment under contracts with the Defense De­
partment. Second, it was receiving free equip­
ment by taking over weapons that had been 
declared irreparable by the United States. 

General Ciccolella had been scheduled to 
testify before the Symington subcommittee 
last fall, but his appearance was postponed 
when he was hospitalized with a back ail­
ment. The general has now been reassigned 
to Fort Meade in Maryland, and the sub­
committee plans to have him testify before 
closing the Taiwan phase of its in vestiga­
tion. 

WORLD ARMS BILL: TRILLION SINCE 1964; RE­
PORT SAYS SPENDING RISES SHARPLY IN 
SMALL NATIONS 

(By Robert M. Smith) 
WASHINGTON, March 22.-More than a tril­

lion dollars has been spent for arms and 
armed forces around the world over the last 
six years, the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency reports. 

In a. new study, the agency finds that the 
increase in arms expenditures of the big 
countries has slowed somewhat in the last 
two years while the amounts spent by the 
developing countries have increased sharply. 
The military budgets of the small countries 
seem to be growing at a rate twice as high 
as the world total. 

The report also discloses that although the 
world's economic standard of living has im­
proved little in real terms in the last six years, 
the per capita burden of military spending 
has increased. 

The figures show that military spending 
last year averaged $56 for every person in 
the world. This breaks down to an average of 
$179 for every person in the developed coun­
tries and $10 for every person in the develop­
ing countries. 

BATE OF INCREASE SLOWS 
"The diversion of resources to military pur­

poses had expanded in step with the world's 
capacity to produce," says the Arms Control 
Agency's fourth annual report on world 
military expenditure. The organization is an 
independent agency of the United States 
Government. 

The one hopeful note in the 26-page report 
is that between 1965 and 1007, world military 
spending rose at the rate of 13 per cent a 
year; in 1968 and 1969, it rose only 5 per 
cent a year. 

"If the pattern of the Last two years con­
tinues," the report says, "it will mean some 
reduction in the ratio of military spending 
to world income." 

"On the other hand," it continues, "it will 
take more than a r .iminished rate of increase 
to lessen significantly the heavy economic 
burden of world milltary expenditures. If 
recent spending patterns continue, the na­
tions of the world by the end of the seventies 
will be devoting more than $300-billion a 
year to defense." 

THE $200 BU.LION SPENT IN 1969 

The six-year total of world military spend­
ing took as much public money, according to 
the report, "as was spent by all governments 
on all forms of public education and health 
care." 

Some $200-billion was spent on the world's 
arms and armies last year. The North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization accounted for $108-bil­
lion of this total; the Warsaw Pact nations, 
$63-billion. 

Each bloc spent some $3-billion more than 
in 1968. Given inflation, however, this repre­
sents no increase. In fact, the NATO outlays 
went down $2-billion if in:flation is consid­
ered. 

On the other hand, the military budgets 
of countries outside these blocs accounted 
for an increasing proportion of the money 
the world spent on arms. 

"Military budgets of these countries ap­
peared to be growing at a rate more than 
twice that of the world total," the report 
says. This reflects "an accelerated arms race 
among the developing countries," it says. 

COUNTRIES LISTED 
The study also points out that it took half 

of all the people in the world to produce a 
share of all the world's goods and services 
equal to that devoted to military outlays. 

The study reports that the following coun­
tries spent more than 10 per cent of their 
total output of goods and services, or gross 
national product, on their armed forces: 
Laos, United Arwb Republic, North Vietnam, 
South Vietnam, Taiwan, Iraq, Jordan, North 
Korea, Syria, Saudi Ara.bia. and Israel. 

The following spent between 5 and 10 per 
cent of their gross product: Burma, Somali 
Republic, Os.mbodla, Mainland China, Al­
bania, Iran, Mongolia, Portugal, CUba, Po­
land, Soviet Union, France, United Kingdom, 
Kuwait, and United States. 

Spending less than 1 per cent of their gross 
product were: Malawi, Nepal, Sierra Leone, 
Costa Rica, Peru, Jamaica, Mexico, Panama, 
Trinidad and Tobago, Japan and Iceland. 

The data in the report came mostly from 
statistics prepared by the United States 
Agency for International Development and 
such international agencies as the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization and the World Health Orga­
nization. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

I listened with interest to the Senator 
from Idaho, who gave us, as usual, a well­
delivered and dramatic speech. One of 
the things he said was that my amend­
ment would gut the provisions put in 
by the Senate Foreign Relations Com­
mittee. With all due deference, this just 
is not a fact. Not only do I not change 
any of the reporting provisions in that 
particular section, but I add another one 
requiring that quarterly reports be given 
as to the types of equipment that are 
going to be declared excess and delivered 
away, and requiring reports to the 
Speaker of the House, the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, and Committee on 
Foreign A:fl'airs, the Committees on De­
fense Appropriations, in the event any­
body decides that so-called sophisticated 
weapons systems are to be delivered to 
anybody. Of course, that is not in the 
provisions as they now stand. 

So the only thing I am doing, in fact, 
is to raise the ceiling from $70 million up 
to $300 million in terms of original ac­
quisition cost. 

I hope my colleagues will keep in mind 
the fact that we are dealing with many 
weapons that were purchased 10 or 15 
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years ago. They are no longer of any use 
insofar as U.S. military requirements are 
concerned. The only choice we have is to 
spend a lot of money maintaining them 
or put them on the scrap heap. It seems 
to me it is better to deliver them to our 
allies and reinforce the Guam doctrine 
of President Nixon than to put them on 
the scrap heap or spend a lot of the tax­
payers' money on maintaining something 
that is excess, not needed for our mili­
tary requirements, and obsolete. 

Those are the only points I am trying 
to bring out. 

The distinguished Senator from Idaho 
talked about Taiwan. 

Well, Taiwan has been very friendly 
to the United States. It has been under 
constant attack from Red China. It re­
ceived a great deal of military aid for a 
long period of time. To the extent that 
its defenses were running down and we 
had surplus equipment, it would seem 
to me to be cutting off our nose to spite 
our face to cut out our aid to them. So I 
do not see anything particularly hor­
rendous about that particular aspect. 

We had a colloquy with the Senator 
from Kentucky concerning Thailand and 
Cambodia. Yesterday, in the process of 
discussing the amendment of the Sen­
ator from South Carolina <Mr. THuR­
MOND), it was pointed out that those 
countries, engaged in fighting a war in 
Southeast Asia, allegedly came under 
the MAP program, and if they were to 
come under another program, that would 
give us the ability, outside the MAP pro­
gram, to sell excess equipment to Thai­
land particularly. If that country were 
engaged in the fighting, I would see noth­
ing wrong with that. It seems to me to 
make good sense to keep American forces 
out of the front lines and support our 
allies against attack-not to create an 
attack of our own, but to defend them­
selves against attack. 

That is the reason why I have offered 
my amendment. That is the reason why 
I hope it will be adopted. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in reply 

to the remarks of the distinguished Sen­
ator from Colorado, I recognize the in­
clusion in his amendment of an extra 
provision for reporting to the Congress. 
However, Members of the Senate should 
realize the futility of giving open-ended 
authority to the executive to deliver such 
quantities of arms as it chooses, to such 
governments as it chooses, and then to 
salve our conscience as it chooses, only 
after the act is completed, by reporting 
to the Congress what it has done. 

By the time these formal reports are 
delivered, the recipient country has al­
ready been informed, in many cases in 
the local newspapers. By all stretches of 
the imagination, a reporting require­
ment, after the fact, is an idle and empty 
gesture. 

Second, I ask Members of the Senate 
to remember that, under the present law, 
without any effective congressional ceil­
ing, we are not even informed before the 
fact, on the basis of estimates that are 
given to us, of what the executive an­
ticipates it will give away in the coming 
year. For example, I have here the latest 
estimate given to the Congress as a 

guideline to what the executive intends 
to do. It indicates that in the coming 
year programed excess surplus equip­
ment to be given away totals $63,835,000. 
However, there is another item, labeled 
"Projected Additional Excess, World­
wide," with no allocation whatever. There 
is no indication as to where it is to go, 
or in what quantities. This total is $103 
million. 

Of course, the estimates are meaning­
less, providing no specific information or 
realistic projections. 

I remind the Senate that last year, as 
illustrative of this situation, we estimated 
that $345,000 in equipment would be 
given to Taiwan. In fact, it came to $143 
million. While we estimated that $9 mil­
lion worth would be given to Greece, in 
fact it exceeded $20 million. 

What we are pleading for, on behalf 
of the committee, is an effective ceiling 
which will permit the Congress to exer­
cise meaningful control over a program 
that has become an open-ended method 
for circumventing the efforts of Congress 
to keep this giveaway program within 
reasonable bounds. That is the truth of 
it. 

With the amendment of the Senator 
from Colorado, that ceiling would be 
lifted so high, that we would go into con­
ference with the House with no nego­
tiating position. We would have no op­
portunity to deal with their open-ended 
bill for the purpose of obtaining a rea­
sonable ceiling somewhere between the 
position the committee has adopted and 
the position the House adopted. 

In order to give Congress a meaning­
ful control over th~ size of this giveaway 
program and in order to protect our own 
negotiating position in conference, I hope 
that the Senate will reject the amend­
ment offered by the Senator from Colo­
rado. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

I am always delighted to have a dis­
cussion and debate with my friend from 
Idaho. It is always interesting, and every 
time I do so, I find we are talking about 
a whole bunch of different items that, in 
many cases, are not specifically involved 
in the issue with which we are dealing. 

We have here a fiscal expenditure, in 
1969, of $391 million. If we put in the 
amendment that I have offered, we will 
be $91 million a year less than was al­
ready done in 1969. We have here a sit­
uation that we are dealing with excess 
defense articles, not needed, and which 
we either have to scrap or spend a lot 
of money in trying to maintain. 

It makes eminent sense to me to be 
able to give these items to increase the 
defensibility of our allies, and let them 
go ahead and modify the equipment, or 
change it, or do whatever is necessary at 
their own expense, rather than to have 
us have to do it. 

Whom are we talking about? Well, we 
are talking about Turkey, we are talking 
about Iran-I am talking about the 
countries that this material went to in 
1969; we cannot say where it will go now, 
unfortunately-but Turkey and Iran, 
two of our NATO allies at the southern 
flank, which is imminently threatened 
by the Soviet Union at this time; Tai-

wan, threatened by the Chinese; Thai­
land, threatened by North Vietnamese 
forces from the northeast and also by 
those which are in Cambodia. 

We are talking about countries which 
are so-called free world countries, which 
would like to be of assistance in prevent­
ing us from being overrun. If we do not 
give them assistance, then we have the 
obligation, it would seem to me, under 
the commitments made by the Foreign 
Relations Committee, to come to their 
aid sooner than we might otherwise have 
to. It makes eminent good sense to me 
to pass this amendment, and give us the 
ability to get out from under some of 
these surplus stockpiles, and strengthen 
our allies at the same time. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. DOMINICK. How much tlme is 

left, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator from Idaho has 1 minute remaining; 
the Senator from Colorado has 3. 

Someone's minute is gone. 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move 

that the silence be attributed equally to 
both sides. [Laughter.] 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum, on everyone's 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena­
tors yield back time equally for a quorum 
call? 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, just a 
moment, before we do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There are 
2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

I have here a letter from the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, dated May 26, 1970, ad­
dressed to the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) as chair­
man of the Committee on Armed Serv­
ices, supporting the principle of this 
amendment, and pointing out how im­
portant it would be. 

I think it is worthwhile to emphasize 
at this point that this particular amend­
ment is supported by both the State 
Department and the Defense Depart­
ment. Any time we can get those two 
departments to agree on a single amend­
ment, I think we have really accom­
plished something. So I certainly hope the 
amendment will be agreed to. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let­
ter to which I have referred be printed 
in the RECORD. 

· There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF, 
Washington, D.C., May 26, 1970. 

Hon. JoHN C. STENNIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On May 16, 1970, Sec­
retary Laird wrote you concerning the serious 
effects which certain amendments to the 
Foreign Military Sales Act, now pending in 
the Senate, would have on the security of 
the United States. He made particular refer­
ence to those amendments which would se­
verely limit the existing authority in the 



20400 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE June 18, 1970 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to give excess 
defense articles to foreign countries (Section 
9) and which would require a. foreign coun­
try to pay, in its own currency, 50 % of the 
value of military grant aid provided by the 
United States to that country (Section 10). 
Secretary Laird expressed the view that taken 
toget her these amendments would severely 
limit the effectiveness of our collective de­
fense arrangements. I fully concur in this 
view and because of the nature of the mili­
tary consequences which could flow from the 
proposed amendments, I am taking this op­
portunity to also urge your support in se­
curing a. modification to the current Bill. 

For some twenty years the Military Assist­
ance Program has been an important element 
in our national security policy. Through it, 
we have been able to strengthen our allies in 
those areas where we have mutual security 
interests, and we have thereby reduced the 
military requirements for our own forces. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff have considered the 
Military Assistance and Sales Program to be 
an important aspect of the United States 
national security and weakening this pro­
gram can weaken our security. Of particular 
concern to me are the serious consequences. 
which the proposed amendments could have 
upon the military capability of our Forward 
Defense Allies, such as the Republic of Korea 
and Turkey. 

As you are aware, the Republic of Korea 
is a key element of the United States for­
ward strategy in Northeast Asia. If the Re­
public of Korea is to maintain her responsi­
bilities for her own self-defense against ag­
gression, she must have enough modern mil­
itary equipment to meet the military threat 
currently posed against her by the North 
Korean military forces. I had the opportu­
nity to visit South Korea. during October of 
last year and I saw first-hand the condition of 
the South Korean equipment. Their ground 
forces equipment is antiquated, and they 
lack adequate force mobility. Their Air Force 
needs additional resources, and their Navy 
needs additional surface units. If we are go­
ing to place a greater reliance on the indige­
nous forces of the Republic of Korea, we 
must be sure they can cope with the threats 
to their security, for their security is tied 
to the security of the free world. If United 
States military equipment, which would 
otherwise be scrapped, can be useful to en­
hance the capability of such indigenous 
forces, we ought not to permit these defense 
resources to be wasted. We ought not to take 
unnecessary risks by adding to our scrap 
heap instead of adding to an ally's strength. 

One of the major objectives of our Military 
Assistance Program is also to assist such 
countries as Turkey so that she would be 
able to resist a. general Warsaw Pact aggres­
sion. The Turkish military forces sit on the 
right flank of NATO, and they are exposed 
on two fronts. Turkey does not have the 
financial capability of equipping and main­
taining a. sufficiently modernized military 
force to cope with a Warsaw Pact forces at­
tack against NATO unless the United States 
continues to provide her With military as­
sistance. If the Turkish forces are to remain 
adequately equipped to cope With the threat 
to the right flank of NATO, the United States 
will have to continue to provide Turkey with 
a. level of support essential to the effective 
implementation of the NATO strategies. Re­
quiring Turkey and other Forward Defense 
nations to pay for grant aid would not pro­
mote the effective implementation of these 
strategies but, to the contrary, they would 
substantially weaken Turkey's military pos­
ture and hence weaken NATO and United 
States security. 

The Military Assistance Program is a self­
interest program. As we place a. new and 
greater emphasis on the contribution of al­
lied forces to the free world security-and 
hence to our security-we cannot allow it to 
Wither away because of arbitrary ceilings on 

excess defense articles or by requiring for­
eign countries, who cannot afford to do so, 
to pay for grants. Because of the obvious 
serious consequences which the proposed 
amendments would have upon United States 
security, I join With Secretary Laird in urg­
ing your support on securing the modifica­
tion of the proposed amendments along the 
lines suggested in his letter of May 16th. 

Sincerely, 
EARLE G. WHEELER, 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I use the 
remainder of my time to emphasize that 
the effect of this amendment would be to 
increase fivefold the ceiling limitation 
on the giveaway surplus arms program. 
If the Dominick amendment is rejected, 
the Senate can go to conference with a 
meaningful negotiating position. We will 
be able to deal with those House con­
ferees who will be arguing for an open­
ended bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON). All time having expired, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend­
ment of the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
DOMINICK) . On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. On this vote I have a 

live pair with the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. FuLBRIGHT). If he were present, he 
would vote "nay." If I were at liberty 
to vote, I would vote "yea." I withhold 
my vote. 

Mr. SPONG. On this vote I have a pair 
with the Senator from Indiana <Mr. 
BAYH). If he were here, he would vote 
"nay." If I were at liberty to vote, I would 
vote "yea." I withhold my vote. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH), the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DoDD), 
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FuL­
BRIGHT), the Senator from Tennessee 
<Mr. GoRE), the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from Utah 
<Mr. Moss), and the Senator from Geor­
gia <Mr. RussELL), are necessarily ab­
sent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Con­
necticut <Mr. DoDD) is paired with the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL). If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Connecticut would vote "yea" and the 
Senator from Alaska would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Kentucky <Mr. CooK) , the 
Senator from Florida (Mr. GuRNEY), the 
Senator from California <Mr. MURPHY), 
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACK­
wooD), the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. ScoTT), and the Senator from 
Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
MUNDT) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from lllinois (Mr. SMITH) 
is absent on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Florida (Mr. GURNEY) , the sen­
ator from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), 
the Senator from California (Mr. 
MuRPHY), and the Senator from illinois 
(Mr. SMITH) .would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 38, 
nays 43, as follows: 

Allen 
All ott 
Baker 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ervin 

[No. 159 Leg.) 
YEA8-38 

Fannin 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Grlffin 
Hansen 
Hruska 
Jackson 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Long 
McClellan 
McGee 
Mcintyre 

NAY8-43 
Aiken Hatfield 
Anderson Holland 
Brooke Hughes 
Burdick Inouye 
Byrd, Va. . Javits 
Byrd, W. Va. Kennedy 
Case Magnuson 
Church Mansfield 
Cooper Mathias 
Cranston McCarthy 
Eagleton McGovern 
Ellender Metcalf 
Goodell Mondale 
Harris Montoya. 
Hart Muskie 

Miller 
Pearson 
Percy 
Prouty 
Sax be 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Young, N.Dak. 

Nelson 
Pastore 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Schwelker 
Symington 
Tydings 
Williams, N.J . 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-2 

AS 

Hollings, for. 
Spong, for. 

NOT VOTING-17 
Bayh Gravel 
Cannon Gurney 
Cook Hartke 
Dodd Moss 
Fulbright Mundt 
Gore Murphy 

Packwood 
Russell 
Scott 
Smith, Til. 
Stevens 

So Mr. DOMINICK'S amendment (No. 
689) was rejected. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
was rejected be reconsidered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 708 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, I call up my amendment No. 708 
at the desk and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On 
page 5, between lines 18 and 19, strike 
the period and insert the following: 
"Including the exercise of that constitu­
tional power which may be necessary to 
protect the lives of United States Armed 
Forces wherever deployed". 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, I ask for the yeas and nays on 
the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from West Virginia yield for a 
request associated with that amend­
ment? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, because 

the amendment of the Senator from 
West Virginia inserts new language at 
the end of an amendment offered by 
the Senator from Montana and previ­
ously adopted, which has not appeared 
in print, I ask nnanimous consent that 
a print of the bill, as amended, to date 
be made for the benefit of Members of 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SAXBE). Without objection, it is so or­
dered. 
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The text of the bill as amended to 

date is as follows: 
H.R. 15628 

[Report No. 91-865] 
(In the Senate of the United States, March 

25, 1970; read twice and referred to the Com­
mittee on Foreign Relations, May 12, 1970. 
Reported by Mr. FuLBRIGHT, with amend­
ments.) 
[Omit the part enclosed in black brackets 

and insert the part printed in italic) 
An act to amend the Foreign Military 

Sales Act 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sub­
section (b) of section 3 of the Foreign Mili­
tary Sales Act (22 U.S.C. 2753(b)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

"(b) No sales, credits, or guaranties shall 
be made or extended under this Act to any 
country during a period of one year after 
such country seizes, or takes into custody, 
or fines an American fishing vessel for engag­
ing in fishing more than twelve miles from 
the coast of that country. The President may 
waive the provisions of this subsection when 
he determines it to be important to the 
security of the United States or he receives 
reasonable assurances from the country in­
volved that future violations will not occur, 
and promptly so reports to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the Com­
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate. 
The provisions of this subsection shall not 
be applicable in any case governed by an 
international agreement to which the United 
States is a party." 

SEc. 2. Section 31 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 
2771) is amended-

( I) by striking out of subsection (a) "not 
to exceed $296,000,000 for the fiscal year 1969" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "not to exceed 
[$275,000,000 for the fiscal year 1970 and not 
to exceed $272,500,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1971 and 1972";1 $250,000,000 for each 
of the fiscal years 1970 and 1971"; and 

(2) by striking out of subsection (b) 
"during the fiscal year 1969 shall not exceed 
$296,000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
["during the fiscal year 1970 shall not exceed 
$350,000,000 and during each of the fiscal 
years 1971 and 1972 shall not exceed $385,-
000,000",] "shall not exceed $300,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 1970 and 1971". 

SEC. 3. Section 33 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 
2773) is amended- · 

(1) by striking out of subsection (a) "the 
:flsoal year 1969" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"each :flsoal year"; and 

(2) by striking out of subsection (b) "the 
fiscal year 1969" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"each fiscal year". 

SEC. 4. The last paragraph of section 1 of 
such Act (22 U.S.C. 2751) is amended by 
striking out "denying social progress" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "denying the growth 
of fundamental rights or social progress". 

SEC. 5. It is the sense of Congress that (1) 
the President should continue to press for­
ward urgently with his efforts to negotiate 
with the Soviet Union and other powers a 
limitation on arms shipments to the Middle 
East, (2) the President should be supported 
1n his position that arms will be made avail­
able and credits provided to Israel and other 
friendly states, to the extent that the Presi­
dent determines such assistance to be needed 
in order to meet threats to the security and 
independence of such states, and (3) if 
the authorization provided in the Foreign 
Military Sales Act, as amended, should prove 
to be insufficient to effectuate this stated 
policy, the President should promptly sub­
mit to the Congress requests for an appro­
priate supplementary authorioo.tion and 
appropriation. 

SEc. 6. It is the sense of the Congress 
that--
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( 1) the President should immediately in­
stitute a thorough and comprehensive re­
view of the military aid programs of the 
United States, particularly with respect to 
the military assistance and sales operations 
of the Department of Defense, and 

(2) the President should take such ac­
tions as may be appropriate--

(A) to initiate multilateral discussions 
among the United States, the Union of So­
viet Socialist Republics, Great Britain, 
France, West Germany, Italy, and other 
countries on the control of the worldwide 
trade in armaments. 

(B) to commence a general debate in the 
United Nations with respect to the control 
of the conventional arms trade, and 

(C) to use the power and prestige of his 
office to signify the intention of the United 
States to work actively with all nations to 
check and control the international sales 
and distribution of conventional weapons of 
death and destruction. 

Sec. 7. The Foreign Military Sales Act is 
further amended by adding at the end there­
of the following new section: 

[ " Sec. 47. Prohibition of Assistance to Cam­
bodia.-In order to avoid the involvement 
of the United States in a wider war in Indo­
china and to expedite the withdrawal of 
American forces from Vietnam, it is hereby 
provided that, unless specifically authorized 
by law hereafter enacted, no funds au­
thorized or appropriated pursuant to this Act 
or any other law may be expended for the 
purpose of-1 

"Sec. 47. Limitations on United States In­
volvement in Cambodia.-In concert with the 
declared objectives of the President of the 
United States to avoid the involvement of 
the United States in Cambodia ajter July 
1, 1970, and to expedite the withdrawal of 
American forces from Cambodia, it is here­
by provided that unless specifically au­
thorized by law hereafter enacted, no funds 
authorized or appropriated pursuant to this 
Act or any other law may be expended ajter 
July 1, 1970 for the purposes of-

"(1) retaining United States forces in 
Cambodia; 

"(2) paying the compensation or allow­
ances of, or otherwise supporting, directly or 
indirectly, any United States personnel in 
Cambodian forces or engage in any combat 
activity in support of Cambodian forces; 

"(3) entering into or carrying out any 
contract or agreement to provide military 
instruction in Cambodia, or to provide per­
sons to engage in any combat activity in 
support of Cambodian forces; or 

"(4) conducting any combat activity in 
the air above Cambodia in support of Cam­
bodian forces." 
Nothing contained in this section shall be 
deemed to impugn the Constitutional power 
of the President as Commander in Chief. 

Sec. 8. Unless the sale, grant, loan, or 
transfer of any International Fighter air­
craft (1) has been authorized by and made 
in accordance with the Foreign Military Sales 
Act or the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, or 
(2) is a regular commercial transaction (not 
fi?ULnced by the United States) between a 
pa.rty other than the United States and a 
foreign country, no such aircraft may be 
sold, granted, loaned, or otherwise trans­
ferred to any foreign country (or agency 
thereof) other than South Vietnam. For 
purposes of this section, "International 
Fighter aircraft" means the fighter aircraft 
developed pursua.nt to the authority con­
tained in the proviso of the second paragraph 
of section 101 of Public Law 91-121 (relat­
ing to military procurement for fiscal year 
1970 and other matters). 

Sec. 9. (a) Subject to the provisions of 
subsection (b). the value of any excess de­
fense article given to a foreign country or 
international organization during any fiscal 
year shall be considered to be an expendi-

ture made from funds appropriated for that 
fiscal year to carry out the provisions of part 
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and 
at the time of the delivery of that article a. 
sum equal to the value thereof shall be with­
drawn from such funds and deposited in the 
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall 
apply during any fiscal year only to the ex­
tent that the aggregate value of all such 
arti cles so given during that year exceeds 
$35,000,000. 

(c) For purposes of this section "value" 
means not less than 50 per centum of the 
amount the United States paid at the time 
the excess defense articles were acquired by 
the United States. 

Sec. 10. (a) No excess defense article may 
be given, and no grant of military assistance 
may be made, to a foreign country unless the 
countr y agrees-

(1) to deposit in a special account estab­
l i shed by that country the following amount s 
of cur rency of that country: 

(A) in the case of any excess defense arti cle 
to be given to that country, an amount equal 
to 50 per centum of the fair value of the 
article, as determined by the Secretary of 
State, at the time the agreement to give the 
article to the country is made; and 

(B) in the case of a grant of military as­
sistance to be made to that country, an 
amount equal to 50 per centum of each such 
grant; and 

(2) to make avai lable to the United States 
Government, for use in paying obligations of 
the United States in that country and in 
financing international educational and cul­
tural exchange activities in which that coun­
try participates under the programs author ­
ized by the Mutual Educational and Cultural 
Exchange Act of 1961, such portion of the 
special account of that country as may be 
determined, from time to time, by the Presi­
dent to be necessary for any such use. 

(b) Section 1415 of the Supplemental Ap­
propriation Act, 1953 (31 u.s.a. 724), shall 
not be applicable to the provisions of this 
section. 

Sec. 11. (a) In considering a request for 
approval of any transfer of a defense article 
to another country under section 505 (a) (1) 
and (a) (4) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, and section 3 (a) (2) of the Foreign Mili­
tary Sales Act, the President shall not give his 
consent to the transfer unless the United 
States itself would transfer the defense article 
under consideration to that country. 

(b) The President shall not consent to the 
transfer by any foreign country or person to 
a third or subsequent country or person of 
any defense article given, loaned, or sold by 
the United States, or the sale of which is 
financed by the United States (through 
credit, guaranty, or otherwise), unless the 
foreign country or person which is to make 
the transfer first obtains from the country 
or person to which the transfer is to be made 
an agreement that such country or person 
will not give, sell, loan, or otherwise transfer 
such article to any other foreign country or 
person (1) without the consent of the Presi­
dent, and (2) without agreeing to obtain 
from such other foreign country an agree­
ment not to give, sell, loan, or otherwise 
transfer such article without the consent of 
the President. 

Sec. 12 (a) Notwithstanding any provision 
of law enacted before the date of enactment 
of this section, no money appropriated [for 
any purpose] for foreign assistance includ­
ing foreign military sales shall be available 
for obligation or expenditure-

(1) unless the appropriation thereof has 
been previously authorized by law; or 

(2) in excess of an amount previously pre­
scribed by law. 

(b) To the extent that legislation enacted 
after the making of an appropriation for 
foreign assistance (including foreign mili­
tary sales) authorizes the obligation or ex-
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pend.iture thereof, the limitation contained. 
in subsection (a) shall have no effect. 

(c) The provisions of this section shall 
not be superceded. except by a provision of 
Zaw hereafter enacted. ?Vhich specifically re­
peals or modifies the provisions of this sec­
tion. 

Sec. 13. For purposes of sections 9, 10, and. 
11-

(1) "defense article" and. "excess defense 
articles" have the same meanings as given 
them in section 644(d.) and. (g), respectively, 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961; and. 

(2) "foreign country" includes any depart­
ment, agency, or independent establishment 
of the foreign C"Untry. 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
amend the Foreign Military Sales Act, and 
for other purposes." 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 

rather than see the distinguished Sena­
tor from New Hampshire (Mr. CoTTON) 
resign-and I speak, of course, in jest­
the joint leadership has met to see if 
some consideration should not be given 
to the request of the Senator from New 
Hampshire. His services are too valuable 
and his absence would be too sorely 
missed, and as a result of the meeting 
with the acting minority leader, I should 
like to propose the following unanimous­
consent request: 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that, beginning today, during fur­
ther consideration of H.R. 15628, the for­
eign military sales measure, and until 
that measure is disposed of, it be in 
order each calendar day, beginning at 
about 5 p.m., to lay that measure aside 
temporarily for the consideration of bills 
and resolutions; and that, upon the Sen­
ate's reconvening each day, following its 
recess or adjournment, the Senate pro­
ceed to the consideration of the un­
finished business, H.R. 15628, the foreign 
military sales measure, immediately or 
at the conclusion of morning hour, 
whichever is appropriate. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I want to say that I 

believe this is a very good move. I want 
to commend the distinguished majority 
leader. I shall not object. I hope there 
will be no objection. 

Let me say quite candidly that there 
are many Senators who believe that this 
new procedure should commence on 
Monday because many Senators have al­
ready made plans, on the basis of previ­
ous indications that the pending business 
would not be laid aside; but, certainly, I 
will not object if it goes into effect to­
night. I hope that there will be no ob­
jection to the unanimous-consent re­
quest. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, reserv­
ing the right to object-and I shall not 
object-may I ask the distinguished ma­
jority leader if it is the intention to take 
up at the beginning, or almost at the be­
ginning of this new practice, upon laying 
aside the pending business, the bill pro­
viding for appropriations for education? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. I would 
hope that it would be the No. 1 item and 
that we could get to it this evening. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the majority 
leader. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the sup­
plemental appropriation bill awaits ac­
tion. One of its essential elements is con­
ditioned upon money being made avail­
able before the end of this month. It is 
even more urgent in timing than the 
highly important and desirable bill that 
the Senator from New Hampshire has 
been speaking about. I therefore wonder 
whether we could have any views of the 
majority leader as to what could be done 
about that supplemental. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would say-­
Mr. COTTON. Will the Senator from 

Montana yield to me briefly? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Oh, yes. 
Mr. COTTON. I thank the majority 

leader. I want to say that this has refer­
ence to the request of the distinguished 
Senator from New York; but first, I 
would like to express my very deep 
thanks to the distinguished majority 
leader and would hope that he would be 
willing to open the way to the considera­
tion of the appropriations for education. 
I know that we will have the thanks of 
all the school officials, school boards, 
principals, teachers, and others who are 
charged with public education in this 
whole country. They certainly will ap­
preciate action on this bill very much. 

Naturally, I am most anxious to move 
forward on the appropriations for edu­
cation. I think it is most imperative that 
it be taken up. The distinguished major­
ity leader has been kind enough and con­
siderate enough not only of his col­
leagues but also of the needs of the coun­
try to make this request. 

Therefore, so far as I am concerned, 
I am perfectly willing to entrust to him 
the order in which the bills will be taken 
up. If he sees fit to dispose of the supple­
mental appropriation first and then take 
up the appropriations for education sec­
ond, that is quite all right with me. I do 
not want to look a gift horse in the 
mouth, of course. I want to see this unan­
imous-consent request adopted. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the dis­
tinguished Senator from New Hamp­
shire. Let me say, in all honesty, that 
there is not a Member on either side of 
the aisle who would have allowed 
the Senator from New Hampshire to re­
sign, even if he had entertained such an 
idea seriously. 

Now, Mr. President, in response to the 
question raised by the distinguished Sen­
ator from New York, it is my under­
standing that because of the requests 
made recently, it will not be possible to 
reach the supplemental appropriation 
bill before Monday. 

Therefore, in view of what has arisen, 
perhaps we could begin with S. 3074, a 
bill to provide minimum standards for 
guarantees covering consumer products 
which have electrical, mechanical, or 
thermal components, and for other pur­
poses, concerning which the Senator from 
New Hampshire may have some amend­
ments. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, the only 
thing I fear is that we would get into 
some controversial measure before we 
take up the appropriation bills. 

I would hope that the appropriation 
bills would not be taken up until Monday. 

I happen to know that the chairman of 
our subcommittee-without whose pres­
ence the education appropriations bill 
would be very difficult to handle-finds 
it impossible to be here because of long­
standing commitments. 

I would hope that we would not take up 
the bill until Monday. However, I still 
leave it to the judgment of the majority 
leader. 

I am afraid that if we take up the guar­
antees bill, we will find ourselves in an­
other hassle. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
understand what is involved respecting 
the supplemental appropriation bill. But 
what about the flammable fabrics bill? I 
understand the Senator from New Hamp­
shire would have some amendments to 
that bill also. Could we take that up this 
evening? -

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
guarantees bill and the flammable fab­
rics bill, both out of our committee, will 
have amendments offered. However, they 
would not take too long. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I have 
some amendments to offer. If we could 
get counsel over here, we could agree on 
a limitation of time. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, as one who 
is not responsible as chairman for any 
of the business that may come up, I 
would like to join my distinguished col­
league, the junior Senator from Michi­
gan <Mr. GRIFFIN), the acting minority 
leader, in the hope that perhaps there­
quest can be modified so that it will be­
come effective on Monday. 

I happen not to have responsibility for 
any of the business that might be con­
sidered. The request is not made because 
of a personal problem. However, it does 
seem that many plans have been made 
not anticipating this very desirable pro­
cedure. If we could delay it for just an­
other day, perhaps we would all be better 
off and would have a better idea of the 
schedule for next Monday. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ap­
preciate what the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan has stated. He makes 
very few requests of the leadership. He is 
most considerate and understanding. 

In view of the situation which has de­
veloped concerning several bills, I ask 
unanimous consent that this proposed 
agreement go into effect Monday next 
and that all Senators be on notice that 
we mean business and that we would like 
to operate on this basis to help the ad­
ministration. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall not 

object. I agree with the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. CoTTON). I am per­
fectly willing to leave it to the conscience 
and the discretion of the majority leader 
as to which bill he would call up first. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. There will be the 
education bill on Monday. 

Mr. JAVITS. Notwithstanding the fact 
that this supplemental bill would take a 
short time, I will agree with the Senator 
from West Virginia on a short time. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Fine. 
Mr. JAVITS. And the money to be pro­

vided in the bill is really needed. Other­
wise, it would be of no use. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Fine. On that basis, 
the supplemental bill could be considered 
and then the education bill, and at some 
time the postal reform bill. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the ur­

gency is obvious. I would hope that we 
could proceed to the consideration of the 
postal reform bill with all expedition pos­
sible. If we can do it in the evening, we 
will be prepared. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if we 
can do so, we will. However, I must say 
that there is a hold or two on the bill. 
I am therefore unable to move the bill, 
even though I would like to. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, would 
the Senator yield for a clarification of 
the unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I would 

like to have it clear that the unanimous­
consent request contemplates bills and 
resolutions on the calendar. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. And that if a bill is 
called up after 5 o'clock and the Senate 
is not able to complete action on the bill, 
the bill will be laid before the Senate as 
the unfinished business the following day 
after 5 o'clock. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, again, I 
am not asking the majority leader to 
bind himself to anything. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand. 
Mr. COTTON. But is it the general in­

tention as of now to take up the supple­
mental bill first if there can be an agree­
ment on a time limitation and then go on 
to the education bill? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, am I cor­
rect that this does not include any of 
the usual additions to unanimous-con­
sent requests such as the germaneness 
rule and so forth? This just deals with 
the order of business. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SAXBE). Without objection, the unani­
mous-consent request of the Senator 
from Montana is agreed to. 

Mr .. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
would It be out of order to ask unani­
mous consent that I may have the floor 
at the conclusion of the discussion of the 
Senator from West Virginia <Mr. BYRD) 
today? I have some remarks to make on 
the SST. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would be all 
right. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President I 
ask unanimous consent that at the c~n­
clusion of the remarks of the distin­
guished Senator from West Virginia {Mr. 
BYRD), I be recognized for not to exceed 
20 minutes. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, re-

serving the right to object, I ask unani­
mous consent that following the remarks 
of the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD­
WATER), I be permitted to speak for 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SAXBE). Without objection, the unani­
mous-consent requests of the Senator 
from Arizona and the Senator from Wis­
consin are agreed to. 

Mr. MAGli.TUSON. Mr. President, I 
must go to a committee meeting. We are 
working on the HEW bill in committee. 
I am sorry that I cannot be present to 
get in between these discussions. How­
ever, I have very much work to do in 
that field. And when the Senator talks 
about priorities, I am going over now and 
establish some priorities. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
10 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand in 
adjournment until 10 o'clock tomorrow 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SAXBE) . Without objection, it is so or­
dered. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM 
FRIDAY, JUNE 19 TO MONDAY 
JUNE 22, 1970, AT 10 A.M. ' 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen­
ate completes its business on Friday, it 
stand in adjournment until 10 o'clock 
Monday morning next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SAXBE) . Without objection, it is so or­
dered. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 
the information of the Senate, and to 
emphasize the point, at approximately 
5 o'clock on Monday next, we will take 
up the supplemental appropriations bill, 
conditions being in order as anticipated 
and following that the other appropria~ 
tion bills. 

BIOGRAPillCAL DffiECTORY OF THE 
AMERICAN CONGRESS 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I ask the Chair to lay be­
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives on Senate Con­
current Resolution 70. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
SAXBE) laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representa­
tives to the concurrent resolution <S. 
Con. Res. 70) authorizing the compila­
tion and printing of a revised edition 
of the Biographical Directory of the 
American Congress <1774-1970), which 
was, after line 13, insert: 

SEc. 2. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the Joint Committee on 
Printing such sums as may be necessary for 
the employment of personnel and the pay­
ment of expenses to carry out the pro­
visions of this Resolution. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I move that the Senate con­
cur in the amendment of the House of 
Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 

DISCLOSURE BY SENATOR JAVITS 
OF DffiECT OR INDffiECT FINAN­
CIAL INTERESTS 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, under the 

new Senate code of ethics, I filed last 
month with the Secretary of the Senate 
a formal "Statement of Contributions 
and Honorariums," in which I disclosed 
all substantial contributions or hono­
rariums received by me during the last 
calendar year. The form is a public docu­
ment to which the press has access. 

In addition, I filed under the Senate 
rules a "Confidential Statement of Fi­
nancial Interests," which includes lists 
of companies in which I have a direct or 
indirect financial interest. As that state­
ment is filed with the Comptroller Gen­
eral under the rules of the Senate and 
is not open to public examination, I 
hereby publish a list of companies sub­
ject to some form of regulation by the 
Federal Government--or which I feel 
may be doing some appreciable business 
with the Federal Government-in each 
of which I have an interest, direct or in­
direct-generally in a family trust of 
which I am trustee-as of this date, in 
an amount exceeding $5,000. 

These are normal investments in pub­
licly owned corporations and constitute 
no element of control alone or in com­
bination with others, directly or indi­
rectly: 

Abbott Labs, American & Foreign Sec­
urities Corp., Baxter Labs, Cenco Sci­
entific Inst., Cities Service Corp., Con­
trol Data, Corinthian Broadcasting 
Criterion Insurance Co., DuPont, Fel~ 
mont Oil. 

First National City Bank of New York, 
General Instrument, Government Em­
ployees Corp., Government Employees 
Financial Corp., Government Em­
ployees Insurance Co., Government Em­
ployees Life Insurance Co., South Caro­
lina Electric & Gas Co., Southern Co., 
Transamerica Corp. of Delaware, Trans 
World Airlines, White Shield Oil & Gas. 

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN 
MILITARY SALES ACT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 15628) to amend the 
Foreign Military Sales Act. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, for the information of Senators 
there will not be a vote on my amend: 
ment today. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

Mr. President, by some mistake, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia <Mr. 
SPONG) was left off the printed amend­
ment yesterday. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent 
again that the name of the Senator from 
Virginia <Mr. SPONG) be added as a co­
sponsor of amendment No. 708, and that 
the names of the Senator from Alabama 
<Mr. ALLEN), the Senator from Dlinois 
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<Mr. PERCY), the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. HoLLINGS) , the Senator 
from Kansas (Mr. DoLE), and the Sen­
ator from Arizona <Mr. GoLDWATER) be 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
708. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SAXBE). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, amendment No. 708, which I have 
offered in my own behalf and in behalf 
of the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
GRIFFIN), the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. SPONG), and other cosponsors 
whose names have now been stated, reads 
as follows: 

On page 5, between lines 18 and 19, strike 
the period and insert the following: ", in­
cluding the exercise of that constitutional 
power which may be necessa.ry to protect 
the lives of United States Armed Forces 
wherever deployed". 

Mr. President, paragraph (1) of the 
Cooper-Church amendment now reads as 
follows: "retaining United States forces 
in Cambodia;". 

Together with certain words in the 
preamble, the Cooper-Church language 
in paragraph (1) now states: 

No funds authorized or appropriated pur­
suant to this Act or any other law may be 
expended for the purpose of-

( 1) retaining United States forces in Cam­
bodia; 

On June 3, I offered an amendment 
the purpose of which was to add the fol­
lowing words to the language of para­
graph (1): 

Except that the foregoing provisions of 
this olause shall not preclude the Presi­
dent from taking such action as may be nec­
essary to protect the lives of United States 
forces in South Vietnam, or to facilitate the 
withdraw.a.l of United States forces from 
South Vietnam. 

Mr. President, my perfecting lan­
guage, when added to the Cooper­
Church amendment, would then have 
read as follows, beginning at the comma 
on line 4 on page 5 of H.R. 15628. 

No funds authorized or appropriated pur­
suant to this Act or any other law may be 
expended for the purpose of-

( 1) retaining United States forces in Cam­
bodia, except that the foregoing provisions 
of this clause shall not preclude the Presi­
dent from taking such action as may be nec­
essary to protect the lives of United States 
forces in South Vietnam, or to facilitate 
withdrawal of United States forces from 
South Vietnam; 

Mr. President, my amendment upon 
that occasion was cosponsored by Sena­
tors GRIFFIN, STENNIS, SCOTT, HANSEN, 
DOLE, ALLEN, BAKER, HOLLINGS, GOLD­
WATER, and THURMOND. 

I sought in vain, on June 10, to modify 
my amendment, which has been given 
the number 667, star print, to read as 
follows: 

On page 5, line 7, before the semicolon in­
sert a comma and the following: "except 
that the foregoing provisions of this clause 
shall not preclude the President from taking 
only such action as is necessary in the ex­
ercise of his constitutional powers and 
duties as Commander in Chief, to protect the 
lives of United States forces in South Viet­
nam or to facilitate the withdrawal of 
United States forces from South Vietnam; 

and the President is requested to consult 
with Congressional leaders prior to using any 
United States forces in Cambodia if, as 
Commander in Chief, he determines that the 
use of such forces is necessary to protect the 
lives of United States forces in South Viet­
nam or to facilitate the withdrawal of United 
States forces from South Vietnam;" 

In view of the fact that the Senate had 
previously entered into a unanimous­
consent agreement to vote on June 11 at 
1 o'clock p.m., any modification by me of 
my amendment required unanimous 
consent. The able junior Senator from 
Arkansas <Mr. FuLBRIGHT) objected to 
my unanimous-consent request that I be 
permitted to so modify my amendment. 
On June 11, during the 2 hours of debate 
preceding the vote at 1 o'clock p.m., on 
amendment No. 667, I attempted several 
times to modify my amendment to in­
clude the language that I have just 
quoted, but my unanimous-consent re­
quest was just as repeatedly objected to, 
and the vote at 1 o'clock p.m., occurred 
on amendment No. 667, star print, with­
out the modification which I sought to 
make. The vote was 52 to 47 against my 
amendment. 

Immediately following the defeat of 
my amendment on June 11, I announced 
my intention to renew, at a later date, my 
efforts to have the Senate consider and 
pass on a modified version of the amend­
ment which had been rejected. The able 
majority leader then proceeded to call 
up an amendment to which he had re­
ferred just prior to the Senate vote re­
jecting my amendment. Senator MANS­
FIELD's amendment, adopted by a vote of 
91 to 0, was as follows: 

On page 5, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following: Nothing contained in this sec­
tion shall be deemed to impugn the con­
stitutional power of the President as Com­
mander in Chief. 

Mr. President, subsequent to the date 
of June 11, and over the past weekend 
in particular, I discussed various modi­
fied versions of my amendment with at 
least 50 Senators. I have had several dis­
cussions about a modified version with 
the able assistant Republican leader, who 
was the chief cosponsor of amendment 
667, and also with the able junior Sena­
tor from Virginia <Mr. SPONG) whose ob­
servations and questions during the de­
bate on amendment No. 667, star print, 
were most helpful and incisive, and which 
I think pointed to some weaknesses in 
the verbiage of that amendment. 

I have personally visited with many 
Senators; I have talked with them on 
the telephone; I have talked with them 
in their offices and in my office; and a 
modification has been drawn, redrawn, 
drawn again, and redrawn a number of 
times until finally the modification which 
is before the Senate was agreed on. In 
the course of those discussions, I also 
discussed the modification with the able 
authors of the Cooper-Church amend­
ment, and with the majority leader. I 
think that those discussions with the 
Senator from Kentucky <Mr. CooPER), 
the Senator from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH) , 
and the Senator from Montana <Mr. 
MANsFIELD) were, indeed, exceedingly 
helpful in pointing the way to a modi­
fied version which. in the .iudgment of 

all of us, apparently will do what all 
of us want to do; namely, assure our 
fighting men in Vietnam, their relatives 
and friends in this country, the American 
people, in general, as well as the enemy 
that the Senate does not intend by any­
thing it says or does to prevent whatever 
is necessary to be done to protect the 
lives of American servicemen wherever 
they are deployed. 

We all want to do this; we all have 
wanted to do this from the beginning, 
but I think the version of the amend­
ment which is now before the S€;!nate, 
while it may not have the unanimous 
support of all Senators, is one which does 
represent a pretty fair consensus of view­
points among Senators on both sides of 
the aisle and on both sides of the overall 
issue before the Senate with respect to 
the Cooper-Church amendment. 

So yesterday, on behalf of the Senator 
from Michigan <Mr. GRIFFIN) and the 
Senator from Virginia <Mr. SPONG), I 
offered this modified version of my pre­
viously rejected amendment, and at that 
time I asked that the modified version be 
stated by the clerk, printed, and that it 
lie on the table. The modified version, 
which has been given the number 708, 
reads as follows, and I have read it, but 
I shall read it again: 

On page 5, between lines 18 and 19, strike 
the period and insert the following: ", in­
cluding the exercise of that constitutional 
power which may be necessary to protect 
the lives of United States Armed Forces 
wherever deployed". 

The amendment which I have now of­
fered, if adopted by the Senate, when 
added to the verbiage contained in the 
Mansfield amendment-and they must 
be read together-would read as fol­
lows: 

"Nothing contained in this section"-re­
ferring to section 47 "prohibition of assist­
ance to Cambodia," the so-called Cooper­
Church amendment---"shall be deemed to 
impugn the constitutional power of the 
President as Commander in Chief, including 
the exercise of that constitutional power 
which may be necessary to protect the lives 
of United States armed forces wherever de­
ployed." 

Mr. President, I think it would be 
well-for the purpose of sketching a his­
torical background into the overall con­
text of my statement today-to insert 
in the RECORD my Senate floor speech 
of June 3, and I, therefore, ask unani­
mous consent to include that speech at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. 
• • • • 

Mr. President, Edward S. Corwin, in his 
book, "The President--Offi.ce and Powers, 
1787-1957," made this statement: 

"Actually, Congress hM never adopted any 
legislation that would seriously cramp the 
style of a president attempting to break the 
resistance of an enemy or seeking to assure 
the s13.fety of the national forces." 

It is my opinion, Mr. President, that the 
Cooper-Church amendment, as now writ­
ten, would, for the :flrst time in history, dan­
gerously "cramp" the President who seeks 
to "assure the safety" of American military 
forces stationed abroad and to expedite and 
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facilitate their ultimate withdrawal from 
South Vietnam. 

Consequently, I have today offered this 
amendmen~No. 669, as modified-to the 
Cooper-Church language, so as to make it 
clear tha.t the President, acting a.c; Com­
mander in Chief, will retain his full powers 
to act to "assure the safety" of our fighting 
men still stationed in Southeast Asia. 

My amendment, I think, is quite clear in 
its intent. lit is also quite clear in its mean­
ing and should require but little explanation 
by me today. Before addressing my remarks 
to it, however, I wish to make some com­
ments which I consider relevant to the sub­
ject of the constitutional powers of the 
Congress and the constitutional powers of 
the President in relation to this whole mat­
ter and with particular reference to the 
Cooper-Church amendment which I seek to 
change, in part. 

For more than a decade now-and under 
four Presidents, representing both political 
parties-we have been involved, in varying 
degrees, in a war in South Vietnam. Our ac­
tual participation, insofar as the loss of 
American fighting men is concerned, dates 
back to March 1965-although our active 
involvement began earlier, as I have indi­
cated. Our heaviest losses occurred during 
the years 1967 to 1968. In those years, we 
lost 27,569 men. American casualties-as 
well as those of the enemy-accelerated 
sharply during the Tet offensive in January 
1968. In the month of March 1968, President 
Johnson made his surprise announcement 
that he would not be a candidate for re­
election, and he announced a halt to the 
bombing over most of North Vietnam. The 
peak of American participation, with re­
spect to total American personnel involve­
ment, was 543,482 men-in the month of 
Apr111969. 

President Nixon, as did President John­
son before him, has made a sincere effort 
to enter into meaningful negotiations for 
peace, but, like his predecessor, has met 
with no measurable success in this regard. 
Meanwhile, Mr. Nimn has announced a pol­
icy of gradual withdrawal of military per­
sonnel, and, in pursuance of that announced 
policy, has reduced the number of Ameri­
can servicemen in Vietnam from 543,482 
men in April 1969 to 428,050 men as of 
yesterday, June 2, 1970--a total reduction 
of 115,432 men. Only a few weeks 'l.go, the 
President announced that 150,000 additional 
men would be withdrawn by the spring of 
1971. President Nixon continues to support 
a policy leading to the Vietnamization of 
the war and to a decrease in American in­
volvement. This policy has met with fairly 
general acceptance throughout the country, 
and in the Congress, apparently, if we are 
to judge by the diminution of rhetoric re­
garding the war in recent months. The Pres­
ident's April 30 televised announcement 
concerning the incursion into Cambodia 
triggered a sharp reaction and a mercurial 
escalation of both rhetoric and protests 
around the country, and particularly on some 
of the college and university campuses of 
the Nation. 

Here on the Senate floor we are witnessing 
a renewed and vigorous debate, which, for 
some weeks, has been centered upon the 
so-called Cooper-Church amendment to the 
Foreign Military Sales Act, H.R. 15628. 
B~re directing my attention to the 

Cooper-Church amendment, I wish briafiy 
to state the position I have maintained dur­
ing the years of American involvement in 
South Vietnam. Throughout my service in 
the Senate--the beginning of which service 
antedates the start of direct American par­
ticipation in the fighting-! have said very 
little on the Senate floor or in West Virginia 
or anywhere else concerning the war in 
South Vietnam. I have considered myself 
neither "hawk" nor "dove," to use the com-

mon labels. I have, however, supported all 
appropriations bills providing for the sup­
port, the equipping, a.nd the pay of Ameri­
can servicemen in Vietnam. If this makes 
me a "hawk," it would also characterize 
practically every sitting Senator as a "hawk" 
inasmuch as those Senators who have op­
posed appropriations for the conduct of the 
war can be numbered on the fingers of one 
hand, and at least two of these Senators 
were defeated in subsequent elections. 

In supporting appropriations for the war 
in Vietnam, I have taken the position-and 
most Senators have apparently viewed the 
matter likewise-that as long as our country 
sends men to fight in a foreign land, we ought 
not be niggardly in appropriating adequate 
funds for clothing, military pay, ammuni­
tion, weapons, and other military hardware, 
because the least we can do in fulfilling our 
duty to those fighting men is to provide 
them with the kind of financial and military 
support that will enable them to fulfill their 
military responsibilities and to return home 
safely. 

As to whether or not our country was right 
in becoming involved, perhaps only future 
historians will be able to render an objective 
and fair judgment. It was the view of our 
leaders-meaning the Chief Executive and 
his military and civilian advisers-in the 
previous .administrations of Presidents Eisen­
hower, Kennedy, and Johnson, and now un­
der the administration of President Nixon, 
that it was in America's best interest that 
South Vietnam not be taken over by the 
Communists. Our Government took the po­
sition that if South Vietnam were to fall 
to the Communists, then all of Southeast 
Asia could and probably would, eventually 
fall, thus turning over to the Communists 
a vast area of 200 million people and rich 
mineral resources. 

It was the view of our leaders that the fall 
of Southeast Asia to the Communists would 
be a blow to the free world and that America 
should help to prevent this from happening. 

It was also stated that if America did not 
act, the Communists would interpret t;tus 
failure to act as a sign of weakness and that 
wars of so-called "national liberation" would 
break out in various other parts of the world. 

Gen. Vo Nguyen Giap, the top commander 
of the North Vietnam military forces, was 
quoted as saying: 

"South Vietnam is the model of the na­
tional liberation movement of our time. If 
the United States can be defeated in South 
Vietnam, it can be defeated everywhere in 
the world." 

The Peiping Peoples Daily, the foremost 
Chinese Communist newspaper was quoted 
as saying that the Vietnamese conflict "is 
the focal point of the international class 
struggle" and is the "acid test for all polit­
ical forces in the world." Thus, it was made 
to appear that South Vietnam was a "test" 
case, a landmark case. 

The leaders of our Government, more­
over, have proceeded on the premise that we 
had made commitments to go to the aid of 
South Vietnam. In 1954, President Eisen­
hower wrote to President Diem of South 
Vietnam assuring him of American assistance 
in "developing and maintaining a strong, 
viable state, capable of resisting attempted 
subversion or aggression through military 
means." 

• 
The Southeast Asian treaty, which created 

the organization called SEATO was signed 
at Manila in September 1954 by the United 
States, Great Britain, France, Australia, New 
Zealand, Pakistan, Thailand, and the Philip­
pines, and was approved by the U.S. Senate 
in 1955 by a vote of 82 to 1. That treaty pro­
tects against Communist aggression not only 
its members, but also anyone of the three 
non-Communist states growing out of 
former French Indochina which asks for 
protection. 

Article IV of the SEA TO treaty provides in 
section 1 as follows: 

"ARTICLE IV 
"1. Ea.ch Party recognizes that aggression 

by means of armed atta.ck in the treaty area 
against any of the Parties or against any 
State or territory which the Parties by unan­
imous agreement may hereafter designate, 
would endanger its own pea.ce and safety, 
and agrees that it will in that event act to 
meet the common danger in a.ccordance with 
its constitutional processes. Measures taken 
under this paragraph shall be immediately 
reported to the Security Council of the 
United Nations." 

Section 2 of Article IV of the SEA TO 
treaty states tha~ 

"2. If, in the opinion of any of the Parties, 
the inviolability or the integrity of the terri­
tory or the sovereignty or political independ­
ence of any Party in the treaty area or of any 
other State or territory to which the pro­
visions of paragraph 1 of this Article from 
time to time apply is threatened in any way 
other than by armed atta.ck or is affected or 
threatened by any fa.ct or situation which 
might endanger the pea.ce of the area, the 
Parties shall consult immediately in order 
to agree on the measures which should be 
taken for the common defense." 

Section 3 of Article IV of the SEA TO 
treaty states: 

"3. It is understood that no action on the 
territory of any State designated by unani­
mous agreement under paragraph 1 of this 
Article or on any territory so designated 
shall be taken except at the invitation or 
with the consent of the government con­
cerned." 

Mr. President, the treaty provisions made 
it plain that the territory covered by the 
treaty embraced Southeast Asia. 

A protocol was adopted by the Parties to 
the SEATO Treaty. The protocol states 
tha~ 

"The Parties to the Southeast Asia Collec­
tive Defense Treaty unanimously designate 
for the purposes of Article IV of the Treaty 
the States of Cambodia and Laos and the 
free territory under the jurisdiction of the 
State of Vietnam. 

"The parties further agree that the above 
mentioned states and territory shall be 
eligible in respect of the economic measures 
contemplated by Article lli. 

"This protocol shall enter into force 
simultaneously with the coming into force 
of the Treaty." 

Thus, Mr. President, the protocol term 
"free territory under the jurisdiction of the 
State of Vietnam" describes and includes 
what we now refer to as South Vietnam. 
Cambodia withdrew from protocollory status 
by request of Prince Sihanouk in 1965. 

La.os was withdrawn by the 1962 Geneva 
agreement. · 

I have quoted these excerpts from the 
SEATO Treaty in order to recall the ba.ck­
ground against which our leaders in various 
administrations under both political parties 
took the position that a binding commit­
ment had been made to assist the Govern­
ment of South Vietnam in meeting aggres­
sion and subversion endangering the peace 
of the treaty area. 

On September 29, 1954, 3 weeks after the 
signing of the SEATO Treaty, the U.S. De­
partment of State issued a communique con­
cerning conversations conducted between 
representatives of the United States and 
France regarding Southeast Asia. Excerpts 
from that communique are as follows: 

"Representatives of the two Governments 
have had very frank and useful talks which 
have shown the community of their views, 
and are in full agreement on the objectives 
to be attained. 

"The conclusion of the Southeast Asia Col­
lective Defense Treaty in Manila on Septem­
ber 8, 1954, has provided a firmer basis than 
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heretofore to assist the free nations of Asia 
in developing and maintaining their inde­
pendence and security. The representatives of 
France and the United States wish to reaf­
firm the support of their Governments for 
the principles of self-government, independ­
ence, justice and liberty proclaimed by the 
Pacific Charter in Manila on September 8, 
1954. 

"The representatives of France and the 
United States reaffirm the intention of their 
governments to support the complete inde­
pendence of Cambodia, Laos, and Viet-Nam. 
Both France and the United States will con­
tinue to assist Cambodia, Laos, and Viet­
Nam in their effort to safeguard their free­
dom and independence and to advance the 
welfare of their people." 

So, Mr. President, the United States had, 
tn the viewpoint of our national leaders, 
pledged its assistance to Viet-Nam, which 
assistance, in the course of history and 
events, took the form, first, of financial aid, 
and, eventually, of armed support for the 
Government and for the people of South 
Vietnam, the division of Vietnam having 
been formally accomplished through the 
Geneva accords of 1954. 

Beginning in 1955 the U.S. Congress has 
appropriated moneys for economic and mili­
tary assistance to South Vietnam, thus un­
derwriting the pledge. 

In 1960, Mr. Eisenhower again wrote to 
President Diem assuring him that--

"For so long as our strength can be useful, 
the United States will continue to assist 
Vietnam in the difficult yet hopeful struggle 
ahead." 

In 1961, the late President John F . Ken­
nedy wrote to President Diem pledging that 
our government was "prepared to help the 
Republic of Vietnam to protect its people and 
to preserve its independence." President Ken­
nedy went on to say that we would promptly 
increase our assistance to the defense effort 
of the Republic of Vietnam. 

In August of 1964, Congress, by a com­
bined vote of 504 to 2, passed the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution expressing its support for 
actions by the President "including the use 
of armed force" to meet aggression in South­
east Asia. 

These commitments were iterated and re­
iterated by President Lyndon B. Johnson. 

Again, perhaps only future historians will 
be able to render a just and objective verdict 
as to whether or not these premises for 
American involvement were sound. 

My position throughout the years has been 
not so much that of an advocate of these 
predicates for American involvement, but 
rather, it has been one of supporting our 
fighting men who are in South Vietnam­
through no choice, in most cases, of their 
own-and also, I have consistently taken the 
position that although I may differ with the 
President on domestic matters, it was my 
duty-as long as I felt the President to be 
acting wisely, reasonably, and responsibly, 
based on the circumstances--to support him 
as Commander in Chief, regardless of hiS 
political party, in a situation involving the 
Nation at war. This is no place for partisan 
politics. 

When our country is at war-and we are 
at war, even though not by a strictly formal 
declaration by the Congress--politics should 
end at the water's edge, and we should stand 
together as a nation and back up our leaders 
and our fighting men. It has always seemed 
to me that a policy of support for our leaders 
and a policy of support for our fighting men 
in time of war is a policy best calculated to 
shorten the war, keep down the casualties, 
and bring the fighting men home. This is not 
to say that I will agree with every tactical 
decision of the Commander in Chief. I prob­
ably will not. But I do not have the respon­
sibility and the duty to make tactical deci­
sions. The President carries this burden; I 
do not. 

But, the price of disunity and division at 
home is loss of morale on the part of our 
troops in the field and, ultimately, the pos­
sible loss of whatever cause those American 
troops may be engaged in. A cardinal exam­
ple of this principle can be seen, if we will 
but review recent history, in the failure of 
the French effort in Indochina. 

France's defeat at Dienbienphu was char­
acterized not only by the incompetence of 
the French high command, but also--and 
probably more so--by the monstrous indif­
ference of a nation. It can be said of France 
that she showed the most complete indiffer­
ence toward her army, and that, in the case 
of individuals, this crime of omission is 
known as "failure to assist persons in dan­
ger." Punishable by law in the case of ordi­
nary citizens, it leads, when the whole na­
tion is guilty, to that resignation from which 
a people never recovers, and which it pays 
for, sooner or later, with its own death. 

There were reasons why Dienbienphu was 
a victory for the less well equipped of the two 
armies. At the bottom of everything was faith 
or the lack of faith, the will of a people or its 
decline. The corruption of conscience, the 
cowardice of Government leaders in the face 
of a truth which they refused to see because 
it would have called for virtues they did not 
practice--everything predisposed the un­
happy country of France for one of the great­
est abominations of the century. Napoleon 
could well have had such in mind when he 
said: 

"In war, a great disaster always indicates 
a great culprit." 

The French people-not the French 
armies-were the first culprits. 

The Vietminh commander, General Giap, 
said to a French journalist in 1963 as he was 
leaving Hanoi for a visit to the old battle­
ground at Dienbienphu: 

"If you were defeated, you were defeated 
by yourselves." 

I hope that General Giap wlll not be able 
to make a similar remark to an American 
writer some day-not that I expect victory in 
this war so much. It is just that defeat--or 
the essence of it--is not wholly beyond the 
pale of possibility. 

Whether our involvement in Vietnam was, 
from the first, premised on a sound founda­
tion, is not the question now. In retrospect, 
one may say that it was a mistake. Future 
historians may say, however-based upon the 
full consequences and the clear results, of 
which we are not privileged to · see at this 
moment--that it was not a mistake. Our 
efforts may yet prove to have thwarted the 
Communists in their plan to take over South 
Vietnam. Our sacri:fl.ces, painful and written 
in blood as they have been and as they con­
tinue to be, may, in the judgment of history, 
have thwarted Communist conquest in 
Southeast Asia. It is difficult to see even the 
past clearly, at the present moment, to say 
nothing of what may lie beyond the present. 

I am not a military man, but I suppose 
I can afford the luxury of expressing one 
man's opinion. It is this. We have already 
spent more than $100 billion and we have 
lost more than 40,000 American lives. From 
the beginning, we fought this war with one 
hand tied behind our back. 

Perhaps that is the way we should have 
fought it. As I say, I am no military man. 
But, expressing one man's opinion, I think 
we should have hit the enemy with all our 
conventional power, with enough of it to 
have destroyed his dikes and to have forced 
him to negotiate in good faith. 

Our fighting men did not ask to go to 
Vietnam. But having sent them, we should 
have done everything within the bounds of 
reason to give them every protection we 
could offer in order to get them back alive. 
I think that every parent in America who 
saw a son, and every grandparent in America 
who saw a grandson, go marching off to that 
war in South Vietnam, would certainly share 

this viewpoint, that, having sent those sons 
and grandsons, we should have done every­
thing Within the bounds of reason to give 
them every protection we could offer, in or­
der to protect them and to get them back 
alive. 

We did not do this. Not having done it, it 
sems to me that we should now support the 
President's policy, it makes no difference 
what his political party may be-the Com­
mander in Chief's policy, may I say-of Viet­
namization and gradual Withdrawal, and we 
should get out of Vietnam. 

In view of the fact that our country is 
so greatly divided on this question, and in 
view of the fact that it has demonstrated a 
lack of unified will, I believe that this is the 
only course that we can now follow. I be­
lieve we can yet extricate ourselves by gradu­
ally withdrawing as we continue to prepare 
the South Vietnamese to defend themselves. 
In the long run, perhaps a Communist take­
over of Southeast Asia Will have been pre­
vented. 

• • • 
Mr. President, although there have been 

m any questionable aspects of our involve­
ment In Southeast Asia, there have also 
been a number of positive effects from our 
presence there, according to many observers, 
one of these effects being the increasingly 
successful Vietnamization effort. 

Indonesia, moreover, overthrew its repres­
sive Communist regime in 1965, a feat that 
many experts said could not have been ac­
complished without our presence in South­
east Asia. Our presence in South Vietnam 
has also ebabled Thailand to build up its 
own defenses, and Burma has been able to 
strengthen its position of neutrality largely 
because of American troops fighting in 
South Vietnam. 

Now, as to Cambodia. Several weeks ago, 
there were rumblings which indicated that 
the President might be called upon to make 
a decision with respect to going to the aid 
of the Cambodian Government following the 
ouster of Prince Norodom Sihanouk. I urged 
the President not to involve American fight­
ing men in what I felt might become an­
other Vietnam-in other words, a war to 
support the government of Cambodia. In 
a Senate floor speech on April 4, I stated: 

"The United States should not become in­
volved in the fighting in Cambodia. The 
new rulers of Cambodia have been hinting 
that they may seek American help in fight­
ing the communists. For too long now, 
American troops and the American people 
have shouldered a heavy burden in fighting 
in Southeast Asia. To fight in Cambodia 
would only add to that burden." 

Mr. President, I still feel today as I did on 
April 4. The United States should not be­
come involved in fighting in Cambodia for 
Cambodia, or in support of any Cambodian 
Government. 

Mr. President, on April 30, the President 
announced his decision to attack North 
Vietnamese and Vietcong sanctuaries along 
the Cambodlan-South Vietnamese border. 
In a televised address to the Nation, the 
President stated that his purpose was to 
destroy the enemy's capability in in:fl.icting, 
from nearby Cambodia, great casualties upon 
American troops and of hampering the 
pacification and Vietnamization programs. 
The President stated that the incursion into 
Cambodia on the part of American troops 
would only be temporary and that all Ameri­
can fighting men would be out of Cambodia 
by the end of June. 

To date, I have not commented on the 
President's action. I am still opposed-! 
repeat--and Will continue to be opposed to 
the use of American troops in Cambodia in 
any war to support any government of that 
country. Let Asians cwrry the manpower 
burden of keeping Asia free. 

But the President's action, as he explained 
It, did not contemplate the use of American 
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forces to fight for Cambodia. The invasion 
into Cambodia was, he said, for the limited 
purpose of giving protection to our men in 
South Vietnam, destroying enemy sanctuar­
ies-some of whioh were within 35 miles of 
Saigon-and gaining additional time for 
South Vietnamese takeover of their own de­
fense, thus enabling more Americans to re­
turn home. 

And according to information furnished 
us, the Cambodian operation may have gone 
far in accomplishing the objectives sought. 

Mr. President, as of yesterday June 2, 
1970, 8,193 enemy bunkers had been de­
stroyed; 15,199 individual weapons and 
2,106 crew-served weapons had been cap­
tured; 133,721 antiaircraft rounds, 45,520 
mortar rounds, 358 vehicles, 39,600 pounds 
of medical supplies, 3 ,925 mines, 34,768 gren­
ades, 72,000 pounds of miscellaneous ex­
plosives, 10,178,088 rounds of small arms am­
munition, 10,938,000 pounds of rice, 500 
satchel charges, 1,515 large rocket rounds, 
25,435 smaller rocket rounds, 21,555 recoilless 
ritle rounds, 40 boats, 36 generators, and 185 
radios had been confiscated. The enemy had 
lost 10,906 men. 

Can anyone say rightly, Mr. President, that 
this is not a serious setback to the enemy, 
or that it will not result in a major saving 
of American lives? 
. Let me go a step further. Allied sweeps 

into the Cambodian-Vietnam border area 
have located a number of major base com­
plexes used by the North Vietnamese and 
Vietcong troops. One of the largest of these 
bases taken by allied forces was discovered 
by elements of the U.S. 1st Air Cavalry Divi­
sion, on May 5, in the Cambodian Fishhook 
area. It is an immense complex, some 3 square 
kilometers in area, dubbed "The City" by 
U.S. cavalrymen. 

A thorough analysis of what was found 
there now confirms that in overrunning this 
base, United States and South Vietnamese 
forces have dealt the enemy a serious blow. 

The logistical part of "The City" was 
located in three separate areas and in­
cluded approximately 182 storage bunkers. 
About 80 percent of the bunkers, each meas­
uring 16 by 10 by 8 feet, were being utilized 
and contained enemy war supplies. Sixty per­
cent or 87 of the 145 bunkers were filled to 
capacity. The bunkers contained munitions, 
weapons, food stocks, medical supplies, and 
quartermaster clothing and equipment. 

While there were large stores of many 
kinds of materiel, the big find was am­
munition-including more than 1 ¥.! million 
rounds for AK-47 rifl.es. Generally, all types 
of equipment and supplies were in an excel­
lent state of preparation and in good operat­
ing condition when captured. All bunkers 
were serviced by bamboo matted trails from 
3 to 8 feet in Width. "The City" was well 
organized and was capable of rapid receipt 
and issuance of large quantities of supplies. 

Judging from the general condition of the 
oldest bunkers and from captured supply 
documents found in the area, it appears that 
the storage depot had been in operation for 
some 2 % years. 

The bunkers in the northern part of the 
complex appeared to have been constructed 
Within the last 6 months. An analysis of the 
documents indicates that this complex was 
a supply depot With the primary mission of 
obtaining supplies and equipment Within 
Cambodia and then delivering the supplies 
to Communist forces in South Vietnam. 

In addition, this depot provided supplies 
to a number of training and headquarters 
elements. In addition to the logistical stor­
age facilities, the complex contained a train­
ing area consisting of a large classroom, 
small arms firing range, and mess facilities 
to support the training area. Also located in 
the southeastern part of the complex was 
a small animal f.arm. 

These facilities and these training aids, 
including silhouette targets and dummy 
grenades as well as a large stock of items 

of personal clothing and equipment, indi­
cates that a portion of this base area was 
used to provide refresher and political train­
ing to recent replacements from Vietnam. 

Colocated with the supply depot, the train­
ing center could also readily outfit the re­
placements by providing refresher training. 

Can anyone deny, Mr. President, that the 
capture of "The City" was not a major 
blow to the enemy? 

Can anyone deny or can anyone say that 
the capture of "The City" did not in the long 
run result in the saving of American limbs 
and of American lives? 

An article by William J. Coughlin, a Los 
Angeles Times reporter in Saigon, tells us 
more. 

He writes as follows: 
"Communist forces, including two of North 

Vietnam's best divisions, are scattered, dis­
organized, and on the run, leaving behind 
them thousands of dead and a year 's worth 
of arms, ammunition, and food. 

"Since May 1 they have not been able to 
mount a single counteroffensive in either 
Cambodia or South Vietnam." 

Continuing to read from Mr. Coughlin's 
Los Angeles Times article: 

"More than in Vietnam, the initiative will 
remain with the allies since the North Viet­
namese have no local popular support in 
Cambodia and the Vietcong can not hide its 
weapons and vanish among the population 
of Cambodia as it does in Vietnam." 

Thus, in the face of the statistics and 
the various reports, the incursion has in 
the opinion of many, been very successful to 
date. Whether in the end we will have 
gained, remains to be seen. But it would 
appear, at the moment, that the mission's 
objective will have been accomplished in 
large part. 

The President will address the Nation this 
evening on the progress of the Cambodian 
operation and the current status of the Viet­
namization program. It is possible, because 
of the apparent success of the move into 
Cambodia, that the President will be able to 
announce plans for the withdrawal of Amer­
ican forces sooner than the original time­
table called for. I cannot say that he will. I 
do not know. I would only hope so. 

As to the Cooper-Church amendment to 
the Foreign Military Sales Act, the amend­
ment provides, among other things, that "in 
order to avoid the involvement of the United 
States in a wider war in Indochina and ex­
pedite the withdrawal of American forces 
from Vietnam" no funds may be expended 
after June 30 for retention of U.S. ground 
forces in Cambodia or for conducting any 
air combat activity over Cambodia except to 
interdict the movement of enemy supplies 
or personnel into South Vietnam. This is, in 
essence, as I recall, the intent of the lan­
guage. 

I have listened to the debate on the 
amendment and have found no issue during 
my 12 years in the Senate to be more vexing, 
no decision to be more difficult. I have read 
the mail from constituents, and I have 
talked with as many of them as possible. I 
have carefully studied the issue in an effort 
to reach a judgment on this question which, 
to say the least, has troubled me greatly. 

I do not question the sincerity of those 
who support the Cooper-Church amendment, 
and, in my judgment, most of the arguments 
in support of the amendment, though not 
altogether necessarily persuasive, are not 
Without some substance. 

Although I would not presume to substi­
tute my judgment for that of others, I do 
have a responsibility as a Senator from the 
State of West Virginia to study the argu­
ments on both sides, evaluate the facts, and 
reach a judgment and then to vote my con­
victions. It is each Senator's duty to act in 
the best interest of his country-as God giveB 
h im the wisdom to determine the direction in 
which those good interests lie. 

I favor some of the provisions in the 
amendment. As a matter of fact, I favor most 
of the provisions in the amendment. I would 
like to vote for the Cooper-Church amend­
ment, but I have reached a decision to vote 
against the 81mendment unless it can be 
changed to make it clear that the President 
has the power, the authority, and the flexi­
bility to provide protection for our military 
forces still stationed in South Vietnam. 

Proponents of the Cooper-Church amend­
ment argue, I believe, that the limitations 
imposed by the amendment are no greater 
than what the President has already stated 
his int entions to be-to Withdraw all Ameri­
can forces from C81mbodia by June 30. 

It is true that the President has said U.S. 
forces would be out of Cambodia by the end 
of June. It is also true that the enactment 
into law of the Cooper-Church amendment-­
if such enactment were to be successful­
would provide for a June 30 deadline on the 
retention of U.S. troops in Cambodia. It is 
conceivable that circumstances could pre­
vent the removal of the last American from 
Cambodia by the June 30 dateline, but I be­
lieve the President means to do this. The 
operation-in the opinion of many of the 
experts-has been successful in destroying 
vast stores of military provisions, weapons 
and materiel; the monsoon rains will begin 
to fall within a few days; and some of the 
U.S. personnel are already WithdraWing and 
have already been Withdrawn from Cambodia. 
The danger of the amendment, as it is now 
written, I believe, arises not so much from 
any effect it might have on the present oper­
ation, but, rather, it would appear to guar­
antee to the enemy complete freedom to re­
turn to the border sanctuaries without fear 
of future attack from U.S. ground forces. I 
do not believe that such immunity should 
ever be assured to the enemy as long as 
American fighting men are stationed in South 
Vietnwm. 

The President, as Commande!" in Chief, 
must retain a free hand to do what is neces­
sary to protect American lives in Vietnam, 
and the President, as Commander in Chief, 
has a duty to do so. As presently written, the 
amendment would, therefore. appear or a t ­
tempt to tie his hands to this extent, it 
seems to •me. 

The proponents also argue that the Pres­
ident should have consulted Congress before 
going into Cambodia, and I agree that it 
might have been better had he done so. I 
share the concern o'f those Senators who feel 
that congressional leaders should be con­
sulted about such matters beforehand, but 
I can conceive of circumstances where the 
element of surprise may be considered vital 
to the success of such an operation as the 
incursion into Cambodia. The President may 
have felt that to have announced his plans 
to Congress far in advance of the action 
taken in this instance could have sacrificed 
this advantage of surprise, and, to that ex­
tent, the operation's chances of success 
might have been compromised. Yet, I believe 
that the President would have been spared 
certain criticisms had he consulted more 
than was done. We were informed just with­
in the hour prior to his telecast to the Amer­
ican people. 

Some people argue that the Cambodian 
operation constituted the invasion of a neu­
tral country, and, thus, opened a new un­
declared war. American forces did, indeed 
move into a country which had claimed neu­
trality. However, according to the principles 
of international law, any country claiming 
neutrality has a concomitant duty to pre­
vent a belligerent from moving troops or 
supplies onto its territory. If the neutral 
country fails or is unable to prevent such 
movement of troops or supplies onto its ter­
ritory, then another belligerent has a right, 
in its own defense, to invade the so-called 
neutral territory and to destroy the enemy. 

For years, t he North Vietnamese and Viet­
cong, had used Cambodia as a privileged 
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sanctuary from which vicious attacks were 
repeatedly launched against American and 
South Vietnamese forces, but because of 
Oambodia's claimed neutrality, the enemy 
had enjoyed immunity from retaliation. But 
a duty rested upon Cambodia to resist the 
use of her territory by the North Vietanam­
ese and Vietcong. For one reason or 
another-perhaps she was too weak to act-­
she did not do this. Consequently, the United 
States and South Vietnam had a right, under 
international law, to invade Cambodia in 
order to put an end to the use of Cambodian 
territory by the enemy. 

As to the contention that a new war had 
been initiated without a congressional decla­
ration, this is completely without substance. 
As far as U.S. forces are concerned, it is the 
same war and the same enemy. United 
States forces were not attacking Cambodia­
they were but temporarily-according to the 
President-extending the battlefield in order 
to attack the same forces with which they 
had been engaged, and from whom they had 
su1fered great casualties, for years. 

Based on the President's statement, the 
Cambodian exercise, insofar as American 
troops are concerned, is meant to be only a 
temporary expansion of the South Vietnam­
ese battleground. The operation has a limited 
objective, and the President so indicated, 
and that objective was and is to destroy the 
enemy's sanctuaries on the Cambodian-South 
Vietnamese border and his capability to wage 
war on American forces and their allies in 
South Vietnam. There is no escalation of the 
fighting in the overall sense-the only esca­
lation being that of hitting the enemy in a 
privileged sanctuary heretofore immune from 
attack, but a sanctuary nevertheless from 
which the enemy has been able to inflict cas­
ualties upon American and South Vietnamese 
forces and from which the enemy has been 
able to harass and impede the pacification 
and Vietnamization effort. 

For at least 5 years the North Vietnamese 
and the Vietcong have operated out of those 
privileged sanctuaries, moving freely back 
and forth across the Cambodia-South Viet­
namese border, while Americans and their 
South Vietnamese allies have scrupulously 
stopped at that border. Nobody can say how 
many thousands of Americans have died 
during those years because of the fact that 
the border served better than any Maginot 
Line would have served as a protection for 
the enemy. The Cambodian action appears 
to have minimized the chances of any great 
numbers of Americans being killed by a sud­
den sally from the sanctuaries in the imme­
diate months ahead, when the President is 
reducing or has reduced significantly the 
number of American fighting troops in South 
Vietnam. 

Supporters of the Cooper-Church amend­
ment say that its adoption is necessary to 
protect the United States from a deepening 
involvement in an expanding Indochina war. 
This argument is an appealing one. However, 
the President has, upon numerous occasions, 
announced his intention not to deepen the 
involvement but, rather, to gradually with­
draw from involvement. The Cambodian ex­
ercise, according to the President, is meant 
to hasten American withdrawal from South 
Vietnam in the long run. 

In reality, the amendment's adoption, as 
it is now written, could, in my judgment, 
have the undesired effect of making more 
difficult our withdrawal of troops over the 
long pull because it would in effect, appear 
to limit the President's power to protect 
American forces in South Vietnam. 

The amendment's backers claim that Con­
gress must reassert its constitutional au-
thority to declare war and reestablish a con­
stitutional balance in the division of powers 
between the legislative and the executive 
branches. This argument is a strong one. It 
is a cogent one. It is an appealing one. 

According to the Constitution, only Con­
gress can declare war. Down to the prese.ut, 
however, Congress has never exercised this 
prerogative, except as a consequence of the 
President's acts or recommendations. The 
President, who is designated in article II, 
section 2, of the U.S. Constitution as "Com­
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy of 
the United States," has full control over the 
use of the Armed Forces. 

On his own authority, the President may, 
and the President frequently has, acting as 
Commander in Chief, committed the Armed 
Forces to armed action in order to protect 
the national interest beyond the borders of 
the United States. 

Historically, the President, without the 
prior approval of Congress, has utilized the 
Armed Forces in response to an immediate 
military situation. Occasionally, prior con­
gressional approval has been sought. Thus, 
President Adams requested congressional ap­
proval before committing Armed Forces in 
the quasi-war with France, 1798-1800. Presi­
dent Wilson likewise requested congressional 
authorization in 1914 to occupy Vera Cruz, 
Mexico, but ordered the- Armed Forces into 
action before Congress voted its approval. In 
other instances, commitments in the form 
of, or commitments based on, existing inter­
national treaties, or commitments deriving 
from membership in international organiza­
tions, have occasionally provided legal sup­
port for Executive action. United States 
interventions in Cuba, 1906-33, and actions 
of the United States in its capacity as the 
United Nations Command in Korea, 1950-53, 
fall into this category. 

So the President has used his authority 
as Commander in Chief in a great variety of 
situations. He has ordered the Armed Forces 
to resist attacks against the national terri­
tory; he has ordered the American Forces 
to protect American lives and to protect 
American property in foreign countries; he 
has ordered the Armed Forces to suppress 
piracy at sea, to enforce collection of in­
demnities, to pursue lawless bands, and to 
combat Communist aggression. 

The constitutional authority to formally 
declare a war has always rested with the 
Congress and it rests with the Congress now. 
I see nothing in the OOoper-Church amend­
ment which would amount to a reassertion 
by Congress of its authority to declare war. 
In the first place, the action in cambodia 
does not oonstitute a new war, as I have al­
ready said. It is the same war against the 
same enemy which our forces have been 
fighting for the past few years. Hence, there 
is no occasion for any declaration of war by 
the Congress in this situation. If the sup­
porters of the amendment have in mind a 
declaration of war against North Vietnam, it 
would appear to be too late for a formal 
declaration, with no good purpose to be 
served whatsoever. One cannot repeal his­
tory, and, hopefully, we are on our way out 
of, rather than our way into, a very real war 
in which we have been directly engaged at 
least since early 1965 and indirectly engaged 
for years prior thereto. 

• • • • 
Mr. President, as to the reestablishment of 

a constitutional balance in the division of 
powers between the leglslatve and executive 
branches, I feel that this is long overdue, 
especially in many of the domestiC- areas. 
But with respect to the constitutional au­
thority of Congress to declare war, that au­
thority has not been challenged by the 
President nor has it been usurped, as some 
people claim. "To declare war" is to be distin­
guished from "to make war." As I have al­
ready indicated, many Presidents have ex-
ercised authority "to make war" under their 
constitutional powers as Commander in 
Chief, and they have done so without any 
congressional declaration of war. 

The Cooper-Church amendment, though 

paying recognition-and I say this with the 
utmost respect for the sponsors and authors 
of the amendment-to the idea that the 
Congress acts in conjunction and in coopera­
tion with the President, actually seems to 
me to a-ttempt to supervene the powers of the 
Congress into matters which are, by authority 
of the Constitution, the responsibility of the 
President as Commander in Chief. Although 
stating that such action is "in concert" with 
the President's objectives in Cambodia-to 
wit, of achieving certain tactical goals and 
then withdrawing U.S. forces-the Cooper­
Church amendment goes beyond this and 
actually, in force and effect, places grave 
restrictions on the President's authority and 
powers as Commander in Chief of the Armed 
Forces of the United States. 

The Cooper-Church amendment, it is re­
called, prohibits as now modified, after 
June 30, 1970, the use of any appropriated 
funds for the purpose of, among other things, 
"retaining U.S. forces in Cambodia." 

Some have said that the Cooper-Church 
amendment is "a small, but important step" 
in the direction of bringing the Vietnam 
war to an end. This objective-to end the 
war-is a laudable one that I share with the 
m.)vers of that amendment. I also share with 
them the fervent hope and expectation that 
the hostilities wm be brought to an end 
and that no more American blood will be 
shed on that already stained ground known 
as Southeast Asia. The question, however, 
is whether this is an effective way to end the 
w~r. and whether, in the light of the Consti­
tution and our history, the Cooper-Church 
amendment makes the very mistake that 
some have charged against the President; 
namely, crossing the barrier that marks the 
division of powers between the executive and 
the legislative branches of our Government. 

As I said a little earlier in my colloquy with 
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CooPER), no 
one doubts the authority of Congress to take 
the steps of cutting off funds as suggested 
by the Cooper-Church amendment, for Con­
gress is specifically designated by the Consti­
tution as having within its province the 
power "to pay the debts and provide for the 
common defence," as well as "to raise and 
support armies, but no appropriation of 
money to that use shall be for a longer term 
than 2 years." Further, Congress is em­
powered to "declare war," Congress is em­
powered to "provide and maintain a Navy," 
c~ngress is empowered to "make rules for the 
Government and regulation of the land and 
naval forces" and Congress is empowered "to 
make all laws which shall be necessary and 
proper for carrying into execution the fore­
going powers." There c~n be no doubt at all, 
I repeat, of the power of Congress over the 
purse, whether for defense or for any other 
purpose. 

Yet to urge the passage of this amendment 
on the ground that the President exceeded 
his own powers as Commander in Chief in 
moving U.S. forces into Cambodia-:--for the 
purpose of attacking and des~roying certain 
enemy quarters, enemy supplies, and enemy 
troops-in my judgment, entirely miscon· 
ceives the division of constitutional respon­
sibilities as between Congress and the 
President. 

Those provisions of the Constitution that 
are relevant to the matter under discussion 
are those vesting the executive power in the 
President, those making him Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy, and those en­
joining him to "take care that the laws be 
faithfully executed." The President, as is also 
well known, is empowered to make treaties 
by and with the advlce and consent of the 
Senate. 

I think the President had every right to 
order U.S. Armed Forces into Cambodia for 
the purposes which he stated. I do not. 
by this, mean to applaud the :tact that the 
Vietnam war has now spread-openly, even 
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though temporarily as it is hoped-to an­
other country. In fact, I deplore strongly the 
necessity for this development. But one may 
do that, and one may also concede the power 
of Congress to control the purse strings in 
this -and in other matters, without hav­
ing to yield to the argument that the 
President exceeded his powers in taking 
this action. 

Despite the fact that during the Con­
stitutional Convention, the phrase "make 
war" was changed to "declare war"-with 
the intention of leaving to the President 
only the power to repel sudden -attacks­
in truth the Constitution does not spell 
out at all under what circumstances forces 
can be sent into battle or by whose de­
cision, when Congress has not declared war 
and when no State has been "actually in­
vaded" or is in "such imminent danger 
as will not admit of delay." Note that under 
article I of the Constitution, even a State 
among the several States may engage in war, 
under certain conditions, without -a declara­
tion by Congress. 

Indeed, the constitutional conception of 
declaring war has, in actuality, probably 
been outstripped by the age in which we 
live, keeping in mind the speed, the secrecy, 
and the techniques and technologies which 
are the realities of today. Ironically, it is 
some of these very factors, according to 
John Jay writing in the Federalist, which 
give certain advantages to placing the war­
making power-as distinguished from war­
declaring power-in the hands of the Presi­
dent-that is, the unity of the office, its ca­
pacity for secrecy and dispatch, and its su­
perior sources of information. To this is 
added the fact that the executive office is 
always on hand and always ready for action, 
which may not be true of Congress during 
an adjournment. Thus, it is now widely con­
ceded that the President may, without a 
declaration of war or other congressional 
action, use Armed Forces abroad to protect 
American lives and American property. No 
such consensus, however, has been reached 
with respect to the broader question of the 
President's authority to use such forces to 
protect American interests as such, or to 
promote U.S. foreign policy. 

We need not, however, reach such a ques­
tion here and now, since Congress itself has, 
long ago and on numerous occasions, af­
firmed its support of the South Vietnamese 
people and Government, rightly or wrongly. 
The President's actions in going into Cam­
bodia may also rest on the conceded power 
which he has to "protect American lives," it 
having been recognized for several years past 
that the enemy was using that country of 
Cambodia as a haven and sanctuary in at­
tacking United States and South Vietnam­
ese forces. 

The constitutional question before us, 
then, is not whether Congress has the au­
thority to cut off funds for cambodia, but 
the question is whether it shall choose to 
exercise that authority to cut off funds. By 
the same token, as I have indicated, it seems 
clear that the President, acting under his 
powers as Commander in Chief of the Armed 
Forces, was legally and constitutionally well 
Within his rights in making the action he 
did. Beyond this, there is little doubt in my 
mind that, even without regard to the Con­
stitution, the President, acting under the 
Gulf of Tonkin joint resolution, has been 
fully and completely supported by Congress 
in this latest action and in prior actions. 

By way of review, Mr. President, on Au­
gust 2, 1964, North Vietnamese, torpedo 
boats attacked a U.S. destroyer, the Maddox, 
operating in international waters, in the 
Gulf of Tonkin.. The next day, the United 
States protested to the Hanoi regime, and 
President Johnson instructed the Navy to 
issue orders to the commanders of U.S. air­
craft and the two U.S. destroyers in the vi­
cinity-the Maddox and the G. Turner Joy-

to attack and destroy any force that at­
tacked them in international waters. When 
the two ships were again attacked by North 
Vietnamese PT boats on August 4, "at least" 
two of the attacking PT boats were promptly 
sunk and U.S. air action was taken against 
North Vietnamese "gunboats and support­
ing facilities." 

President Lyndon Johnson informed the 
Nation of this action that night. The next 
day, August 5, he asked Congress for a resolu­
tion "expressing the unity and determination 
of the United States in supporting freedom 
and in protecting peace in Southeast Asia." 
The President recommended a resolution 
"expressing the support of Congress for all 
necessary action to protect our Armed Forces 
and to assist nations covered by the SEATO 
Treaty." He added that it could be based upon 
similar resolutions enacted by Congress to 
meet the threat to Formosa in 1955, the 
Middle East in 1957, and Cuba in 1962. 

Congress responded on August 7, 1964, with 
a joint resolution-the so-called Gulf of Ton­
kin resolution-adopted unanimously in the 
House and by a vote of 88 to 2 in the Senate, 
that expressed the approval and support of 
"the determination of the President, as Com­
mander in Chief to take all necessary meas­
ures to repel any armed attack against the 
forces of the United States and to prevent 
further aggression." It was signed into law 
by the President on August 10 and became 
Public Law 88-408. 

Mr. President, the Gulf o! Tonkin resolu­
tion was brief, and it was unambiguous. I 
shall read it in its entirety: 
"JoiNT RESOLUTION To PRoMOTE THE MAIN­

TENANCE OF INTERNATIONAL PEACE AND SE­
CURITY IN SOUTHEAST ASIA 
"Whereas naval units of the Communist 

regime in Vietnam in violation of the prin­
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations 
and of international law, have deliberately 
and repeatedly attacked United States naval 
vessels lawfully present in international 
waters, and have thereby created a serious 
threat to international peace; and 

"Whereas these attacks are part of a de­
liberate and systematic campaign of aggres­
sion that the Communist regime in North 
Vietnam has been waging against its neigh­
bors and the nations joined with them in 
the collective defense of their freedom; and 

"Whereas the United States is assisting the 
peoples of southeast Asia, to protest their 
freedom and has no territorial, military or 
political ambitions in that area, but desires 
only that these peoples should be left in 
peace to work out their own destinies in 
their own way: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Congress approves and supports the deter­
mination of the President, as Commander in 
Chief, to take all necessary measures to repel 
any armed attack against the forces of the 
United States and to prevent further ag­
gression. 

"SEC. 2. The United States regards as vital 
to its national interest and to world peace 
the maintenance of international peace and 
security in southeast Asia. Consonant with 
the Constitution of the United States and 
the Charter of the United Nations and in 
accordance with its obligations under the 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, the 
United States is, therefore, prepared, as the 
President determines, to take all necessary 
steps, including the use of armed force, to 
assist any member or protocol state Of the 
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty re­
questing assistance in defense of its freedom. 

"SEc. 3. This resolution shall expire when 
the President shall determine that the peace 
and security of the area Is reasonable assured 
by international conditions created by action 
o~ the United Nations or otherwise, except 
that :1st may be term.inated earlier by con­
current resolution of the Congress. 

"Approved Aug. 10, 1964." 
Public Law 88-408 has never been declared 

unconstitutional, and it has never been re­
pealed or amended. The President, therefore, 
in sending American forces into Cambodia to 
protect American fighting men in South Viet­
nam from armed attack, acted within the 
present law which "approves and supports" 
the President in taking "all necessary meas­
ures to repel any armed attack against the 
forces of the United States and to prevent 
further aggression." Anyone reading the 
plain language of Public Law 88-408 would 
!early discern this fact. I am surprised to 
hear charges, even by Members of Congress, 
that the President acted illegally, or that he 
acted unconstitutionally, or that he usurped 
the powers of Congress in going into Cam­
bodia under the circumstances as he ex­
plained them. The truth of the matter is that 
he acted with congressional approval given 
in advance. 

• 
So, it is rather late in the day for anyone, 

especially those of us who voted for the Ton­
kin Gulf resolution, to say that the President 
acted without authority or that he usurped 
the power of Congress in this instance. Fu­
ture historians might have charged him with 
being recreant in his duty if he had not acted 
to protect our fighting men. 

There are those who believe that the Pres­
ident's action should have been taken a long 
time ago. but, of course, notwithstanding the 
sound principle that, under international 
law, the United States would have been act­
ing appropriately and justifiably in attacking 
the Cambodian sanctuaries-the circum­
stances being as I have already explained 
with respect to the responsibility of a neutral 
power to prevent the use of its territory by 
a belligerent--the opportunity and the ad­
visability of launching an attack upon the 
Cambodian-South Vietnamese border's sanc­
tuaries were greatly enhanced by the over­
throw of Prince Sihanouk a few weeks ago. 

I share the deep concern of everyone at 
the course of events in Vietnam and Cam­
bodia. Let there be no mistake about that. 
I would hope-and I urge-that the Presi­
dent take us into his confidence wherever 
possible, with the view that together the 
Congress and the President may deliberate 
and decide these momentous questions of 
war and peace. The function of Congress 
does, indeed, go beyond that of appropriat­
ing money. 

I believe, however, thaJt the Cooper-Church 
amendment represents perhaps an over-reac­
tion to the former actions of Congress in 
supporting and authorizing varioUs presi­
dential moves in Vietnam and elsewhere. It 
seems to me that such a step a.s cutting off 
funds in the midst Of a shooting war, and 
restricting the President from attacking the 
enemy in Cambodian sanctuaries should of 
necessity require it again in the future, not 
only is highly dangerous to the security of 
our armed forces in Vietnam and Cambodia, 
but also constitutes an act which though 
certainly within the power of Congress, is 
unwise in principle. I:t comes very close to 
a tactical direction of troops in wartime-a 
duty which can only rest with the Com­
mander in Chief, under the Constitution, 
and one that must be carried out by him 
personally, in response to his own constitu­
tional obligations. Obviously Congress, while 
constitutionally empowered to declare a for­
mal war, cannot direct battlefield tactics­
and the Founding Fathers never envisioned 
its role as such. To claim that 535 Members 
of the House and Senate could assume such 
a responsibility would be sheer folly. This 
responsibility was vested in one man-----<the 
President and he was given the title com­
mander in Chief. 

There is another argument that says, or 
at least implies, that adoption of the Cooper­
Church amendment is necessary to calm the 
unrest in our country. I personally would 
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never vote for the atnendment on such a · 
dubious ground; natnely, that it would calm 
the unrest on college catnpuses and else­
where in the Nation. Congress must not be 
stampeded into unwise action in an attempt 
to appease mobs on campuses or anywhere 
else. To do so would be to capitulate to mob 
rule. I will never do this. 

Moreover, it is a mistake to interpret the 
campus protests as being representative of 
majority thinking on the part of students 
and faculties. There is no doubt that all 
students are concerned about the war in 
Vietnam, but the students are not by ·them­
selves in this regard. Adults, too, are con­
cerned. Parents are concerned. Grandparents 
are concerned. But, while the press makes a 
big thing out of a protest gathering on the 
Ellipse by an estimated 60,000 to 100,000 stu­
dents-and those of us in public life who 
are accustomed to crowd estimates should 
know by now that such estimates nearly al­
ways tend to be substantially overblown­
it should be remembered that there are 7 
million students throughout the country in 
colleges and universities who did not oome 
to the recent Washington demonstration. 

We should not, therefore, allow ourselves 
to be influenced by demonstrations and acts 
of violence on the part of radical extremists. 
Of course this is not to imply that all per­
sons who participate in these demonstra­
tions are extremists. 

I have been genuinely impressed by the 
concern expressed in letters received from 
students and other persons who have written 
earnestly and thoughtfully. But I have not 
been impressed or persuaded by the small 
minority of students and others who have 
written threateningly. If the Cooper-Church 
amendment is to be adopted, I say let it be 
approved on its merits, because only then 
will it stand the test of time. Let this Senate 
never be driven to act unwisely through 
threats of unrest and violence. We have laws 
and we have security forces which can be 
used to deal with those who engage in fo­
menting unrest and violence. Let the laws 
be enforced. 

Mr. President, it was Clemenceau who 
warned us that, "War is much too serious a 
matter to be entrusted to the military"­
which may have been a sound warning in 
his age and perhaps even more so in our 
own age. 

But it was Walter Lippmann who cau­
tioned those of us that, "War is too serious 
a matter to be entrusted to public opinion." 

I have previously stated that I believe a 
vast majority of citizens, both adults and 
students alike, are in general agreement with 
the goals of our Nation, but even if that 
small minority of students bent on destroy­
ing our society were truly representative of 
public opinion in America, Mr. Lippmann's 
warning would still apply. 

In his book "The Public Philosophy," the 
noted columnist called our attention to the 
"failure of public opinion in foreign affairs," 
and he said this: 

"The unhappy truth is that the prevailing 
public opinion. has been destructively wrong 
at the critical junctures. The people have 
imposed a veto upon the judgments of in­
formed and responsible officials. They have 
compelled the governments, which usually 
knew what would have been wiser, or was 
necessary, to be too late with too little, or 
too long with too much." 

Mr. President, Lippmann noted that public 
opinion "has required mounti_ng power in 
this century," and he concluded that "It has 
shown itself to be a dangerous master of de­
cisions when the stakes are life and death." 

Mr. President, the stakes are life and death 
for the young Americans now fighting in 
Southeast Asia. My amendment is offered 
with the intention of allowing the President 
to retain the power to take whatever steps 
he deems necessary to protect those men. 

Mr. President, there is a great deal of pres-

sure from the small radical elements in our 
society for Congress to pass an extensive 
amendment that would serve to bind the 
President's hands not only in this present 
action in Cambodia but also in future actions 
that may be called for. There may be a cer­
tain temptation for some to accede to the 
reckless desires of this vooal minority. But 
again, if I may quote Mr. Lippmann, he warns 
against assigning "too much importance to 
the vocal minority. Relying too heavily on 
misguided public opinion," he says, "demo­
cratic officials have been compelled to make 
the big mistakes that public opinion has in­
sisted upon." He continues that such total re­
liance "can be deadly to the very survival of 
the state as a free society if, when the great 
and hard issues of war and peace, of security 
and solvency, of revolution and order are up 
for decision, the executive and judicial de­
partments, with their civil servants and tech­
nicians, have lost their power to decide." 

When we attempt to take from the Com­
mander in Chief his power to decide what 
action is needed to protect our fiighting men, 
then we are, to a certain extent, threaten­
ing the security of our country, and to a 
larger extent we are giving a measure of se­
curity and comfort to the enemy. 

Mr. President, I want, as much as anyone 
else to withdraw our men from South Viet­
nam. But they cannot be withdrawn over­
night. This would be physically impossible. 
The President has been following a policy of 
gradual withdrawal, and I have supported 
that policy of gradual withdrawal. I have 
supported the President's policy of Vietnam­
ization, a policy which will allow the South 
Vietnamese to take over the fighting as they 
more and more become able to do so. I have 
supported appropriations for training and 
equipping the South Vietnamese to defend 
themselves, so that our American fighting 
men can return home. 

The President stated that it was to expe­
dite this withdrawal that he decided on the 
Cambodian action. He felt that it would buy 
time for the South Vietnamese in which to 
prepare to defend themselves. He indicated 
that it would weaken the enemy along the 
Cambodian-South Vietnamese border, thus 
enhancing the prospects for success of the 
pacification of the countryside and for suc­
cess of the Vietnamization program. He said 
that, by destroying the enemy sanctuaries, 
several months would be required, in view 
o., the impending monsoons, for the North 
Vietnamese and Vietcong to rebuild those 
sanctuaries, and that, as a result, American 
casualties would be fewer in the long runJ 
and American withdrawal of troops would 
be made more sure. 

I hope that the President is rlgh.t in his 
words and in his action. I certainly do not 
believe that it would be wise for the Senate 
to attempt to stay his hand in the protec­
tion of our men who are stationed in South 
Vietnam and in the President's desire to fa­
cilitate their eventual withdrawal from 
Southeast Asia 

I think the President as Commander in 
Chief should be given a chance to accomplish 
his objectives. If he is able to do this, and if 
he is able to pull all American fighting men 
out of Cambodia by June 30, as he promised, 
the outlook for American withdrawal from 
South Vietnam, hopefully, will have been en­
hanced. If it ever becomes necessary to cut 
off funds to prohibit the use of U.S. forces in 
Cambodia, to fight for Cambodia, then we 
can do this later and at such time as it is 
evident that there is a clear and determined 
intention to involve American troops in a 
second and different Asian war in Cambodia 
and for CambOdia. 

I would like to vote for other provisions 
that are included in the Cooper-Church 
amendment, but unless this restriction of the 
President's power to protect our own fight­
ing men still stationed in South Vietnam is 
removed, I shall vote against it. 

It is !or this purpose, therefore, of elim­
inating such a restriction that I have offered 
this amendment today. 

The Cooper-Church amendment states 
that, "unless specifically authorized by law 
hereafter enacted, no funds authorized or ap­
propriated pursuant to this act or any other 
law may be expended" for certain purposes 
which are set forth in four paragraphs num­
bered 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

I personally have no great objections to 
paragraphs 2, 3, and 4, for the most part, and, 
in fact, I want to emphasize I would vote for 
the Cooper-Church atnendment were its 
thrust confined to those three paragraphs. 
Senators will note that each of paragraphs 2, 
3, and 4 ends with the phrase "in support of 
Cambodian forces," whereas paragraph 1 
makes no reference to "support of Cam­
bodian forces." 

In other words, the Cooper-Church amend­
ment prohibits the use of funds for purposes 
enumerated in paragraphs 2, 3, and 4, all of 
which purposes are "in support of Cambo­
dian forces." This suits me fine because I do 
not want, for example, to provide funds to 
pay the compensation of any U.S. personnel 
in Cambodia who-in the language of para­
graph 2-"engage in any combat activity in 
support of Cambodian forces." I emphasize 
the words "in support of Cambodian forces ." 
This is what got us so deeply involved in 
Viet nam in the first place. 

But, as I have stated, paragraph 1 omits 
the phrase "in support of Cambodian forces," 
so common to the other three paragraphs. 

Paragraph 1 of the Cooper-Church amend­
ment, is confined to the retention of U.S. 
forces in Cambodia. Simply stated, it pro­
hibits the use of funds for the purpose of 
"retaining United States forces in Cambodia." 
Period. Nothing is said here about cutting off 
funds for retaining U.S. forces in Cambodia 
"in support of Cambodian forces"-and, 
parenthetically, I would be against the use 
of U.S. forces in Cambodia to support Cam­
bodian forces. What is said here is that funds 
are prohibited for retaining U.S. forces in 
Cambodia for any purpose. For any purpose, 
I repeat, whatsoever. To put it another way, 
the Cooper-Church amendment says, in para­
graph 1, that the President, acting as Com­
mander in Chief, is forbidden from sending 
any American soldier, any American sailor, 
or any American marine across the boundary 
line between South Vietnam and Cambodia 
or up the Mekong River in Cambodia after 
June 30, no matter what the existing condi­
tions may be at that time, no matter how 
necessary to the safety of our military forces 
in Vietnam such action may be. The North 
Vietnamese and the Viet Cong would, in 
effect, be given an open invitation after 
June 30 to rebuild the sanctuaries which 
have recently been destroyed, with assurance 
that they would not need fear a resumption 
of attacks in the future from American 
ground forces. 

This paragraph-paragraph 1-goes too 
far, in my judgment, regardless of the good 
intent-and I do not question the good in­
tent-of the Senators who are sponsoring it. 

The amendment I am offering would mod­
ify paragraph l-and paragraph 1 only-to 
make it clear that the Cooper-Church lan­
guage would not preclude the President from 
taking such action as may be necessary to 
protect the lives of U.S. force in South Viet­
nam or to facilitate the withdrawal of U.S. 
forces from South Vietnam. 

I believe mine is a reasonable amendment. 
I believe it is a necessary amendment. I do 
not see how anyone would want to oppose it, 
because surely every one of us wants to secure 
the full protection of our servicemen while 
they are stationed in Vietnam, and wants to 
facilitate and expedite the eventual with­
drawal of every American serviceman from 
South Vietnam. 

Frankly, Mr. President, any realistic evalu­
ation of the parliamentary situation must 



June '18, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE 20411 
lead to the conclusion that the Cooper­
Church language, as presently written, will 
not likely become law. 

At most, if it should clear the Senate as 
written, it will be but an expression of Sen­
ate sentiment-and a closely divided senti­
ment at that. 

Even so, it could be wrongly interpreted 
by the enemy of our troops stationed in 
South Vietnam. 

Mr. President, as of yesterday, Tuesday, 
June 2, 1970, there were still 428,050 U.S. 
servicemen in South Vietnam. I am quite 
sure that no Member of this body would like 
to subject even one of these men to the risk 
of further ventures by the enemy from Cam­
bodian sanctuaries heretofore immune from 
attack by U.S. forces. The amendment which 
I have proposed aims to prevent that dan­
ger-it makes clear that the President is au­
thorized to take action to protect the lives 
of those men or, in an effort to completely 
remove them from the hostilities, to take ac­
tion to facilitate their withdrawal from 
South Vietnam. The amendment has no 
other purpose than this: its real goal is to 
assist in winding us up in South Vietnam, 
and in the meantime to protect the lives of 
our men who are still stationed there. And I 
urge its adoption. 

• • • • • 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­

dent, with my June 3 Senate fioor state­
ment having been recalled for the pur­
pose of a historical context, I wish now 
to repeat for the record certain observa­
tions which I made during the debate 
on the Byrd amendment, No. 667, star 
print, which was rejected by the Sen­
ate on June 11, the amendment having 
fallen short of adoption by only three 
votes. In other words, the amendment 
would have prevailed by a vote of 50 to 49 
if only three opposing Senators had sup­
ported the amendment on the vote by 
which it was defeated. 

Amendment No. 667 would only have 
affected paragraph ( 1) of the Cooper­
Church language. Paragraph (1), when 
coupled with certain words in the pream­
ble of the Cooper-Church amendment 
as I have already indicated, stated, in es­
sence, that unless hereafter enacted by 
law, no funds authorized or appropriated 
in H.R. 15628, an act to amend the For­
eign Military Sales Act. or in any other 
law, may be expended for the retention 
of U.S. forces in Cambodia after July 1 
of this year. That language as written, 
if enacted, would, in my judgment-and 
there is disagreement in the Senate on 
this point-attempt to preclude the Pres­
ident from properly exercising his con­
stitutional powers as Commander in 
Chief if it became necessary for him to 
again send U.S. troops into Cambodia for 
the protection of the lives of U.S. troops 
in South Vietnam. Amendment 667 would 
have made an exception to the thrust of 
paragraph (1) so as to make it clear that 
the provisions of paragraph ( 1) would 
not preclude the President from taking 
such action as may be necessary, in the 
exercise of his -constitutional powers and 
duties as Commander in Chief, to pro­
tect the lives of U.S. forces in South Viet­
nam or to facilitate the withdrawal of 
U.S. forces from South Vietnam. 

As I stated during the :floor debate on 
the Byrd amendment, No. 667, the Coop­
er-Church language could not, in reality, 
add or subtract from the constitutional 
authority o1 the President as Command­
er in Chief. 

I stated at that time that no language 
which we might write into the bill be­
fore us could in any any way add to or 
subtract from the consitutional authority 
of the President of the United States 
acting as Commander in Chief, but, as 
I also indicated at that time, I felt that 
the Congress, through a cutoff of funds, 
as indicated in paragraph (1) of the 
Cooper-Church language, could effec­
tively restrict and abridge, not the con­
stitutional authority of the President, but 
could effectively restrict and narrow, in 
my· opinion, the effective exercise of his 
constitutional authority by the Com­
mander in Chief. So the purpose of the 
Byrd amendment at that time was to 
make clear that the constitutional au­
thority of the President to act for the 
protection of the lives of American serv­
icemen in South Vietnam would not be 
restricted by the Cooper-Church lan­
guage in paragraph ( 1) • My amendment, 
if it had been adopted, as I repeatedly 
sought to explain, authorized nothing, 
added nothing, and could have added 
nothing to and _ could have subtract­
ed nothing from, respectively, the con­
stitutional authority of the President as 
Commander in Chief. The purpose of my 
amendment was to offset what I deemed 
to be the adverse effect of the Cooper­
Church language in paragraph (1) upon 
the proper exercise of his constitutional 
authority by the.President in taking ac­
tion to protect the lives of American 
servicemen in South Vietnam. 

Mr. President, I think it is important 
to the legislative history in connection 
with the amendment that is before us 
that I repeat certain observations which 
I made during that debate on amend­
ment No. 667. 

I said then that my amendment would 
not .give the President any additional au­
thority, period. I said I agreed that the 
President, if he were going to attempt to 
enter into any new commitment, ought 
to come to Congress and get its approval 
for such a new commitment. I repeat that 
expression of viewpoint now. 

But I also said that if we view what has 
been said by the President and the expe­
riences that have developed since April 
30 in the context of the conditions that 
caused the President to take the action 
that he did on April 30, I believed­
and I still believe-that we will have to 
recognize, first, that his action did not 
constitute a new warJ that it was not a 
new commitment, that the operation was 
with respect to the same war and the 
same enemy, and that under the princi­
ples of international law, we were not, 
indeed, invading a neutral territory­
we were just moving into another area 
of the war zone temporarily. 

I stated my feeling that if the President 
acted in good faith-and I believe that 
he did-and we have got to have some 
faith in the President, regardless .of 
what his name is or what his political 
party may be-l had falth-a.nd I still 
have faith-that before he would at­
tempt anything like a new commitment, 
he certainly would come before Congress 
and request consent, approval, and 
support. 

I stated that paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 
of the Cooper-Church amendment would 
go a long way toward expressing the 

clear sentiment of Congress, if those 
paragraphs are enacted into law, 
against any involvement of American 
manpower in any "new commitment" in 
any "new war"-in any war "for" Cam­
bodia or "against" Cambodia, or for or 
against any other country in Southeast 
Asia-excepting North Vietnam-which 
country is already our enemy. 

In so saying, I stated that those para­
graphs go a long way toward achieving 
what the authors of the Cooper-Church 
amendment hope to achieve, and what 
we all want to achieve. But I stated my 
fear, and I reiterate my fear, that para­
graph 1, to the extent that funds would 
be cut off, would do indirectly that which 
Congress cannot do directly, and that is 
to inhibit or infringe upon, or contra­
vene or diminish, the constitutional au­
thority of the President of the United 
States as Commander in Chief to act to 
protect the lives of our men in South 
Vietnam. 

That language in amendment No. 667 
made no attempt whatsoever to interpret 
the President's powers. It did not at­
tempt to define them. It could not add 
to them, nor take away from them. It 
did not say what those constitutional 
powers of the President, acting as Com­
mander in Chief, are. It merely sought to 
preclude the language in paragraph 1, 
when combined with language in the pre­
amble, from appearing to circumvent-­
and in saying this, I do not mean for a 
moment to imply that the authors of the 
amendment sought to circumvent 
them--or restrict or diminish the Presi­
dent's constitutional powers, whatever 
they are. 

None of the supporters of the amend­
ment attempted to say what the Presi­
dent's powers are. As I indicated then 
and indicate now, those constitutional 
powers and the constitutional authority 
of the President of the United States are 
what they are, not by virtue of what we 
attempted to say in that amendment, not 
by what is said in the Cooper-Church 
language, or by what we may attempt to 
say in the amendment before the Senate 
now. They are simply what they are by 
virtue of what the Constitution says they 
are. 

The language merely said, in essence, 
that whatever those constitutional pow­
ers are, whatever the constitutional au­
thority of the President is when he acts 
as Commander in Chief. they remain 
just that. 

That language in paragraph 1 was the 
only language which amendment No. 667 
attempted to perfect. I expressed my sup­
port for paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 of the 
Cooper-Church language at that time, 
but I also stated repeatedly my concern 
anent paragraph 1. 

I stated that Congress does have the 
power over the purse-that it can cut 
o.:ti funds for the military or for any­
thing else that it wishes. in its wisdom, 
but that if it does that, if it does cut 
off funds for the protection of American 
troops, it could be just as effectively di­
minishing and restricting the constitu­
tional authority of the President--by 
diminishing the prGper exercise of that 
authority-as if it had amended the Con­
stitution in a way which would subtract 
from or to negate that authority. And, 
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of course, it would be impossible, under 
article V of the Constitution, for the 
Senate to do that. But the impact upon 
the proper exercise of the constitutional 
authority would be just as effectively 
brought about as if the Constitution it­
self had been amended. 

I said also that I thought it would be 
unwise-conceding that Congress has 
the power of the purse-to cut off the 
money in the midst of a shooting war, 
when the lives of our soldiers are in dan­
ger in South Vietnam, for the President 
to use in the exercise of what he sees as 
his proper constitutional authority and 
duty, namely, the protection of the lives 
of American forces in South Vietnam. 

I stated then and I reiterate today, 
Mr. President, that I would like to see 
our men brought home. I would like to 
see them come home tonight. I wish that 
they could have been brought home yes­
terday, or months ago, or could be 
brought home tomorrow or next week. 
But they cannot be brought home to­
night, ar 24 hours from now, or 48 hours 
or 3 days or 3 weeks from now. And I 
believe that as long as they are still sta­
tioned in South Vietnam, the President 
has a duty under the Constitution to do 
whatever he can to protect their lives. 
But if he does not have the money to 
perform this duty and execute this au­
thority, and to do what he feels is clearly 
necessary to protect American lives, 
then he is prevented from doing so just 
as effectively as if his authority under 
the Constitution had been abrogated by 
constitutional amendment. And what 
good is authority if it cannot be used 
when needed? 

Mr. President, I have already stated 
that I believe that the foregoing re­
statement of excerpts from my June 10 
floor statement in support of the Byrd 
amendment-No. 667-will contribute to 
a better understanding of the amend­
ment which I have today called up for 
consideration. Simply stated, my amend­
ment which is now before the Senate, 
when coupled with the language of the 
Mansfield amendment-adopted on June 
11-accomplishes, in my judgment, ev­
erything which was sought to be 
achieved by the Byrd amendment-No. 
667-and, if anything, it might be con­
sidered slightly broader, at least with re­
spect to the words "wherever deployed" 
in the amendment before us, as against 
the words "in South Vietnam" contained 
in the Byrd amendment-No. 667. It dif­
fers from the modification which I un­
successfully sought to have the Senate 
consider on June 11, in that the modifica­
tion "requested" that the President con­
sult with the congressional leaders prior 
to using any United States forces in 
Cambodia if, as Commander in Chief, he 
determines that the use of such forces 
is necessary to protect the lives of United 
States forces in South Vietnam or to fa­
cilitate the withdrawal of United States 
forces from South Vietnam. 

In response to the repeated statements 
of strong concern during the debate on 
the Byrd-Grimn amendment No. 667 as 
to what we feared the impact of the lan­
guage of the Cooper-Church amendment 
in paragraph 1 might be on the e:flective 
exercise of the President's constitutional 

authority as Commander in Chief, the 
able and distinguished majority leader 
<Mr. MANSFIELD) offered his amendment, 
stating that nothing in the Cooper­
Church amendment "shall be deemed to 
impugn the constitutional power of the 
President as Commander in Chief." 

The word "power" and the word "au­
thority" are sometimes used interchange­
ably with reference to the President of 
the United States, acting as Commander 
in Chief under the Constitution, when 
the two words, in reality, have separate 
and distinct meanings. However, the 
President's authority under the Consti­
tution comprehends the complete uni­
verse of Presidential jurisdiction reposed 
in that omce by the Constitution. 

The word "power," when used sepa­
rately, may or may not derive from the 
Constitution. It is possible that the Presi­
dent may utilize and exercise power 
which is not legally or constitutionally 
his to exert. He, nevertheless, may exer­
cise power simply because the resources 
are at his command and there is no one 
to challenge him or to stop him from 
using such power. However, the word 
"power" as used by the majority leader 
in his amendment, in my judgment, is 
all-inclusive of both "authority" and 
"power" because the word "power" im­
mediately follows the word "constitu­
tional." So, the term "constitutional 
power," as used in the Mansfield amend­
ment, must be taken to be inclusive of 
both power and authority, because the 
word "power" there has its locus in the 
authority of the Constitution. 

The amendment which I have today 
offered in behalf of myself and Senators 
GRIFFIN and SPONG takes UP the cause 
which the Byrd amendment, No. 667, 
sought to achieve. If it did not take up 
that cause, I would not be taking the 
time of the Senate at this moment. If it 
did not take up that cause, I would not 
have worked many hours with other Sen­
ators since the defeat of the earlier 
amendment. It takes up the cause which 
that amendment sought to achieve. The 
amendment now being considered makes 
it clear beyond reasonable doubt that 
nothing in the Cooper-Church language 
shall be deemed to "impugn"-which 
means to assail or to call in question or 
to cast doubt upon or to gainsay or 
deny-the proper exercise of the con­
stitutional power of the President, as 
Commander in Chief, for the protection 
of the lives of U.S. Armed Forces wher­
ever those Armed Forces are deployed. 
This includes South Vietnam. 

Mr. President, I want, as zealously as 
does anyone, to guard the constitutional 
powers and prerogatives of the legisla­
tive branch. I am a member of the legis­
lative branch, and for 24 years I 
have served as a member of the legis­
lative branch of government-first in the 
lower house and in the upper house of 
State government, then later in the 
House of Representatives, and now 
in the U.S. Senate. I, therefore, com­
pliment the authors of the Cooper­
Church amendment on their efforts to re­
define and to delineate those constitu­
tional powers of the legislative branch, 
because I do not want to see those powers 

. eroded and whittled away. So I stand 

just as foursquare as does any Senator 
in this body for the protection and the 
guarding of the constitutional powers 
and prerogatives of the legislative 
branch. But to redefine and delineate 
these powers is a difficult task, one which 
calls for the very finest of finite mlnds. 
I would say that the two authors of the 
Cooper-Church amendment meet that 
qualification, because theirs are among 
the finest of finite minds. 

As I recently stated in Senate debate, 
the executive branch and the legislative 
branch are separate but equal under the 
Constitution. Each is supreme in its own 
sphere of consttutional authority. Yet, 
there are areas of responsibility where 
the two universes seem to merge and 
blend, or to overlap, with a sharing or 
dovetailing of powers-areas in which it 
is extremely dimcult to determine the 
fine, tenuous line where the full swing 
of one's authority picks up and that of 
the other leaves off. To attempt to sepa­
rate the two in this twilight zone is, as 
the Apostle said, to "see through a glass 
darkly." 

Mr. President, one of such areas is that 
of the "war powers." Paragraph 11 of 
section 8, article I, states that the Con­
gress shall have power "to declare war, 
grant letters of marque and reprisal, and 
make rules concerning captures on land 
and water;" 

Paragraphs 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 18 of 
section 8, article I, recite additional war 
powers of Congress, among which are: 

The Congress shall have power to raise and 
support armies, but no appropriation of 
money to that use shall be for a longer term 
than two years; 

To provide and maintain a navy; 
To make rules for the government and 

regulation of the land and naval forces; 
To provide for calling forth the militia to 

execute the laws of the Union, suppress in­
surrections and repel invasions; ... 

The above paragraphs, together with 
paragraph 1 of section n of article II, 
compromise the "War Power" of the 
United States, but are not, necessarily, 
the whole of it. 

Paragraph 1, section II, article II, 
states as follows: 

(1) The President shall be Commander­
in-Chief of the Army and Navy of the United 
States, and of the militia of the several States 
when called into the actual service of the 
United States; ... 

Hamilton, in the Federalist No. 69, re­
ferred to the commander in chiefship as 
"the supreme command and direc­
tion of the military and naval forces, as 
first general and admiral of the con­
federacy." 

In 1850, Chief Justice Taney stated: 
His (the President's) duty and his power 

are purely military. As Commander in Chief, 
he is authorized to direct the movements of 
the naval and military forces placed by law 
at his command, and to employ them in the 
manner he may deem most effectual to harass 
and conquer and subdue the enemy. He may 
invade the hostile country, and subject it to 
the sovereignty and authority of the United 
States .... 

To Congress is expressly granted, by 
the Constitution, the power to "decl-are 
war." However, war may come into ex­
istence as a fact without a. formal decla­
ration. In the Prize cases the Supreme 
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Court has held that this existence of war 
as a fact may be recognized by the Presi­
dent, in advance of congressional decla­
ration, and that he may thereupon take 
action, as, for example, the establishment 
of a blockade, which in time of peace he 
would not be constitutionally empowered 
to institute. 

As to the war powers of the President, 
the Constitution makes no specific pro­
vision for the exercise by the President 
of exceptional powers in time of war, 
but the fact is nonetheless true that, in 
time of war, he is enabled to exercise his 
specifically given powers more vigorously 
than in time of peace, and Congress is, 
as a matter of expediency, compelled to 
grant him wide discretionary statutory 
powers. 

Although, as far as Congress is con­
cerned, the war in South Vietnam is an 
undeclared war, it is, nevertheless, a war, 
and I believe that the President, acting 
as Commander in Chief, must possess, 
in such a situation, if not the special and 
extraordinary powers which Presidents 
have exercised in formally declared wars, 
at the very least the authority and 
powers to decide questions of tactics and 
strategy and to act to protect the lives 
of members of the Armed Forces. 

There has been no question as to the 
constitutional power of the President of 
the United States, .in time of war, to 
send troops outside of the United States 
when the military exigencies of the war 
so require. This he can do as Commander 
in Chief of the Army and Navy, and his 
discretion in this respect can probably 
not be controlled or limited by Congress. 

As to his constitutional power to send 
U.S. forces outside the country in time 
of peace when this is deemed by him 
necessary or expedient as a means of pre­
serving or advancing the foreign inter­
ests or relations of the United States, 
there would seem to be equally little 
doubt in the minds of many authorities, 
although it has been contended by some 
that the exercise of this discretion can 
be limited by congressional statute. 

Congress has not seen fit expressly to 
authorize or to attempt to control the 
sending by the President of the U.S. 
forces outside the country, and, in fact, 
without deeming it necessary to obtain 
congressional consent, the President has 
frequently done this. 

In 1900, during the Boxer troubles in 
China, United States troops participated 
in active and hostile military operations 
against the Chinese upon a considerable 
scale, but war between the United States 
and China was not recognized to exist. 
So also, war was not recognized to exist 
when U.S. troops were sent into Mexico 
by President Wilson. 

American troops participated in the 
allied military operations at and near 
Archang~l against certain bodies of Rus­
sian troops. At this time the United 
States was at war with Germany and 
Austria but not with Russia. The Arch­
angel undertaking was, however, an 
integral pa.rt of the general military op­
erations carried on by the allied and 
associated powers. Similar was the char­
acter of the military operations in east­
ern Siberia in which American troops 
participated. However, these Siberian op-

erations continued for a considerable 
time after the general armistice of No­
vember 11, 1918. In fact, the United 
States did not withdraw its troops from 
Siberia until the spring of 1920. 

U.S. troops, especially the Marine 
Corps, have frequently been sent to for­
eign countries in time of peace and have 
engaged there in active fighting for the 
attainment of specific and limited pur­
poses, sometimes in pursuance of exist­
ing treaties and sometimes not. 

Against this background of constitu­
tional authority and precedent, I be­
lieve that the President, in moving 
ground forces into Cambodia on April30, 
acted within his constitutional authority 
as Commander in Chief. He has a duty 
to protect the lives of American service­
men, and the President stated that the 
Cambodian incursion was necessitated 
by just such a consideration. 

I regret that the cirumstances of the 
situation necessitated his doing this. But 
nevertheless the circumstances were 
there and were as he explained them. He 
had to make a decision. And that being 
the case, I think the President acted 
within his authority under the Constitu­
tion as Commander in Chief to protect 
our men in South Vietnam. 

I do not agree, as I said before, with 
those who say that the President usurped 
the power of Congress to "declare war"; 
it was not a new war, but the same war 
which we have been fighting for several 
years. 

It was not an "invasion" of a neutral 
country; it was but a temporary expan­
sion of the battlefield brought about by 
the requirements of self-preservation 
and self-protection. Cambodian terri­
tory had become an arsenal for the same 
enemy which had infiicted casualties 
upon American forces over a period of 
years; and that same Cambodian ter­
ritory, under the fiction of "neutrality," 
had served the enemy as a privileged 
sanctuary-immune from retaliatory at­
tack. 

As I have stated before, a country 
which claims neutrality has a duty to 
prevent a belligerent from moving forces 
or supplies onto its territory. And if that 
country which claims neutrality fails to 
perform that duty and fails to prevent 
the use of its territory by a belligerent­
whether by inability to so prevent or by 
weakness or otherwise--then a second 
belligerent has the right under the prin­
ciples of international law to move into 
the so-called neutral territory and de­
stroy the enemy. And that was what oc­
curred in the case of the Cambodian in­
cursion announced to the people of the 
United States and to the world by the 
President on April 30. 

So, I think the President was well 
within the ambit of his constitutional 
authority. This is not to say I do not 
believe that he should have consulted 
with congressional leaders prior to his 
action in ordering the movement into 
Cambodia. I maintain that he ought to 
have done so. At least the majority and 
minority leaders in both bodies, the Pres­
ident pro tempore of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 
should have been advised. The Presi­
dent's failure to do this constituted a 

serious congressional relations mistake, 
and it subjected him to valid criticism 
throughout the country. I hope that fu­
ture such emergencies will not arise, but 
if they do, I hope the President will spare 
himself such needless criticism. 

But, in any event, he acted within his 
constitutional authority in ordering the 
Cambodian operation. And from all in­
dications it has been a tactical military 
success. It appears that all American 
forces will be out of Cambodia by the 
June 30 deadline, as promised by the 
President, and I believe that the action 
will result in a saving of American lives 
in the long run as well as additional 
time for the South Vietnamese to pre­
pare for a takeover of the combat oper­
ations in their own country, thus reliev­
ing more Americans of the task. 

And, in my judgment, the sooner this 
can be done, the better it will be. And I 
would only express the hope that in the 
light of this military victory, the Presi­
dent can step up his schedule of with­
drawal of American troops from South 
Vietnam. 

I think that now is the time to make 
that decision to step up and to acceler­
ate the withdrawal in the light of this 
military victory and especially in view 
of the fact that it could be a short-term 
military victory. There is no question that 
the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong 
can recoup their losses, regroup, and re­
supply themselves. As we have seen in 
the past, we have too often underesti­
mated their capacity and ability to do 
this. 

Their communications have been dis­
rupted, their supply lines have been dis­
rupted, their plans have been disrupted, 
but this will not be for long. 

I hope the President will make the de­
cision now and will take advantage of 
the fruits of this successful military tac­
tical operation and accelerate the sched­
ule of withdrawal and bring our men 
home. However, while they are there, 
Mr. President, it is our duty to protect 
their lives. 

There are over 400,000 American serv­
icemen in South Vietnam today. They did 
not have to go there, as I have said be­
fore. The U.S. Government sent them 
there. 

They were sent there under Presidents 
who held office prior to the incumbent 
President, Mr. Nixon. This is a war that 
he inherited. Nevertheless, it is his duty 
to protect the lives of those servicemen 
while they are there. 

I do not want to see this operation re­
peated. But who can foresee the future? 

For this reason, I have thought it nec­
essary that we attempt to spell out such 
protection in the Cooper-Church 
amendment. 

This is why I attempted last week, with 
the help of those who cosponsored the 
amendment with me, particularly with 
the help of the able Republican assist­
ant leader-and this is why we again join 
today-to seek to accomplish what we 
feel is a necessary objective. 

I know, Mr. President, that legisla­
tive history can be valuable in the con­
struction of a statute, particularly where 
the language of the statute is not clear 
and where it is necessary to go outside 
the four corners of the statute in order 
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to properly construe the true intent of 
the legislature. The fundamental rule 
of construction of statutes is to give effect 
to the intention of the legislature as ex­
pressed in the statute. Another basic rule 
of construction is that the words of a 
statute will be interpreted according to 
their common and popular acceptation 
and import unless that interpretation will 
defeat the manifest intent of the legis­
lature. 

I now go to a further logical step in the 
rules governing construction. Where the 
language of a statute is unambiguous, it 
must be held to mean what it plainly ex­
presses, and no room is left for construc­
tion. 

Viewing these various rules of con­
struction of statutes--and there are other 
important rules--! feel that the Cooper­
Church language in paragraph (1) of 
the statute-assuming for the moment 
that the Cooper-Church language should 
become law, and I personally hope it will 
if the amendment before the Senate to­
day is agreed to; and parenthetically, I 
think the chances of enactment may be 
considerably improved by such adop­
tion-leaves unclear a matter which is 
of great concern to me and to others in 
this body, to say nothing of the Amer­
ican people and our servicemen in Viet­
nam. Just as important, the unclearness 
of the language in paragraph (1), it 
seems to me, can result in the wrong 
message being received by the North Viet­
namese and the Vietcong. In other words, 
I feel that they could very well read this 
message into paragraph (1) of the 
Cooper-Church language: "Come on 
back into the sanctuaries, boys, after 
July 1 and we will not lay a hand on 
you." 

I know that is not what the authors 
of the Cooper-Church amendment mean 
to convey, but I am afraid that might be 
the message received by the enemy. 

To me, it is imperative that the law on 
its face not be ambiguous as to our in­
tent to defend American servicemen in 
South Vietnam. The law should state on 
its face that we are resolved to do what­
ever is necessary to protect the lives of 
those men. It is for this reason that 
Senator GRIFFIN and I and others have 
again joined in an effort to make in­
dubitably clear the fact that the consti­
tutional authority of the President is 
still his as it always has been and that 
it will continue to be his in the future to 
properly exercise as Commander in 
Chief. The Mansfield amendment, to an 
extent, made this clear, but, in my 
humble opinion, not clear enough. I 
think it is important that we now take 
the second step and spell it out in the 
law. The Mansfield amendment says: 

Nothing contained in this section shall 
be deemed to impugn the constitutional 
power of the President as Commander in 
Chief. 

The Byrd-Griffin language adds these 
words-
including the exercise o! that constitutional 
power which may be necessary to protect the 
lives of United States armed forces where­
ever deployed. 

Note that this amendment begins with 
the word "including." In other words, the 

Byrd amendment in no way detracts 
from or diminishes or negatives any of 
the implications embraced in the Mans­
field amendment. The amendment simply 
specifies that the Mansfield amendment, 
in referring to the constitutional power 
of the President as Commander in Chief, 
embraces whatever the total universe of 
constitutional power may comprehend, 
but that whatever that constitutional 
power is or may be, it does include-as 
a part of the whole-"the exercise of 
that constitutional power which may be 
necessary to protect the lives of U.S. 
Armed Forces wherever deployed." 

Now, I think that most of us in this 
Chamber agree that the President has 
the duty to protect the lives of American 
servicemen and that his constitutional 
authority is wide enough and broad 
enough to allow him to effectively dis­
charge that duty. But because the spe­
cific phraseology of paragraph ( 1) in the 
Cooper-Church amendment being what 
it is, I feel that there may be some ques­
tion as to how far the President is going 
to be permitted to go in the exercise of 
that constitutional authority to protect 
our men notwithstanding the inclusion 
in the act of the Mansfield amendment. 

Moreover, in light of the defeat of the 
Byrd amendment last week, I feel that 
that question has been highlighted and 
perhaps engraved more deeply in the 
minds of many people. 

The defeat was interpreted as a rebuff 
of the President, a~ Comrr .. ander in 
Chief-and that, to me, is far more se­
rious than a rebuff to the President act­
ing ii: his domestic role-a rebuff of the 
President as Commander in Chief, the 
"first general and admiral," to use Alex­
ander Hamilton's words. 

I think, therefore, there needs to be a 
reassurance that the Senate's action the 
other day was not meant to question the 
President's constitutional authority and 
power to protect our troops. 

The amendment before the Senate to­
day is calculated to remove any doubt 
that this "power'' is included within the 
Mansfield amendment, and to remove 
such doubt, the amendment spells it 
out and lays it on the barrelhead-to wit, 
"including the exercise of that constitu­
tional power which may be necessary to 
protect the lives of U.S. Armed Forces 
wherever deployed," and this should 
not leave the locus of South Vietnam in 
doubt. 

There may be some who would feel 
that this amendment is unnecessary be­
cause the words "constitutional power" 
in the Mansfield amendment are all 
inclusive. Of course, "constitutional 
power" is constitutional power. But none 
of us can precisely and nicely define the 
outer parameters of that constitutional 
power. Definition and interpretations of 
the term will diller and will vary from 
Senator to Senator and from President 
to President, and college professor to 
college professor. But there is no mis­
taking what it includes if, in plain Eng­
lish, we insert into the law, words of 
common understanding stating that it 
includes "the exercise of that constitu­
tional power which may be necessary to 
protect the lives of U.S. Armed Forces 
wherever deployed.'' 

Congress is not presumed to do a 
useless act. Every word in a statute is 
presumed to have been placed theze by 
Congress for an intended purpose. By 
adopting this amendment, the intent of 
Congress, in my judgment, cannot be 
misunderstood or misconstrued by f1iend 
or foe, because that intent will have been 
expressed in no uncertain terms in the 
statute itself-namely, that nothing in 
the Cooper-Church amendment shall 
be deemed to impugn the constitutional 
power of the President as Commander 
in Chief, "including the exercise of 
that constitutional power which may 
be necessary to protect the lives of U.S. 
Armed Forces wherever deployed." 

<The following colloquy, which oc­
curred during the delivery of the address 
of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
BYRD), is printed at this point in the 
RECORD by unanimous consent.) 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor this amendment. I 
would particularly like to thank the ·. 
Senator from West Virginia for his 
gracious remarks with respect to me. 

During the past few weeks it has been 
my purpose, and I believe that of a 
majority of the Senate, to draw up lan­
guage that would not allow the war in 
Southeast Asia to be widened without 
congressional consent but would provide 
for the protection of U.S. troops who are 
deployed in Southeast Asia. 

We have had a lengthy debate on this 
matter. On June 5, I inserted into the 
REcoRD some questions concerning the 
constitutional authority which the Presi­
dent, as commander in chief, already has. 
I am pleased that Senators CHURCH, 
COOPER, and BYRD responded SO fully to 
these questions. I believe these responses 
have provided some excellent, and 
needed, legislative history. 

I, personally, would have preferred, in 
this particular instance, to spell out in 
the legislation the specific authorities 
which the President has under the Con­
stitution. The amendment which I sub­
mitted to the Cooper-Church amend­
ment on June 10 was an attempt to 
accomplish this. 

I have, however, reviewed the Senate 
debate on the original Byrd amendment 
and on the Mansfield amendment, which 
I cosponsored. The legislative history, 
together with the Mansfield amendment 
and the modification which was offered 
June 17 by Senator BYRD and which I 
cosponsor, will, I believe, go far toward 
accomplishing the two purposes I men­
tioned: restricting a broadened war in 
Southeast Asia and protection of U.S. 
troops. 

Mr. President, I commend the Senator 
from West Virginia for the diligence he 
has demonstrated in seeking his legisla­
tive objectives. It has been a privilege for 
me to consult with him in the past few 
days and I commend him for his efforts 
here today. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank 
the Senator. Again I want to express my 
appreciation to him for the fine contribu­
tion he has made not only during the 
debate last week on amendment No. 667 
but also in hammering out the verbiage 
which appears in the amendment now 
being considered. 
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Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from West Virginia yield on that 
point? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I would like to say that 

the Senator from Virginia <Mr. SPONG) 
raised very important questions last 
week before the vote on the first Byrd 
amendment, in attempting to spell out 
the powers of the President to protect 
U.S. troops. I thought his work was a 
helpful and important contribution to 
the debate. It has made all of us look 
more closely at language. Also, in our 
colloquies with the Senator, we have 
agreed upon certain actions which with­
out question the President is entitled to 
employ as Commander in Chief. Later, 
this afternoon, I want to comment on 
the Senator's speech. I want to say now 
that the Senator from West Virginia, 
Senator Byrd, began the discussion of the 
issue of the powers of the President as 
Commander in Chief. The sponsors of 
the Cooper-Church amendment thought 
the amendment proposed last week by 
the Senator too broad in its scope, and 
we opposed it very strongly. Later, today, 
I shall make some comments on the pres­
ent language of the pending amendment. 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky for his gracious remarks. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. May I 
say that the Senator from Kentucky is 
so gracious, as is the able senior Senator 
from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH), that while no 
one can say he cherishes defeat, I would 
have to say that one could lose to these 
two Senators and feel good in losing. 
This pretty aptly describes my feelings 
following the 52-to-47 vote last week. 

I shall certainly welcome the com­
ments of the able senior Senator from 
Kentucky on the language of the amend­
ment now before the Senate. 

(This marks the end of the colloquy 
which occurred during the address of the 
Senator from West Virginia <Mr. BYRD) 
and which, by unanimous consent, was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD at 
this point.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre­
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House insisted upon its amendment to 
the bill <S. 1519) to establish a National 
Commission on Libraries and Informa­
tion Science, and for other purposes, 
disagreed to by the Senate; agreed to the 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. PERKINS, Mr. 
BRADEMAS, Mrs. MINK, Mr. REID of New 
York, and Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin were 
appointed managers on the part of the 
Hou~ at the conference. 

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN 
MILITARY SALES ACT 

The Senate continued with the consid­
eration of the bill CH.R. 15628) to amend 
the Foregin Military Sales Act. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I do not 
have a prepared speech. I have listened 

with a great deal of interest to the speech 
of the able Senator from West Virginia 
<Mr. BYRD). I want to comment on the 
explanatory statement he has made. 

The Senate will recall that on last 
Thursday the Senate voted upon 
the original Byrd-Griffin amendment, 
amendment No. 667, star print. That 
amendment addressed itself to the lan­
guage of the Church-Cooper amendment 
prohibiting funds for retention of U.S. 
forces in Cambodia after July 1. It 
would have been inserted after line 7. 
Line 7 reads as follows: 

(1) retaining United States forces in Cam­
bodia-

I will quote the original Byrd amend­
ment--
except that the foregoing provision of this 
clause shall not preclude the President from 
taking such action as may be necessary to 
protect the lives of United States forces in 
South Vietnam or to facilitate the with­
drawal of United States forces from South 
Vietnam. 

It provided an exception-an escape 
clause, which could make the subsection 
< 1) useless. 

The sponsors of the Cooper-Church 
amendment opposed this original amend­
ment of the Senator from West Vir­
ginia, No. 667, for two reasons. 

First, we thought it unnecessary. It is 
agreed by all that the President has the 
power to protect the forces of the United 
States wherever they are, whether it is 
called "power" or whether it is called 
"authority." The writers usually refer to 
it as "power." 

Second-and I want to make this very 
clear-because of the unfortunate ex­
perience of the Congress after the Tonkin 
Gulf resolution, we did not want to ac­
cept language which could be construed 
as providing to the President advance 
approval of any action he might take. 

The sponsors of Church-Cooper do not 
assume the President will take action 
that is not clearly covered by his consti­
tutional powers, but we have to envision 
any action that might be taken. Accept­
ing the President's statements that the 
troops will be removed by June 30 the 
sponsors of the amendment were con­
cerned that our force might be returned 
to Cambodia in the future and become a 
part of a larger war in Cambodia, in a 
new theater, or become the agents of the 
United States to support Cambodia, its 
government or its forces. We wrote the 
amendment specifically, knowing exactly 
what we were trying to do--that we were 
trying to protect our country from be­
coming involved in another war in Cam­
bodia, or an extension of the Vietnam 
war after the sad experience of the war 
in South Vietnam. 

Since that time, the Senator from West 
Virginia has worked upon various amend­
ments, and he has described very clearly 
the amendment he introduced yester­
day. 

I will make a distinction between the 
pending amendment, and the first Byrd 
amendment which was not approved. 

After the first Byrd amendment was 
voted upon, the Senator from Montana 
<Mr. MANSFIELD) offered an amendment 
which followed the body of our amend­
ment. It provided that on page 5, be-

tween lines 18 and 19, the following 
language be added: 

Nothing contained in this section shall 
be deemed to impugn the constitutional 
power of the President as Commander in 
Chief. 

It states a fact, and= do not know that 
it was necessary, but in order to say 
clearly what we had been saying in our 
speeches, we agreed that that should be 
offered. 

The Senator from West Virginia would 
add the language of his pending amend­
ment to the language of the Mansfield 
amendment so that the Mansfield amend­
ment would read as follows: 

Nothing contained in this section shall 
be deemed to impugn the constitutional 
power of the President as Commander in 
Chief-

Then follows the present Byrd amend­
ment: 
including the exercise of that constitutional 
power which may be necessary to protect the 
lives of United States forces wherever de­
ployed. 

Again, the sponsor of Cooper-Church 
have stated throughout the debate that 
the President of the United States has 
such power. While I do not think it is 
necessary to add the language to an 
amendment, I maintain that it does no 
more than state a constitutional power of 
the President in the general language 
as the amendment offered by the Sen­
ator from Montana <Mr. MANSFIELD) 
recognized the constitutional power of 
the President as Commander in Chief. 

The language of the amendment if ap­
proved by the Senate and by the Con­
gress could be interpreted in the way 
that the Senator has explained if all fac­
tors were included. He has given a very 
good explanation of the rules of con­
struction-except there a factor of 
construction is lacking which the Sen­
ator did not mention. The missing factor 
is that language of his amendment must 
be construed in connection with other 
language. The language, if it becomes 
part of the amendment, has to be con­
strued in connection with the rest of 
the language in the Cooper-Church 
amendment. 

So I must say to the Senator-and the 
Senate because I want to be as clearly 
understood as I can-and I have listened 
with great interest to his statement­
that I must state differently my under­
standing of the effect of his language on 
the Cooper-Church amendment. It would 
have to be construed in connection with 
all the language in the Cooper-Church 
amendment. My construction is that it 
expresses generally a power of the Presi­
dent to protect the forces wherever they 
are deployed. But as a part of the Coop­
er-Church amendment, the language of 
subsections (1), (2), (3), and (4) would 
still prevail and the President could not 
use his constitutional power in the ab­
sence of emergency, to protect the troops, 
to invade and nullify the purposes of 
subsections (1), (2), (3), and (4), with­
out coming to the Congress for approval. 

For example, let us consider subsec­
tion (1). As long as our forces are in 
Cambodia, 2 months from now, or 3 
months, the President has the authority 
to protect them, without question. But 
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1f they are withdrawn before July 1, as 
I assume they will be, and the question 
should artse after that date. "Shall our 
forces be sent back into Cambodia," I 
would say, with a modification which I 
shall explain in a moment, that under 
our amendment, the President could not 
do so without coming to Congress for its 
consent. 

There are clear powers of the Presi­
dent, which have been approved by ac­
tion, by authorities and by Congress, 
from time to time in the years of our na­
tional existence. These powers rest upon 
the defense of troops. For example, if our 
forces in South Vietnam were attacked 
by troops corning across the border, of 
course the President could repel the at­
tack. If forces entering from Cambodia, 
emanating from North Vietnam, or the 
Vietcong, came from Cambodia into 
South Vietnam, and were drtven out by 
U.S. forces, and the use of the so-called 
hot pursuit were necessary, our force 
could follow the enemy forces across the 
line for a short distance. And there might 
be situations where the danger of an 
attack was imminent, and if it became 
necessary for the President, through his 
commanders, to take some offensive ac­
tion to forestall that attack, I do not 
think any question would be raised. 

But except for emergencies, which are 
immediate or impending, I want to make 
it clear that the President would have 
time to come to Congress. If the situa­
tion is so dangerous as to place our 
troops in immediate peril, the President 
must act; but except in such emergency 
cases as those which I have mentioned, 
there is time to come to Congress. 

That is the thrust of our amendments. 
The Senator has spoken of the practice 
of Presidents in the past. He has men­
tioned many historic instances of the use 
of presidential power. I will not go 
through the cases again. The issue of 
the war-making powers of the President 
and the Congress has been argued 
throughout the history of our country. 
Congress was given not only the power 
to declare war, but to raise and support 
armies and navies. It has the power of 
approprtation, the power to provide or 
deny funds. 

Throughout our early history, the dis­
tinction between the power of the execu­
tive as Commander in Chief and the 
authortty of Congress was well recog­
nized. But President Polk sent our forces 
into Mexico without the approval by 
Congress. Congress added to its reso­
lution of approval a condemnation of 
President Polk for sending our forces 
into Mexico without the consent of Con­
gress. 

The Office of the President has ex­
panded its use of power greatly in this 
century and it may be further expanded. 
The United States is a party to many 
treaties around the world, promising un­
der certain circumstances to provide war­
time assistance to 42 countries. These 
treaties to which the United States is 
a party, contain broad general language 
to the effect that if there is an attack 
upon these countries, or any of them, it 
will be considered a threat to the se­
curity of the signatories, and the parties 
including the United States promise to 

support the country attacked "according 
to its constitutional processes!' 

But that term is not defined. We are 
trying to affirm today that the "consti­
tutional process" in those cases, except 
in the case of sudden attack, or except, 
of course, in the case of nuclear attack, 
attack upon the soil of this country or 
its forces wherever they are, that there 
is time to come to Congress before our 
Nation is thrown into wars all over this 
world. 

I read this morning an article entitled 
"Congress, the President, and the Power 
To Commit Forces to Combat," again ap­
pearing ~n the 1968 Harvard Law Review, 
which contains this statement and which 
interests me very much: 

There are two possible reasons for requir­
ing such a safeguard from the body most 
directly representative of popular sentiment. 
The first is that such a decision involves a 
risk of grea.t economic and physical sacrifice 
not to be incurred without such approval. 
The second is that even in cases where no 
significant physical effort is likely to be re­
quired-as, for example, in a confiict with 
a weak nation unsupported by allies-the 
very aot of using force against a foreign 
sovereign en tails moral and legal conse­
quences sufficiently significant to require an 
expression of popular approval. 

So, Mr. President, I would like to say I 
concur completely with the statement of 
the Senator from West Virginia that his 
amendment spells out clearly that the 
President has the authority to protect 
the Armed Forces of the United States 
wherever they are deployed. It means 
Cambodia today. It means South Viet­
nam. It means Korea; it means many 
places in the world--every place Ameri­
can troops are deployed. 

But I do not agree, and I will not agree, 
that by placing this statement of recog­
nition of general power in the Cooper­
Church amendment, it will invalidate 
sections (1), (2), and (3), and provide 
for the President with approval to ignore 
those sections and section (4), if he de­
sires to do so. Our amendment denies no 
option to the President, but says nothing 
about the emergency power to protect 
our forces against sudden attack, to repel 
an attack, to take action against an im­
minent impending threat. In all other 
cases, he shall ask for joint action the 
consent of Congress. 

I hold, unless there is an emergency 
which endangers our troops as to require 
him, for a time, to take immediate action 
to protect them-which power, of course, 
he has-that in all other cases he must 
come to Congress and ask for its approval 
before engaging in an operation which 
could lead this Nation, step by step, into 
support of Cambodia, or \nto an exten­
sion o.f the war in the larger theater in 
Cambodia-the process by which we be­
came engaged in Vietnam. 

I again express my admiration to the 
Senator from West Virginia for his per­
sistence in believing and urging that we 
should have language in the bill which 
says clearly that our purpose is to insure 
that our troops are protected. I agree 
with him. I have said so since this debate 
began. 

But the point of the Church-Cooper 
amendment and the point of the debate 
is that Congress-particularly the Sen-

ate today, as this measure is before us­
will not agree in advance to the exten­
sion of a constitutional power beyond 
that which we believe was intended for 
the immediate protection of our troops. 

.We will not extend it in advance and 
approve a use which, though not in­
tended, might take this country into a 
new theater of war, or into war in behalf 
of another country. 

Mr .. President, I say this with great 
respect. I know the purposes of the spon­
sors. All of us want to assure the safety 
of our troops. But it may be that some 
Senators are still not clear as to the in­
tention of the sponsors of Church­
Cooper as far as subsections (1), (2) , 
(3 ) , and (4) are concerned. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President--
Mr. COOPER. Let me say one more 

thing. Congress has limited in the past, 
and even in wartime, the authority of the 
President. 

The present Selective Service Act, for 
example, in section 454 of title 50, pro­
vides that draftees cannot be sent outside 
the United States into war without at 
least 4 months' training and the act fur­
ther provides "that no funds appropri­
ated by the Congress shall be used for the 
purpose of transporting or maintaining 
in violation of the provisions of this par­
agraph any person inducted into, or en­
listed, appointed or ordered to active 
duty in, the Armed Forces under the pro­
visions of this title." Other precedents 
that we initiated last year in this body 
concerned the amendments relating to 
Laos and Thailand. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I won­
der if it might be possible to reach agree­
ment--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the 
Senator from West Virginia yielded the 
floor? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes, I 
yield the floor, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the previous order, the Senator from 
Arizona is to be recognized. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator. 
I was simply going to suggest that, in­

asmuch as we have had the benefit of an 
extensive debate upon the issues raised 
in the Byrd amendment last week and we 
are now reaching the end of the fifth 
week of debate on the Cooper-Church 
amendment, it might be possible to se­
cure unanimous consent for a vote upon 
this new version of the Byrd amendment 
tomorrow. We will convene at 10 a.m. 
We would have ample time, I should 
think, to discuss the matter and to come 
to a vote, say, at 1 o'clock tomorrow 
afternoon. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Reserving the 
right to object-and I do not intend to 
object-that hour would put a burden 
on some of us, not many of us. If it could 
be. say, 2 o'clock, I am sure many more 
Senators would be present. 

Mr. CHURCH. I would be happy to 
oblige, if we could get it relatively early 
in the afternoon. I would not insist upon 
1 o'clock, if we can agree to have a vote 
at 2 o'clock. 
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Mr. GRIFFIN. I must say to the Sen­

ator from Idaho that I wish it were pos­
sible to agree to a vote tomorrow. I am 
checking with some of the Members on 
this side of the aisle, who have left town 
and who have indicated that they hoped 
there would be no vote tomorrow, to see 
whether or not I can get agreement. As 
the Senator knows, it requires unani­
mous consent, and that means that 
everyone has to agree, and sometimes it 
is difficult to obtain unanimous consent. 
At this point, I am not in a position to 
give that unanimous consent and to pro­
tect some of the Senators who have 
given me instructions. But I will con­
tinue to work on it, to see whether 
there is some possibility that we might 
be able to reach agreement. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, will the Senator from Arizona 
yield brie:fiy, so- that I may respond to 
the comments by the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. COOPER) ? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, I share, with the able Senator 
from Kentucky, the belief that the Pres­
ident should not be given advance ap­
proval to enter into any new commit­
ment or to enter into any new war. I 
would not want any statement I made to 
be interpreted to mean that the verbiage 
of the amendment before the Senate 
would extend such advance approval 
with respect to a new commitment or a 
new war. 

I have tried to make clear my posi­
tion to the effect that the President cer­
tainly should come to Congress and con­
sult with Congress and get the consent 
of Congress before entering into any 
new war, any new commitm.ent, or any 
involvement in support of or against the 
Government of Cambodia or the Gov­
ernment of Laos, et cetera. 

I want the record to show that I also 
believe, as does the Senator from Ken­
tucky, that except for those emergency 
situations which can arise and do arise 
in time of war-both de jure and de 
facto wars, if we want to use those 
terms-the President normally would 
have time to consult with Congress. I 
think he should do so. I think we agree 
that there can be, however, emergency 
situations wherein the President might 
have to take action very, very quickly, 
wherein .there might be the element of 
time and/or the element of surprise, 
which might have a bearing upon the 
success of whatever tactical operation 
might be involved, and when the Presi­
dent might not be able to immediately 
consult with congressional leaders. 

Parenthetically, I do not think that 
was the case in the instance of April 30. 
I think that some congressional leaders 
at least could have been consulted. But 
that is behind us now. 

I do have a feeling that this debate is 
going to imprint this point so indelibly 
upon the minds of this President and 
future Presidents, as they will read the 
history of it, that every effort will be 
timely made to properly consult with the 
leaders of Congress before any action 
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is taken, except in the most dire and 
impending urgency. 

With respect to the language of this 
amendment, as against the language of 
the Byrd amendment No. 667: The ap­
propriation of moneys is a positive act 
in either case. It cannot just :fiow auto­
matically and without some positive act 
having been taken by the legislative 
branch. In the case of amendment No. 
667, although it said something to the 
effect that the "foregoing provisions of 
this clause" shall not preclude the Pres­
ident from taking whatever action as 
may be necessary to protect the lives of 
American servicemen in South Vietnam, 
that language in and of itself did not tie 
and could not have tied the hands of 
Congress with respect to the appropria­
tion of money. That requires a positive 
act. Regardless of the language of 
amendment 667, had it been incor­
porated and adopted and become law, 
Congress still would have had power 
over the purse strings; because, under 
the Constitution, Congress-and only 
Congress-shall have the power to raise 
money, to pay the debts, to raise and 
support armies, and so forth. 

So nothing could have been said in 
the verbiage of that amendment-and 
there is nothing in the amendment now 
before the Senate-that could subtract 
one iota from the power of Congress over 
the purse. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me at that point? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I commend the Senator 

from West Virginia for his statement, 
and I wish to associate myself with it. 
By persevering and working very dili­
gently, as I know he has, if he has struck 
on new verbiage which attracts more 
support, I applaud him very much; and 
I am very glad that the Senator from 
Kentucky finds it possible to support 
the new language. 

I support it, very frankly, because I 
see no essential difference in terms of 
the substance as between the two. It may 
be that the Senator from Kentucky and 
others were somewhat concerned about 
the previous language. Perhaps they had 
questions about it. As I interpret it, the 
substance would have been essentially 
the same as the substance of the pend­
ing amendment; but, I am very glad 
that maybe the doubts have been erased. 

Looking back on amendment No. 667, 
the star print, it would have added to 
subsection 1 the wo~ds "except that the 
foregoing provisions c;:;:- this clause shall 
not preclude the President from taking 
such action as may be necessary to pro­
tect the lives of United States forces in 
South Vietnam." 

As I understood that, the . Senator 
from West Virginia was not seeking to 
create or generate any new power that 
the President did not have, but was just 
making it clear by that language that 
action which did not preclude the Presi­
dent from exercising such power as he 
otherwise had, and whatever power the 
President otherwise had was his consti­
tutional power. 

Now, then, in the new language--

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. At the 
same time, it was not challenging the 
authority of Congress-

Mr. GRIFFIN. That is right. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. To exer­

cise its power over the purse. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Which was something 

aside from that. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Exactly. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Right. 
Now, then, in the new language, the 

Senator from West Virginia speaks in 
terms of including the exercise of that 
constitutional power which may be 
necessary to protect the lives of United 
States Armed Forces wherever deployed. 

As I would read the language of the 
new amendment, it not only goes as far 
in terms of substances as· the previous 
amendment, but, if anything, it may go 
a little further. But, by no means is it 
any more objectionable or to be ques­
tioned. 

Certainly the troops we have outside 
South Vietnam are entitled to the consti­
tutional protection which the Com­
mander in Chief posseses as well as our 
troops who are in South Vietnam. 

The new amendment makes that clear, 
that we are not talking only about troops 
in South Vietnam. 

I like the new amendment better be­
cause it does not apply only--or does not 
make reference only-to subsection 1 of 
the Church-Cooper amendment. It ap­
plies to the whole of the Church-Cooper 
amendment and makes it clear that 
nothing in the Church-Cooper amend­
ment in any way limits or detracts. It 
could not. We could not take away or 
detract from the President's powers, and 
we recognize that. 

By my cosponsoring the previous 
amendment of the Senator from West 
Virginia, that was all I was trying to 
do. Perhaps others felt there was some­
thing else involved. I guess they did. 

I think that the Senator from West 
Virginia tried to make it clear that that 
was the intent, as it was of the Senator 
from Michigan. But, if this is more ac­
ceptable in that regard, I am very, very 
glad for it, and I commend the distin­
guished Senator from West Virginia for 
coming up with the language. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Will the 
distinguished Senator from Arizona fur­
ther yield to me? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I think 

that the Senator has put his finger right 
on the gravamen of the problem which 
confronted the Senate at the time it 
voted on the original amendment. I 
think there was a misunderstanding, a 
misconception, as to just what that 
amendment sought to do. 

There were Senators who thought it 
nullified the Cooper-Church amendment 
and created a new Gulf of Tonkin. I think 
they believed that, had that amendment 
been adopted, it would have impliedly had 
some negative impact upon the power of 
the Congress to appropriate money. 

It could not possibly have had. 
Although it said it would not preclude 

the President from properly exercising 
his constitutional authority to protect 

.. 
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the lives of American troops, nothing in 
the amendment could possibly have 
eroded or taken away from Congress its 
authority to a'ppropriate money or its 
power over the purse. I think that is 
where the problem was. There was a mis­
understanding there. 

But, having said that, now I say, with 
respect to this amendment, that here 
again the amendment does not and could 
not affect the constitutional authority 
and power of Congress to appropriate 
money for whatever purpose. 

Thus, I think that here, as in the orig­
inal amendment, we recognize the abso­
lute power of the purse by Congress, 
while we, at the same time, recognize the 
fact that nothing we may do here can 
diminish or abridge the constitutional 
authority of the President as Commander 
in Chief. We are also saying that we do 
not question that the President as Com­
mander in Chief has the constitutional 
power to protect the lives of the U.S. 
Armed Forces wherever deployed. We are 
saying this in such a way that the enemy 
will not get the wrong message. 

The right message is that the Presi­
dent has that constitutional authority 
and duty. We recognize it. Congress has 
the power over the purse. Congress has 
that authority, but if the President is to 
perform his duties as expected, he must 
take whatever action is necessary to pro­
tect the lives of our servicemen in South 
Vietnam or wherever they are deployed. 

It is imperative that we make this 
clear on the face of the law that, what­
ever we are doing here, we are not cut­
ting down on or whittling away at the 
President's constitutional authority, 
power, and duty to protect the lives 
of our servicemen. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CHURCH) . In accordance with the previ­
ous order, the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona <Mr. GoLDWATER) is now 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, per­
haps I should ask unanimous consent 
that I may now proceed for 20 minutes 
because I think my 20 minutes have been 
used up. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
time of the Senator from Arizona begin 
running now, and I want to express my 
appreciation to him for allowing us to 
impose upon his time and his good nature 
to hold this colloquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE SST 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, for 
many years now we have in this body 
listened to liberal spokesmen advising 
us that we live in a changing world and 
that this Nation must spend the energy 
and money necessary to keep abreast. 

Of course, nobody for 1 minute doubted 
the premise that we live in a 
changing world-no human being has 
ever lived in any other kind of a world. 
However, it must be conceded that al­
terations in technology, living standards, 

transportation and in all the material 
implements which mankind uses have 
gone on at an eccelerated pace in our 
lifetime. Most of the Members, I am sure, 
are acquainted with my sincere belief 
that the liberal community in this coun­
try once sanctified the idea of change to 
the point where any and all types of 
change were equated with good. I do not 
happen to agree that change for the sake 
of change always spells progress for 
mankind. As a conservative, I am con­
vinced by the lessons of history that 
many proven values of the past abso­
lutely must be maintained and con­
tinued. These fundamental values have 
just as much application to the problems 
of today and the challenges of tomorrow 
as they had in the annals of history. 

Now I am sure that we all recall the 
great hue and cry that went up when 
this Nation was sitting smugly isolated 
and the demands of a shrinking world 
and the rise of totalitarianism dragged 
us kicking and screaming into an era 
of internationalism. We all know that 
the liberal community led the cry for 
worldwide involvement. We all recall 
that liberals led the way in pointing out 
that being protected by vast oceans off 
both our coasts was no longer sufficient 
to insulate the United States from either 
the problems or the wars of freedom­
loving people in other areas. The liberals 
pointed oo the airplane and told us, quite 
correctly, that the world was shrinking­
that the continent of Europe was no 
longer 5 days by fast boat from our 
Eastern shore. And the arguments that 
were used to drown out the voices of iso­
lationism prior to and immediately after 
our entry into World War II were the 
same arguments used in launching this 
Nation on a protracted $200 billion pro­
gram of economic, technical and mili­
tary assistance to other nations. We 
progressed from war-time lend-lease 
programs to post-war UNRRA, the 
Marshall plan, the Truman doctrine, 
economic foreign aid and the present­
day AID. 

Every attempt by the Congress to 
modify or improve or correct this vast 
internationalist program always met 
with strong opposition from om: political 
liberals. We were reminded again and 
again and again that the world was 
changing-that there was in progress in 
the underdeveloped nations a process 
called "the revolution of rising expecta­
tions." We were reminded constantly, 
through every means of communications 
available to the liberals, that, as a leader 
of the world, this Nation had to take the 
responsibility, not only for keeping up 
with world progress, but actually for tak­
ing the lead in its development. 

Mr. President, it is against this back­
ground of historical fact that I come to­
day to my main topic of discussion. I pur­
posely thought back and reviewed my 
own memory of this great thrust in the 
name of chance and progress be­
cause I am convinced for some reason it 
is coming to a deliberately designed end. 

I have made many comments on the 
Senate fioor about the tendency of this 
body to adopt a brand of foreign policy 
which can only be described as isolation­
ism. Some people call it the "new isola­
tionism." Others call it "neo-isolation-

ism." For the life of me, after listening to 
the debate in this body on Vietnam, on 
our responsibilities to other members of 
the free world, on the subject of reneging 
on our treaty commitments, I see ab­
solutely no reason to hyphenate the word 
"isolationism." When we find some mem­
bers of this body attempting through 
every possible means to rationalize de­
faulting on our obligations in Asia and 
ending our involvement in the most 
heavily populated area of the world, 
there is only one name for it-it is isola­
tionism. We are seeing here an attempt 
to tum back the clock to recapture a com­
fortable isolated posture of bygone years. 
We are seeing a deliberate attempt to 
force American disengagement from the 
affairs and concern of a vast portion of 
the world. And we are seeing a denial of 
the thesis that the United States has a 
responsibility to play in a world of change 
and a world of progress. 

The word "progress" especially in­
trigues me at this particular time, be­
cause we are witnessing a growing num­
ber of liberals in the strange process of 
turning their backs on a major feature 
of progress in today's world of trans­
portation. 

My reference, Mr. President, is ob­
viously to the supersonic transport plane. 
This is, without question, the latest de­
velopment in the shrinking world process 
the liberals reminded us of so often after 
World War II. 

There is no way to justify the opposi­
tion to development of an American SST 
program other than to describe it as a 
deliberate effort to hold back the wheels 
of progress which are already spinning 
rapidly in Russia, France, and Great 
Britain. 

Cutting through all the arguments, 
ranging from noise pollution to cost, the 
fact remains that the world is going to 
have an SST. As a matter of fact, it al­
ready has two which are fiying in Europe 
and which are successful enough to be 
predictably operational within the fore­
seeable future. But we are hearing argu­
ments in this chamber these days which 
are part and parcel of a plea to abdicate 
our position as world leaders. Adding op­
position to such a sure-fire transporta­
tion development as the SST to the argu­
ments for ow· withdrawal from Asia and 
for ow· unilateral disarmament, it is plain 
to see that some Members apparently 
welcome the thought of the United States 
becoming a second rate or a third rate 
power in a far from peaceful world. The 
Russians already have surpassed us in the 
production of ICBM's; they outnumber 
our naval forces and are reaching for 
supremacy in almost every other area of 
military development and nuclear arma­
ments. They are at least 5 years ahead 
of us in the development of a missile 
defense system which will prove to be a 
vital factor in any future balance of 
military power in the world. They also 
have a counterpart to our SST already 
fiying which puts them one up on us in 
the area of domestic transportation. 

Now, Mr. President, I plan to go into 
a rather detailed discussion of the mer­
its of the proposal for spending $290 mil­
lion at this time for the development of 
the SST. I further plan to answer some 
of the specific arguments raised by its 
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opponents in the present Congress. But 
I do not want to move on to these spe­
cifics without emphasizing as strongly 
as I possibly can my belief that objec­
tions to the SST are part and parcel of 
a new attitude which spells a denial of 
progress and a rejection of needed change 
by some segments of the liberal com­
munity. Mr. President, this is "laissez­
faire" with a vengence. This is not only 
"standpatism" but it is "head-in-the­
sandism." 

We hear an argument which says: 
OK, so that SST's are inevitable. What's 
the rush? Why can't we wait a few yearn 
until our economy is better able to with­
stand the expense?" The answer is simple 
enough. The rest of the world is not 
inclined to wait. The French and British 
and Russians are not about to call a halt 
to the development of their SST's to con­
venience a waiting policy by the United 
States. It would be like the Ford Motor 
Co. announcing that it had run into 
financial problems and was going to delay 
its 1971 model cars until things got 
straightened out. Far from following suit 
in such a situation; General Motors would 
move hard and fast to take advantage 
of it. The same thing applies to our de­
velopment of an SST vis-a-vis efforts by 
European countries. 

In this connection, Mr. President, the 
opponents of the SST are using the same 
type of arguments that were used in an 
effort to defeat the Safeguard ABM sys­
tem last year. We are told, for example, 
that the French-British Concorde and 
the Russian TU-144-both SST proto­
types-are not successful attempts in 
this area. We are told the same thing 
about the Russian ABM system called 
Galosh. Mr. President, I want to make 
it plain that I am not about to accept, 
without definite proof, the contentions 
that the technology of the French, 
British, and Russians is so deficient. But 
for the sake of argument, let us assume 
that the Concorde. the TU-144, and the 
Russian Galosh are entirely unworkable. 
This in itself would put them well ahead 
of the United States in strictly techno­
logical terms. At least they would have a 
good idea of what would not work and 
consequently have the data necessary for 
developing something that would. 
Th~y are our competitors and they are 

determined to reap the benefits from this 
tremendous new development in trans­
portation as quickly as possible. They al­
ready have the jump on the United States 
and they undoubtedly will welcome any 
further delay on our part occasioned by 
a mistaken idea of national priorities. 

I say a mistaken idea because develop­
ment of the SST, to my way of thinking, 
provides one of the best answers to the 
major arguments that are being raised 
against it. Opponents claim that press­
ing domestic needs such as urban renewal 
and similar projects make the develop­
ment of an SST a low-priority item, that 
the money for it should be rechanneled 
into attempts to solve some of our social 
requirements. 

This is typical oversimplification. It 
lacks the correct conclusions which can 
be reached only through careful study 
and investigation of all the factors in­
volved in the development of the SST. 

For example, industry ~timates claim 
that the development of just a prototype 
program-the kind we are now being 
asked to approve-will provide direct em­
ployment for more than 20,000 persons 
in early 1971. What is more, the employ­
ment will not be entirely concentrated 
in any one section of the country. About 
half of the new jobs will be filled by per­
sons working for subcontractors and ma­
terial suppliers in many sections of the 
country. And this is only an initial em­
ployment figure. When the SST goes in­
to commercial production, the program 
should employ in the neighborhood of 
50,000 persons-half of which will again 
be employees of subcontractors and sup­
pliers. Now, if the secondary-or what 
Government and industry officials refer 
to as the "multiplier"--e:fiects are con­
sidered, the SST program should pro­
vide jobs for approximately 150,000 per­
sons at its peak activity. 

This number of jobs would have an 
enormous effect, and a beneficial effect 
on the kind of lagging economy which we 
are experiencing today. 

And an important fact to bear in mind 
is that this money-for the prototype 
production, that is-is not a subsidy to 
private industry. It is an investment; an 
investment in the future; an investment 
in the beneficial dynamics of progress 
and change. Because the Government's 
share of the development costs will be 
repaid in full by the time 300 of the new 
planes have been sold. Not only that, but 
the Government investment will yield 
an additional $1 billion profit if sales 
should reach 500 planes. 

Admittedly, there is a possibility that 
we will not produce the best supersonic 
transport to fill what is bound to be a 
tremendous worldwide demand. But on 
the basis of our record we stand the best 
chance. Again that old argument which 
starts out "any nation that can put a 
man on the moon and bring him back" 
certainly applies in this area of related 
technology. Arguments which say the 
SST should not be built because it prob­
ably would not work are self-defeating 
and stupid. By the same token, argu­
ments to the effect that no such plane 
could ever be developed that would over­
come the problem of airport noise, sonic 
booms and possible interference with at­
mospheric conditions must be made in 
the face of the kind of technology which 
perfected the Apollos 11 and 12. To a na­
tion mindful of our accomplishments in 
the fields of nuclear fission, and space 
travel, the whole idea that American 
technology will be defeated by problems 
inherent in early considerations of su­
personic travel has to appear ridiculous. 

Mr. President, I think the opponents of 
the SST have been something less than 
honest with the American people when 
they contend that its development would 
produce sonic booms that would jolt en­
tire communities and topple some flim­
sily built structures. The plain fact is 
that no one in the United States or any 
other populated area any place in the 
world will ever hear a sonic boom pro­
duced by an SST. The U.S. Department 
of Transportation has made that com­
pletely clear by assuring all critics that 
the SST will never be fiown at supersonic 

speeds over populated areas. The entire 
SST· program is based on the premise· 
that the plane will only be accelerated 
through the sound barrier when it is over 
the ocean or over such unpopulated re­
gions as the North Pole. 

It may seem strange to people not ac­
quainted with aviation that an aircraft 
designed to fly at over twice the speed of 
sound will actually fly at speeds much 
lower than the speed of sound. It :has 
been my privilege to fly the SR-72 at 
mach 3.1, or faster than a rifle bullet, 
and in the final approach pattern the 
speed was lower than is used by any of 
our modern jets. 

Seldom mentioned in speeches by the 
program's opponents is the fact that the 
SST's design is such that it can fly effici­
ently for hundreds of miles without ever 
exceeding the speed of sound. The plan 
is to prohibit an SST from exceeding 
supersonic speeds before it is 100 miles 
from the coast of any country from which 
it takes o:fi. Actually, engineers estimate 
that at the cruise altitude of supersonic 
flight-60,000 to 70,000 feet-the boom 
created over the ocean would only be 
one twenty-fifth of the pressure required 
to break windows. So much for the argu­
ments about sonic booms. Since no one 
in any American community will ever 
hear a sonic boom from an SST, the 
whole discussion is academic. 

The problem of engine noise at the air­
port is another matter, however. The 
General Electric engines designed for 
the SST prototype will be the most pow­
erful ever built. There will be 65,000 
pounds of thrust in each engine. This is 
more horsepower than a full squadron 
of B-17's developed in World War II. 

There can be no denial of the fact 
that at the present time they will create 
more noise than present engines. How­
ever, their enormous power will allow 
them to rise quickly on takeoff and the 
resultant engine sound will be less than 
today's jets at the same distance from . 
the end of the airport. Engineers for the 
contracting company claim that using 
today's yardstick for the measurement 
of sound, the SST being designed for the 
United States would be significantly 
quieter than today's jets on both the 
climb-out and the approach path. They 
admit that the so-called sideline noise 
on the airport is still a problem. This 
is acknowledged by the Government, the 
Boeing Co., and General Electric, and all 
are concentrating intensive efforts on 
the development of new sound suppres­
sion devices. There is not a shred of 
doubt in my mind that American tech­
nical know-how will be equal to the task 
of overcoming this problem. 

One of the arguments heard most fre­
quently from the opponents of the SST 
poses the question of why private indus­
try does not finance the investment en­
tirely on its own and without help from 
the Government. The answer is that no 
private company has the kind of finan­
cial reserves that such a commitment 
would require. Development of two SST 
prototype planes will run about $1.5 bil­
lion. This is an amount equal to twice 
the net worth of the contracting com­
pany. The SST necessarily must be a 
joint venture with the Government, the 
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manufacturer, and the airlines sharing 
both the risk and the reward. Present 
plans call for Government financing of 
about $1.2 billion. Boeing will commit 
$211 million for the prototype program, 
General Electric will put up $91 million 
and the airlines have invested $60 mil­
lion. To provide a comparison, let me 
point out that Boeing's investment in 
the 707 prototype was only $16 million, 
but this was regarded as a tremendous 
risk to a private company years ago. 

Mr. President, it might sound strange 
for a conservative to be arguing for Gov­
ernment assistance. But I remember 
reading that when the railroads were 
pushing west they did not have sufficient 
money and to entice them they were giv­
en every other section of land along the 
way, which remained in their possession 
and which constituted the greatest worth 
of the railroads in years. The Federal 
Government long has been a partner in 
the shipping industry and in other in­
dustries where it was impossible for com­
panies to provide the initial financing. 

But as I said earlier, we do live in a 
changing world. Progress and the im­
plements of progress, like everything 
else, are selling on today's market at in­
flated prices. I might say we have our 
liberal friends to thank for this infla­
tion because it resulted from the extrav­
agance and inefficiency with which they 
operated the Federal Government for 
about three and a half decades. 

Be that as it may, developments in 
transportation modes around the world 
are moving ahead at a pace which we 
cannot a1Iord not to equal. It is some­
times argued that America does not need 
an SST; that subsonic jets are fast 
enough. The people using this are sim­
ilar to those cynical Americans who in 
the early days of this century used to 
shout "get a horse" at every motorist 
they encountered. History shows that the 
traveling public has welcomed every new 
level of speed and comfort--from the 
fast, light "surrey with the fringe on top" 
to the 747 jet transport which is begin­
ning to fly the "wide blue yonder" over 
Americ~ today. Flight times on long 
range over water routes will be cut by 
more than 50 percent when the SST be­
comes operational. 

Our time-conscious travelers will wel­
come the increased speeds. They can be 
expected to demand it of airlines once 
supersonic travel becomes feasible any­
where in the world. So we can expect 
the principal world airlines, including 
those in the United States, to buy SSTs 
wherever they can get them in the near 
future. If only the British-French Con­
corde and the Russian TU-144 are avail­
able, then the biggest business ever 
placed by any transportation industry 
will go to foreign countries and not the 
United States. When you think of the 
amounts involved, this consideration be­
comes a factor in America's ailing bal­
ance-of-payments situation, in its em­
ployment picture, in its image as a world 
leader, as well as in its transportation 
capability. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am 
delighted that I had a chance to be on 
the floor to hear the distinguished Sena­
tor from Arizona. He is a very fine per­
son, he is always fair and thoughtful and 

considerate, and I think he makes an 
eloquent speech in support of the super­
sonic transport, which I, of course, 
strongly oppose. 

I might say that, with all the eloquence 
of the Senator from Arizona-! think 
the real argument for the supersonic 
transport was made, in almost seconds, I 
would say, by the distinguished senior 
Senator from Washington a little ear­
lier to day when I asked unanimous con­
sent to take the floor for a few minutes 
after the Senator from Arizona yielded 
the floor. As I recall, the Senator from 
Washington said-and it was trans­
parent what he was getting at--he could 
not be here, unfortunately. He could not 
stay to hear the speech on the supersonic 
transport because he had to be working 
on the HEW bill, and he said, "There is 
a lot of money in it for Wisconsin." The 
senior Senator from Washington and the 
junior Senator from Washington are the 
two best reasons for voting for the super­
sonic transport, and every Senator 
knows it. They are men of complete in­
tegrity. They are also men of great power 
and great authority. I think we all real­
ize that they want the supersonic trans­
port, and want it very badly. But I think 
we should be aware of the realities in this 
matter when we discuss the issue. 

The second point I want to make, be­
fore I rebut some of the specific points 
made by the Senator from Arizona, is 
that it is interesting to hear the Sena­
tor from Arizona, who is the voice of 
conservatism in this body, and also in 
the country, and a very responsible and 
able voice, when he says the liberals are 
the ones who have their heads in the 
sand and are stand-patters and are op­
posing progress. 

I might say that we have an ironic sit­
uation now which very few people in the 
press have discussed, and that is that the 
liberals are the ones who want to econo­
mize, who want to cut down spending in 
the areas where spending can be cut. 
The big expenditures for the past few 
years, and in fact, for some time, have 
been in the military area. The liberal 
Members of the Senate, by and large, are 
those who are opposed to wasteful and 
excessive military spending, who have 
introduced amendments, who have 
fought for cuts, who have voted to re­
duce spending proposals by the Presi­
dent, not only in the military area, not 
only in the SST area, but also in the 
space program and in many others. 

On pages 4 and 5 of the speech which 
the Senator from Arizona has just de­
livered, he claims we should proceed 
with the SST because of its employ­
ment impact. He cites industry estimates 
that the SST will provide direct employ­
ment for more than 20,000 persons in 
1971 and that ultimately, via the "multi­
plier e1Iect," the number of jobs affected 
will exceed 150,000 at the peak-50,000 
direct jobs, and 150,000 altogether. 

The first answer to that is that if we 
are looking for a WPA job to put people 
to work, I would think that this would 
be a very expensive, inefficient way to do 
it. I think, with all due respect to the 
Senator from Arizona, the expert in this 
field is the Department of Labor. I wrote 
a letter to the Labor Department asking 
about the employment impact of the 

SST. I am going to ask permission to 
put that letter in the RECORD, but :first let 
me quote briefly from it. 

I asked the Department to give me an 
up-to-date estimate of the impact of pro­
ceeding with the SST on employment. 
in view of the changed employment situ­
ation, because when the Department of 
Labor gave the ad hoc committee an 
estimate in 1969, we had a di1Ierent em­
ployment situation. At that time the De­
partment said it was opposed to the SST, 
that the labor benefits would be insignifi­
cant; but I wanted the Department to 
bring that judgment up to date in view of 
the fact that unemployment has in­
creased. 

In the Department of Labor's letter to 
me of April 30, 1970, it said: 

While the employment situation has 
changed since I was involved in the evalua­
tion of this program a year ago, we have no 
evidence which indicates much easing in the 
overall demand for professional and techni­
cal workers who might be involved in SST 
production. 

The letter concludes with the state­
ment that, No. 1, the net employment in­
crease from the SST would be negligible; 
No. 2, the overall national demand for 
high-skilled professionals remains 
strong; and No.3, SST production would 
do little to benefit those lower skill work­
ers hardest hit by the current downturn. 

Later on in his speech the Senator 
from Arizona stated that assuming the 
full goal of 500 planes sold is reached, 
the Government will recoup an a.ddi­
tional $1 billion on its investment. 

It is interesting to see what this $1 
billion return really amounts to. It rep­
resents a 4.3-percent return on Govern­
ment investment when we consider the 
number of years over which the invest­
ment is made and the rate at which the 
investment will be returned. I point out 
that the Federal Government is now 
paying 7 percent to 8 percent for its 
money. So a return of 4.3 percent, even 
if the optimum is achieved--and I chal­
:enge the assertion that we are going to 
have 500 planes in operation--even un­
der the best circumstances the Govern­
ment will not be getting its money in 
terms of what it has to pay to borrow 
money to finance the program. 

Furthermore, what is more telling, 
when we compare the Government's re­
turn with the return of the private con­
cerns that are involved here, we really 
see the injustice of the matter. While the 
Government is making 4.3 percent on 
those 500 planes, Boeing's return on its 
investment will be 15 percent, General 
Electric's will be 11.2 percent, and the 
airlines' will be 21.5 percent. This is some 
partnership. These figures are FAA 
figures, from a report issued in Septem­
ber 1969 by the Department of Trans­
portation entitled "Summary of Current 
E-conomic Studies of the U.S. SST." 

An estimate made by John Walgreen, 
former economist under Secretary Mc­
Namara, and now professor at Wheaton 
College, concludes that the Govern-
ment's rate of return will be from 0 to 3 
percent "unless large-scale sonic booms 
of heavily populated areas are expected 
to be acceptable." 

Let me further point out that on page 
7 of the speech by the Senator from 
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Arizona he talks in terms of airlines 
sharing both the risk and the reward 
from this project. 

First, it is incredible that any arrange­
ment under which the Government pays 
90 percent and private investors pay 10 
percent can be considered a fair sharing 
of the risk. But what about reward? 
Does the Government at least get the 
lion's share of the profits? Of course not. 
Walgreen's paper works out some likely 
returns, based on varying assumptions. 

Walgreen's analysis makes certain as­
sumptions-that travel by air grows at 
10 percent a year, which is the historic 
experience; that passengers value time 
at a rate equal to hourly earnings; that 
the SST's will cost about $40 million each 
and will weigh 675,000 pounds. Based 
on these assumptions, Walgreen esti­
mates the number of planes sold at 139. 
If that number is sold, the Government 
will lose $1.183 billion on the project. At 
the same time, however, the private 
manufacturers will make a profit of $150 
million on the SST. They would make a 
profit while the Government lost on the 
SST. Is this a fair sharing of the reward 
when the Government puts up 90 per­
cent of the money? 

Walgreen uses other assumptions and 
arrives at 225 planes sold and 443 planes 
sold, respectively. If 225 are sold, the 
Government will lose $552 million, while 
manufacturers will come out ahead 
$1.689 billion. 

Finally, if 443 planes are sold, the Gov­
ernment comes out $1.05 billion ahead­
this is where the FAA gets its estimate. 
But while the Government is struggling 
to make its $1 billion, the manufacturers 
are raking in a cool $6.495 billion. Some 
sharing. 

So here is a heads I win, tails you lose 
proposition: 

Furthermore, the main point, which I 
am not going to discuss in detail at all, 
has to do with environmental effects, 
which we found are increasingly danger­
ous, according to Mr. Train, former In­
terior Under Secretary, who is certainly 
one of the most widely recognized experts 
in the world on the environment. 

But the main point is that what the 
Government can gain, what our society 
can gain, is so limited. The Senator from 
Arizona spoke about how we have com­
petition with the Soviet Union, with the 
French, and with the English; but where 
is the benefit in this program? 

Where is the benefit? It is true that 
a few people who fiy overseas can save 
some time. They can save 3 or 4 hours, 
perhaps, in flying to London or Paris, or 
8 or 10 hours if they fiy to Asia. But this 
seems to be the sum and substance of the 
benefit. I have asked every witness-and 
we have had a number of them testifying 
in behalf of the SST-and they have 
come up with no real benefits. The Gov­
ernment would spend the substantial 
amount, this year, of $290 million, with 
no significant public benefit that we can 
find. 

As we all know, President NiXQD, in 
1969, did appoint an ad hoc committee 
consisting of some of the outstanding 
members of his Cabinet and others--the 
Council of Economic Advisers, the Secre­
tary of the Treasury, the Secretary of 

Labor, the President's Science Adviser, 
and many others--to give their judg­
ment on the balance of payments. 

Unanimously, they indicated that this 
was not a good investment. They were 
opposed to the investment. That is why 
I conclude reluctantly that while the 
distinguished Senators from Washing­
ton, though very fine and able men, have 
reasons which I think we can all under­
stand to favor this program, it is a pro­
gram which, it seems to me, it is very 
hard to justify. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the letters to which I have re­
ferred from the Department of Labor­
there are two of them, one dated in 1969 
and the other in 1970-be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
Washington, D.C., March 26,1969. 

Hon. JAMES M. BEGGS, 
Under Secretary, Department of Transpor­

tation, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. BEGGS; As agreed at yesterday's 

meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee, this 
letter supersedes my letter of March 21. It 
is my understanding that the report of the 
Ad Hoc Review Committee on the SST will 
be made up of (a) the reports of the four 
working panels and (b) this and letters from 
other Committee members setting forth ad­
ditional views and recommendations. 

I wish to summarize for the record the 
ol'lal comments which I made yesterday to 
Secretary Volpe as follows: 

1. The range of uncertainty with respect 
to the economic benefits from the SST is 
such that no clear case oan be made on 
economic grounds for proceeding with the 
SST development. 

2. Technological spill over benefits appear 
to be negligible. 

3. There are major environmental and 
social problems which have not been solved 
and which should be the subject of fur­
ther intensive research before proceeding 
with prototype construction. 

4. The effect of SST development on the 
balance of payments is likely to be nega­
tive because of the probable major increase 
in United States tourism abroad. 

5. The net employment increase from SST 
production would likely be negligible and 
would occur in the professional and technical 
categories where shortages already exist. The 
project would have practically no employ­
ment benefits for the disadvantaged hard­
core unemployed with low skill levels. 

In addition, we would recommend that 
the responsibility for long term research and 
development activities related to supersonic 
flight should be shifted from the Federal 
Aviation Agency of the Department of Trans­
portation to the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. The basic mission of 
the FAA, to insure safe and efficient com­
mercial air travel, would appear to conflict 
with the responsibility for carrying out a 
major research and development program 
leading to the certification of a particular 
supersonic aircraft to be produced by a single 
commercial firm. 

Finally, it would be our recommendation 
that currently availiable funds for SST devel­
opment be applied in 1970 to further in­
tensive research on the environmental 
hazards associated with the supersonic :flight 
and to further refinement of the economic 
and market studies. 

Sincerely, 
ARNOLD R. WEBER, 

Assistant Secretary of Manpower. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
Washington, D.C., April30, 1970. 

Hon. Wn.LIAM PRoxMIRE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Economy in 

Government, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This is in reply to 
your letter of April 14 in which you di­
rected my attention once again to the 
supersonic transport program. While the 
employment situation has changed since I 
was involved in the evaluation of this pro­
gram a year ago, we have no evidence which 
indicates much easing in the overall demand 
for professional and technical workers who 
might be involved in SST production. There 
has been, however, an increase in the sup­
ply of semiskilled and unskilled workers due 
to cutbacks in defense related industries and 
the space programs, among other industries. 
In the Seattle area, the cutbacks are begin­
ning to include some professional and tech­
nical workers also. 

Our field offices have indicated that work­
ers with specialized aircraft skills and ex­
tensive experience--instrument, aircraft, and 
electrical engineers and other technicians­
may remain unemployed for relatively long 
periods unless they migrate to, or seek jobs 
1.n, other areas. Workers in professional, 
technical, and scientific occupations will also 
suffer unemployment as a result of defense 
cutbacks in Industry and Department of 
Defense installations, but these will be 
mostly in such areas as the Washington, D.C., 
suburbs and Albuquerque, New Mexico. 
These workers will generally be covered, at 
least initially, by unemployment insurance. 

The local State employment offices are 
being encouraged to be more responsive to 
the job placement needs of the more highly 
skilled workers and of professional and tech­
nical workers, particularly to establish more 
precise procedures to compare job shortages 
and surpluses among the various labor mar­
ket areas. The emphasis in recent years 
has been so heavily directed toward the dis­
advantaged workers that special capabilities 
will now have to be developed in some of the 
local employment offices to handle the 
needs of higher level workers. 

Therefore, although the overall employ­
ment situation in the country has certainly 
shifted since last year, we would stlll con­
clude that, 

(a) the net employment increase fJ"om the 
SST would be negligible; 

(b) the overall national demand for high 
skill professionals remains strong, and 

(c) SST production would do little to 
benefit those lower skill workers hardest hit 
by the current downturn. 

As you know, the President, after weigh­
ing the entire range of views on the SST, 
has recommended to the Congress that de­
velopment on an SST should proceed. Ob­
viously, the employment effects of SST 
development were only one f'actor among 
many which he considered in making his 
final decision. 

We have not been involved in any further 
review or discussions with respect to SST 
development since March of last year and 
are therefore in no position to comment on 
the status of other areas of concern which 
surfaced in that earlier review. 

Sincerely, 
ARNOLD R. WEBER, 

Assistant Secretary for Manpower. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I listened very 
carefully to the statement of the distin­
guished Senator from Wisconsin. I do 
not think he has made an argument 
against the SST; I think his argument 
was against the financing. 
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It may be that there are some in­

equities 1n the :tJ.nancing. However, I have 
seen figures completely opposite to the 
figures the Senator has used. 

If there is opposition to the construc­
tion of this aircraft based on engineer­
ing or aerodynamics, or concerning the 
need, then I think we shall have to meet 
that some day; but if the Senator's fig­
ures merely show it is a bad financial 
deal for the Federal Government, and 
if that is true, then I would suggest that 
we can get together and figure out some 
other way to do it. But I have yet to hear 
anything that convinces me that this 
plane should not be built. 

The Senator is asking for reasons; let 
me cite one. We now dominate the 
world's aircraft market, mainly because 
we have built faster and better airplanes 
since World War II. 

The minute that some other country 
makes available a supersonic transport. 
our airlines are going to buy them. Air­
lines around the world are going to buY 
them; and once that happens, then our 
ability to control the so-called domestic­
type market, the subsonic type market, is 
going to disappear; and while the Sena­
tor does not seem to show much interest 
in the unemployment created, we would 
have a real problem. I might say that. 
through the efforts of the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin, we have a large 
unemployment rate in the aircraft in­
dustry and the avionics industry today. 

I do not argue that we should have a 
high rate of expenditures in the military 
or any other field just for the sake of 
keeping up employment, but I think it is 
a lot cheaper to keep a man on the job 
than to pay him unemployment com­
pensation, regardless of whether you call 
it a WPA or not. 

Mr. President, on the remark the 
Senator made about military spending, 
yesterday I put something in the RECORD 
that I want to read-it will take only a 
moment or two-that I think will sort of 
chase the bugaboo of military spending 
out the window. 

In part, I said: 
Since President Nixon took office, our mili­

tary spending has been declining. The pro­
jected military budget for fiscal 1971 is about 
20 percent lower than the budget for similar 
expenditures in the last year under President 
Johnson. This makes allowance for the in­
flation of prices in that period. But no cor­
responding reduction has been made in other 
kinds of spending. For example, in the cur­
rent a-year period-fiscal year 1968 to fiscal 
year 1971-defense spending is being cut 9 
percent, outlays for education and other 
social purposes boost"ed 47 percent, and an 
other Federal expenditures increased 21 per­
cent. But the record of defense costs should 
probably be reviewed in a broader historical 
perspective: 

Immediately after World War II, the Mili­
tary Establishment was largely dismantled 
and outlays fell precipitately from $80 billion 
in 1945 to between $11 and $13 billion an­
nually from 1948 to 1950. This unilateral dis­
armament was one of the causes of the 
Korean action which shot defense costs up 
to $50 billion in 1953. Since that time, that 
is, between 1953 and fiscal year 1971 as pro­
posed by the President, defense expenditures 
increased 49 percent-approximately equal 
to the simultaneous rate of price rise. Spend­
ing for health, education, welfare. and labor 
increase 944 percent; for all other functions 
182 percent. 

More than half of the $129 b1lllon increase 
1n Federal expenditures between 1953 and 
1971 was applied to social purposes, less than 
one-fifth to defense. Defense meanwhile 
shrank from 64 percent of the Federal bud­
get to 36 percent, from 13.6 percent of gross 
national product to about 7.2 percent. 

I mention that, Mr. President, because 
I have heard too often that military 
spending, for example, is the cause of in­
flation. It is not. It is the high rate of 
spending by the Federal Government in 
unrelated fields during a period of our 
economic history when we do not need 
a high rate of Federal spending, and we 
are now paying the piper. 

This inflation we are going througr.. was 
caused by the uncalled-for rate of spend­
ing in the Johnson administration; and 
thank goodness President Nixon is doing 
his best to cut it down, so that we can 
decrease the fires of inflation. But I deny 
the repeated statements made before the 
Committee on Foreign Relations by men 
who should know better that military 
spending is the cause of inflation. 

I will be the first to admit that military 
spending can cause it. But it has not. 
Wars usually have as an aftermatr._ in­
flation-! think mainly because we have 
not had the courage to adjust the price 
of gold at the end of each war period. We 
have not done it, and we have suffered 
inflation. 

But I do not like military spending 
blamed for the inflation we have today. 
So I repeat, I hope during the continu­
ing debate we will certainly have on this · 
subject we can get a little more concrete 
opposition to what we are talking about, 
the SST. I would be very happy to sit 
down with my friend from Wisconsin at 
any time and talk about the financing, if 
he feels it is an unjust approach. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I see, Mr. President, 
that the hour is late. I shall try to be as 
concise as I can in responding to the 
Senator from Arizona; I have one or two 
other things I wish to put in the RECORD. 

When we talk about the fact that mili­
tary spending has been cut in the last 
couple of years, we have to recognize the 
fact that the Vietnam war has been de­
escalated. I think this administration 
deserves some credit for that, and I have 
tried to give them credit. We have with­
drawn 115,000 troops, and eased up on 
our aggressive operations in Vietnam. 
The Secretary of Defense and others 
have indicated that we have cut spend­
ing there between $12 billion and $15 
billion; but that peace dividend has evap­
orated by going into other military pro­
grams, apparently, because we certainly 
have not cut the military budget by $12 
billion or $15 billion. 

It is true that inflation is one reason 
why the military budget has not gone 
down as much as it should have. But 
when we talk about cutting overall 
spending, we cannot get away from the 
analysis by the Bureau of the Budget 
which showed that the kind of spending 
we can get at, the controllable spend­
ing, is limited to about $100 billion. The 
other $100 billion of our $200 billion 
budget is involved in interest on the na­
tional debt, in things like social security 
commitments and payments, contracts 
that we have to pay for, veterans' pen­
sions, and that kind of thing. 

Of that $100 billion that is control­
lable, between $70 billion and $75 billion 
of it is military spending. So we can 
talk about all these other programs 
which have passed the Senate, many of 
them unanimously or almost unani­
mously, like social security measures; 
but if we are going to talk about a realis­
tic effort to cut back spending, we have 
to confront the fact that the military 
area is where the action is. 

Mr. President, with relation to the 
SST, I am delighted to hear the Senator 
from Arizona-I think we made good 
progress this afternoon-say that he 
thinks we should sit down and discuss 
the financing and that he has an open 
mind on it. I would hope that he would 
then reserve his support for the SST 
when it comes before us, until we can 
have a good, hard lock at that financing, 
to see whether it is fair to the Federal 
Government. I would hope that in the 
event he concludes that this allocation 
of profits and losses, which I have dis­
cussed in some detail this afternoon is 
true-if he finds that is true-he would 
then oppose the SST, or at least insist 
that before we appropriate $290 million 
for it, a fairer contract be worked out. 

I might say that it is true that I con­
fined my arguments on the SST to fi­
nancing and labor costs. This was a re­
buttal to parts of the very fine speech by 
the Senator from Arizona. It was not a 
comprehensive analysis of what is wrong 
with the SST. I did that a couple of 
weeks ago. I believe the Senator from 
Arizona was in the Chamber when I did 
it. I covered many areas-the environ­
mental effect, the lack of purpose, the 
noise problem, which is so serious and 
which he discussed so ably and fairly 
today. 

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX 
CONTINUES TO RISE 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, the 
Consumer Price Index-what is known as 
the cost-of-living index-for May has 
just been released. 

Once again. conswner prices rose. They 
rose at an annual rate of 6 percent over 
the previous month of April. They are up 
6.2 percent over a year ago. 

Food prices, which ordinarily fall in 
May, are up by 0.4 percent over the previ­
ous month on a seasonably adjusted basis. 

One other fact is very important in 
all of this. We hear a great deal of talk 
about how wages have pushed up prices. 
But the American wage earner--even 
with some large increases in hourly 
rates-is worse off today than he was 1 
year ago. Figures just released indicate 
that average weekly earnings in real 
terms for a worker with three dependents 
have declined by 1.2 percent in May 1970 
as against May of 1969. 

These figures indicate that the anti­
intlation policies have not worked. Prices 
continue to go up. The rate at which they 
are going up is not declining in any sig­
nificant way. The wage earner, those on 
fixed incomes, the elderly, the poor, and 
the ordinary American citizens are taking 
it on the chin. 

Even the big corporations are suffer­
ing. Corporate profits are down as costs 
have gone up. Stockholders have not only 
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seen their dividends reduced, but also, 
as the market has fallen, their equity 
itself has declined. 

In these circumstances, the President 
should act and act far more decisively 
than he indicated he would in his speech 
yesterday. 

He should adopt stronger wage-price 
guidelines than he has _indicated he will­
as welcome as his initial program may be. 

He should cut back dramatically on 
military spending, on space spending, and 
on unneeded items such as the SST. This 
would reduce spending, insure a Govern­
ment surplus, reduce the pressures on 
interest rates, and restore confidence in 
the economy. 

At the same time, the President must 
institute programs to channel a part 
of these funds into housing, antipollu­
tion and other programs to insure that 
those whose jobs are cut back by defense 
can be employed in these socially useful 
programs. This must be done with plan­
ning and intelligence. 

At the moment, I see no indication that 
this job is being done and that there are 
any plans for the transition from a war­
time to a peacetime economy. 

I might point out that Mr. Herbert 
Stein, who is one of the members of 
the Council of Economic Advisers--and 
it is my understanding was given the 
principal responsibility or a responstbil­
ity of working for conversion from war 
to peace-indicated that there just is not 
any program that Congress or the peo­
ple are going to be told about. The ad­
ministration does not have a reconver­
sion program. They do not have any pro­
gram for putting to work people who are 
now in the military and who will be dis­
charged, we hope, in future years. 

I might also point out that the Joint 
Economic Committee unanimously-all 
the Republicans, all the Democrats, all 
the House Members, all the Senate Mem­
bers-agreed that we should have a pro­
gram, with jobs on the shelf, construc­
tive jobs available, for people who will 
be thrown out of work or will be pushed 
out of work as we cut back in the mili· 
tary area, so that they can go to work. 

There is an urgent need for a change 
in policies. We cannot continue attempt­
ing to stop inflation by inducing un­
employment. That policy is wrong in it­
self. But it is also a failure, because 
it has not stopped or even slowed down 
inflation. 

The time for action has come. The 
country will not continue to accept bad 
news month after month on both the 
job and the inflation fronts. 

THE MAJORITY LEADER SPEAKS ON 
NATIONAL PRIORITIES 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, yes­
terday the members of the Subcommit­
tee on Economy in Government of the 
Joint Economic Committee had the very 
real privilege of hearing the distinguished 
majority leader of the Senate, Senator 
MANSFIELD, outline his views on national 
priorities. 

The great respect we all have for the 
majority leader is based on our recogni­
tion of him as a deeply thoughtful man, 
a man of conscience and conviction; in 

short, a true statesman. The majority 
leader is not a man to waste his words; 
when he speaks, he has something to 
say. 

In his statement yesterday, Senator 
MANSFIELD had a great deal to say. First, 
he described the way in which we have 
poured resources into our Defense Es­
tablishment, wasting billions of dollars 
through sheer inefficiency and misman­
agement in the process, while at the 
same time "we allowed the cities to rot­
the slums to grow, and the ghettos to 
simmer and erupt." The majority leader 
then described the actions that the Con­
gress, and the Senate in particular, have 
already taken to initiate a shift in spend­
ing priorities. Last year the Congress 
cut $5.6 billion from the administration's 
spending requests, with most of the cut 
taken from the military budget. At the 
same time, the Congress added money 
for health, education, manpower, and 
antipollution programs. 

Yesterday, Senator MANSFIELD stated 
his conviction that this shift in national 
priorities must continue. In his succinct, 
yet nonetheless eloquent, words: 

The same measure of cooperation, dedica­
tion, and devotion that has characterized 
past investments in military programs and 
hardware must be applied with the same re­
solve and effect to the programs of human 
investment that are so vital now and in the 
future. 

Mr. President, when the majority lead­
er speaks, we listen, because we know 
that he is stating the conviction and the 
determination of the Democratic leader­
ship in the Congress to do the job which 
must be done. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the REcORD the remarks of 
Senator MANSFIELD before the Subcom­
mittee on Economy in Government. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MIKE MANSFIELD 
Gentleman, I first wish to thank you for 

extending me this opportunity. There is no 
single expert when it comes to assigning 
priorities or even for defining all of the 
various problems that confront us as a na­
tion both at home and abroad. I do, however, 
profess certain notions about the order of 
things. And I prefer to look at them in terms 
of balance, of emphasis and choice. 

Today we face perhaps the gravest choices 
of all. To be sure, militarily we are a strong 
nation. We are a nation that has produced a 
stockpile of weapons and weaponry sufficient 
to destroy the earth many times over. Since 
World War II, we have spent $1,250 billion 
on national defense. But the security of a 
nation cannot be measured solely by the 
amount of money spent on military hard­
ware--even if each dollar spent were spent 
for weapons systems that worked. The de­
cision to allocate so much of our resources 
for military might--in many cases purchas­
ing military white elephants with a billion 
dollar price tag-has cost us dearly in terms 
of satisfying what to me are the essential 
ingredients of a healthy and secure society­
good education and health, decent living 
conditions for all, a safe and clean environ­
ment and the absence of poverty. Over the 
years as we continued to build militarily, we 
allowed the cities to rot, we allowed the 
slums to grow and the ghettos to simmer 
and erupt. Only recently have we recognized 
that the whole fabric of our society has be­
gun to unravel at the seams. Only recently 

have we begun to talk in terms of shifting 
the emphasis, of establishing a better bal­
ance with respect to these fundamental 
needs at home and our continuing involve­
ments abroad. 

It has been right here in this Committee, 
I might say, that much of the recognition 
was first indicated. It has been your efforts, 
Mr. Chairman and members of the Commit­
tee, that have done so much, I believe, to 

. highlight the imbalance on the priorities 
scale. It is through your efforts that the 
public has become aware that out of $956 
spent by our government for every man, 
woman and child, $400 goes to the Pentagon. 

But size expenditure alone is not the only 
startling revelation; there is the immense 
waste that has accompanied our vast mili­
tary disbursements and it is this gross ineffi­
ciency that has lent so much impetus to 
the struggle over priorities. For example, the 
additional $2 billion spent to correct wrong 
estimates on the C5-A cargo plane alone 
equalled almost all of the money spent on 
Health and Mental Health programs this 
year. It more than doubles the Admtl.nistra­
tion request for federal urban renewal funds. 
It is more than eight times what the Ad­
ministration requested last year for pollu­
tion control; more than eight times that 
requested for vocational education; more 
than 20 times that for education for the 
handicapped; and more than $600 million 
than was allocated last year for elementary 
and secondary education. And the C5-A is 
only one small example that tends to sup­
port the view of those who say that the Pen­
tagon and its countless contractors have 
simply spilled money down the drain­
enough wastage alone perhaps to fund ad­
equately the needed pollution and environ­
mental programs throughout the entire Fed­
eral Government. Maybe it overs·tates and 
over simplifies the matter but it clearly 
demonstrates the dilemma in which we find 
ourselves. 

If my memory serves me correctly, the 
Chairman of this Committee made a state­
ment a few months ago to the effect that 
the over-cost on weapon systems conserva­
tively estimated and on the basis of informa­
tion furnished by the General Accounting 
Office was somewhere in the vicinity of $21 
billion. Now, one expects a certain amount 
of waste, but certainly when contracts are 
let which indicate such a tremendous over­
cost and in some instances the Government 
going in and bailing out some of the con­
tractors, then I think it is time for all of 
us to sit up and take notice. 

That is not to say that the elimination of 
waste alone is enough. It is not. What is 
needed is change in basic attitude by govern­
ment at all levels but especially at the 
federal level where the real meaning of a 
safe and healthy society must be considered 
anew. 

The clear awareness that our resources are 
not unlimited, that our wealth is not end­
less is finally being understood. If it has 
proved anything, the war in Southeast Asia 
has established that fact beyond all doubt. 
That is why, also, the Congress last year 
went at least part of the way in attempting 
to respond both to the question of priorities 
and to the matter of our limited resources. 
First of all, it cut $5.6 billion from the Pres­
ident's overall budget requests for fiscal year 
1970. Most of those cuts came out of pro­
grams sought by the Pentagon and the mili­
tary requests for more weapons and weapon 
systems. It reduced the Foreign Air Program 
by the same sum-$1 billion. In turn, Con­
gress added a small fraction of the savings­
about $1 billion-to health and welfare 
needs, to education programs, to pollution 
programs, manpower programs and the like. 
This was not enough-not enough in terms 
of the areas where reductions were made or 
additions granted-but it was a beginning; 
it was an indication that the Congress and 
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especially the Senate had begun to take the 
lead at long last in what I think is the right 
direction. Congress demonstrated that it was 
Willing at least to !ace the issue of priorities. 

But to complete the whole story, it should 
be said that not everyone was in agreement. 
After Congress had endeavored to face the 
question of priorities by slicing sharply the 
Defense budget and rechannelling a small 
fraction of the savings into health, welfare, 
education and environmental needs, the ad­
ministration struck down the action with a 
veto of these vital additions to our most 
pressing domestic needs. That, gentlemen, is 
the real dilemma we in the Congress con­
front. 

For it is one thing to grasp the question 
of balance and emphasis. It is another to 
implement a new order of priorities. We are 
only now recognizing those areas of domestic 
concern that have for too long been ignored 
in favor of a global concern based on a costly 
network of international agreements, com­
mitments and policies established decades 
ago for circumstances that were then only 
marginally relevant and that today serve no 
purpose whatsoever. There are currently over 
3 million Americans in uniform around the 
world. Secretary Laird recently stated that 
perhaps a one million man reduction could 
be achieved. There is simply no justification 
for the fact that about 1.5 million uniformed 
Americans are stationed overseas at more 
than 3,000 installations and bases. And with 
them are about 500,000 o! their dependents. 
Take Western Europe alone. What is the 
sense of maintaining about 250,000 American 
troops there along with their dependents-
25 years after World War II. This costs the 
taxpayer an exhorbitant amount--running 
into the billions each year. 

As another example, since World War II 
we have spent $131 billion in total disburse­
ments to foreign nations. In that same 
period we have spent little more than 1% of 
that sum in seeking the causes and preven­
tion of crime. Yet today, I ask, what force is 
it that circumscribes our freedom of move­
ment on the streets of every city in this 
nation? Certainly it is not a foreign power. 
It is crime right here at home. Crime is one 
of the most important issues facing our na­
tion. Time and again our national advisory 
commissions on crime have warned that we 
must commit ourselves fully to winning the 
war on crime. But even this year there is 
budgeted only $480 million to help our states 
and local governments fight crime. That is 
about % of the amount that was squandered 
on the C-5A cargo plane in cost overruns 
alone. 

What I am saying is that as easily as we 
can recognize the problem areas, as clearly 
as we can point to the needs, we must be 
prepared as well to devote all that is needed 
to solve the problems and meet the needs. 
If we are told a missile system is necessary­
but can't be assured it w111 work-we must 
be wllling to judge independently its neces­
sity and demand reasonable assurance o! its 
operational capa.b111ty or else be Willing to 
eliminate it. If it means that a veto must be 
overridden, then we must override the veto. 
In any event the same measure of coopera­
tion, dedication and devotion that has char­
acterized past investments in military pro­
grams and hardware must be applied with 
the same resolve and effect to the porgrams 
of human investment that are so vital now 
and in the future. 

With respect to our programs for educa­
tion, health and poverty, we have always de­
manded that they prove effective or we elimi­
nate the funds. In the case of a missile 
system that most feel will not work even 1! 
built to design, we insist that the money be 
spent regarcUess o! the impediments. That 
can no longer be the practice. Let us apply 
the same standards in each case. 

Let us as a nation make a contract to clean 
our rivers and our air, a contract to assure 

every American ohlld a quality education, 
to assure every American pedestrian a sate 
street in which to walk, and a decent home 
in which to live. Let us assure all of the 
training and the skills needed for a decent 
job and then, Mr. Cha.1rma.n.. let u.s with­
stand the overruns on these con tracts and 
commitments that Will assuredly provide 
America with the security it has sought these 
past three decades. Thank you very much. 

REPRESENTATION FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
would like to add my voice to the growing 
cry for representation for the District of 
Columbia. It is tragic that Congress has 
for so long delayed action on such a vital 
issue as the right of all citizens to vote. 
This session marks the 20th time that 
the Congress has been faced with the 
pleas of the citizens of Washington that 
those citizens are victims of taxation 
without representation. Nineteen times­
for 170 years these pleas have fallen on 
deaf ears. 

Why has the Congress of the United 
States allowed its Capital City to re­
main a colony? What arguments can 
possibly be put forth which are more 
pressing, more significant than funda­
mental justice? For that is what is at 
issue here-when will we give all our 
citizens, the right to vote? 

Who would deny that our Government 
must derive its powers from the consent 
of the governed? Yet for 170 years citi­
zens of Washington have not been al­
lowed to select those who make the laws 
under which they are governed. For 170 
years citizens of Washington have had 
to fight and die in wars without having 
the fundamental democratic right to 
select representatives to Congress. For 
170 years citizens of Washington have 
had to pay taxes which they have had 
no part in legitimizing. It is shameful 
that the Nation which considers itself to 
be the guardian of democracy should be 
the only democratic nation in the world 
whose capital is not represented in the 
national legislature. Here is our Capital 
where democracy should be strongest it 
is weakest. Here is our Capital where we 
should be setting an example for the free 
world we are caught up in meaningless 
delay. 

Two tasks face Congress if we are ever 
to truly strengthen democracy in our Na­
tion's Capital. First, we must give Wash­
ington full representation in Congress. 
And then, we must grant the District 
home rule. Today I take this time to urge 
my colleagues to undertake the first of 
these tasks-that of granting congres­
sional representation to the District of 
Columbia. 

Congressional representation for the 
District is a logical continuation of re­
cent increased Government concern with 
voting rights. The abolition of the poll 
tax, the voting rights acts, the reappor­
tionment decisions in the Supreme Court, 
and most recently the passage by Con­
gress of the voting act which will give 
18-year-olds the right to vote are all 
giant steps toward more equitable voting 
rights and procedures. Is it not about 
time that we extend these rights to the 
815,000 potential voters in the District? 

Mr. President, the League of Women 
Voters has gathered over a million and 
a quarter signatures from citiezns of all 
50 of our States urging voting repre­
sentation for District residents. The plat­
forms of both the Democratic and Re­
publican Parties in 1968 contained a 
plank supporting representation for the 
District. President Nixon in supporting 
such representation told Congress in a 
message last year: 

It should offend the democratic senses 
of this nation that the 850,000 citizens of its 
capital comprising a population larger than 
eleven of its states have no voice in Congress. 

Groups with such diverse interests as 
the District Board of Trade, the Amer­
ican Civil Liberties Union, and the AFL­
CIO are all united in their stand on the 
issue. Massive petitioning campaigns are 
underway here in the District. It- would 
seem that conditions are finally ripe for 
a change that has been long overdue. 

I urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
heed this growing public support and 
lend their support to the constitutional 
amendment now pending before the Ju­
diciary Committee which would give the 
District of Columbia full representation. 
By full representation, I mean two Sen­
ators and as many Representatives as 
the District would be entitled if it were 
a State. There is no reason why resi­
dents of the District-as full citizens of 
this country-should have no or only 
partial representation in this Congress. 

Of course, Mr. President, there are a 
whole series of arguments which have 
been used to rationalize the rejection of 
District representation plans. Some have 
claimed that since the District is not a 
State, it has no constitutional basis for 
electing a representative, others have 
said that its status as a unique Federal 
City must be protected or that many 
Washington residents are not permanent 
and could and should vote elsewhere. But 
Mr. President, all these arguments are 
dwarfed by a single major principle of 
the American Republie-that govern­
ments derive their power strictly and 
exclusively from the consent of the gov­
erned. 

I would just like to take a moment to 
answer the toughest of the objections to 
District representation-the argument 
that the Founding Fathers did not in­
tend for the District to be a State but 
rather envisioned a Federal City which 
had no right to congressional repre­
sentation. 

The Founding Fathers apparently 
spent little if any time discussing the fu­
ture of the Nation's Capital. The fact is 
that an accident of history is the only 
reason the residents of Washington were 
disenfranchised. James Madison, one of 
the Constitution's principal architects, 
states in the Federalist, No. 43 that the 
Federal City should "of course, have 
their voice in the election of the Govern­
ment which is to exercise authority over 
them." The Founding Fathers were not 
primarily concerned at the Constitu­
tional Convention with a city that was 
but a series of cornfields, marshlands, 
alder bushes, and pasturelands. Besides, 
little could they have foreseen the large 
and complex city that Washington would 
become. 
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Today as one of the Nation's 10 largest 

cities, Washington is faced with the same 
overwhelming problems that face all 
American cities-crime, education, pov­
erty, health, race, but Washington is the 
only city in the Nation that has no voice 
in attempting to solve its problems. 
While it is important that the District 
be given the right to seek local solutions 
to its problems in the form of home ru1e, 
it must at the very least be given a voice 
in the national effort to solve these prob­
lems in Congress. 

Tragically 815,000 of our fellow citi­
zens have no representatives to turn to 
with their concerns. If they turn to one 
of us we are not able to fu1ly represent 
our constituents. 

Periodically Washington citizens and 
newspapers have pleaded with Congress 
in the hope that this body wou1d uphold 
the spirit of the Constitution and Dec­
laration of Independence. One editorial 
supporting representation appeared in 
the Evening Star. It read in part: 

It is conceded that the best method by 
which Congress can regulate the capital as 
a city may vary somewhat in details, with 
altering circumstances, but there is no ur­
gent, present necessity for a change in this 
respect. The more important question is, 
shall not the people of the District, who now 
largely exceed the number of persons repre­
sented by each member of the House, be ad­
mitted to the Union as citizens of a quasi­
state, and be granted representation in the 
National Legislature, and the privilege of 
voting for President? Without disputing for 
the present the proposition, proved absurd 
by experience, that they do not need, as citi­
zens of the District, distinct representation 
in the Congress as a local legislature be­
cause they are represented in that capacity 
by all Senators and Representatives, do they 
not, as citizens of the United States, assem­
bled in sufficient numbers in a limited space 
and paying national taxes, require repre­
sentation in the body which imposes and dis­
burses these taxes? 

It is tragic that Washington citizens 
have had to wait so long for simple, fun­
damental justice. It is tragic that the 
editorial I have just read was printed in 
1888. Since 1888 Washington has ob­
tained the privilege of voting for Presi­
dent. However, it still has no representa­
tion in Congress. 

Mr. President, we wou1d do best tore­
member that representative democracy 
exists only with the consent of the gov­
erned and that taxation without repre­
~entation is tantamount to tyranny. How 
much longer will the citizens of Wash­
ington have to wait for their funda­
mental rights? Congress must act now to 
grant representation to the District of 
Columbia; 170 years is long enough. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S ADDRESS ON 
THE ECONOMY 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I wish to 
respond briefly to President Nixon's mes­
sage to the country on the condition of 
the economy and what his administra­
tion is-and is not-prepared to do about 
our steadily worsening condition. I will 
not attempt to cornJllent in detail on his 
specific interpretations and proposals, 
which should be thoroughly and objec­
tively analyzed before one makes deci­
sions on the merits. 

I agree fully with the President's posi­
tion that there shou1d be no attempt to 
play politics with the cost of living of the 
American people. It is because I agree 
that this issue is too important to the 
American people for partisan political 
approaches that I find the President's 
actual and implied criticisms of the Con­
gress to be most unfortunate. 

It has been said that the great weak­
ness of government is postponement and 
delay. All too often action is deferred 
until is has needed doing for so long 
that, by the time we do move, it is al­
ready time to be doing something else. 
Certainly this may be said of economic 
policies during the past 18 months. For 
more thari a year while inflation and un­
employment climbed hand in hand-in 
itself a rare phenomenon-the President 
explicitly refused to use the educational 
powers of his office to urge restraint upon 
business and labor. He declined, he said, 
to engage in "jawboning." Others might 
have called it leadership. 

From the beginning, the President and 
his advisers also rejected the voluntary 
guideposts devised through trial and 
error during the 8 years of the Kennedy­
Johnson administrations. 

"Our policies are working," they tell 
us. "In the long run, prices will come 
down." The trouble with such long-term 
policies, as the economist John Maynard 
Keynes once observed, is that ' 'in the 
long run, we are all dead." How long can 
the American people be expected pa­
tiently to endure a situation which finds 
5 percent of our labor force un­
employed, the rate of inflation continu­
ing at 6 percent or more a year, and 
interest rates at their highest level since 
the Civil War? How much proof does the 
administration need before it recognizes 
that something is drastically wrong with 
our economy and that something drastic 
must be done about it? 

It is instructive to look at other efforts 
in recent decades to control inflation. We 
all remember, I am sure, that it was pres­
sure from the White House which rolled 
back price increases on steel during Pres­
ident Kennedy's administration in 1962. 
Fewer recall, perhaps, that it was simi­
lar pressure a few weeks earlier which 
persuaded the steelworkers union to fore­
go wage increases in a potentially infla­
tionary economy. 

We recall, too, that it was positive ac­
tion from the White House in 1965 during 
President Johnson's administration 
which prevented sharp increases in the 
price of aluminum and copper. As more 
than one economic expert has observed, 
even evidence that the President is will­
ing to act can have a powerfu1 effect. 

Experts may debate the exact degree 
to which the policies and actions of the 
two previous Democratic administrations 
contributed to actual control of inflation. 
But the inescapable fact is that action 
was taken-and the rate of inflation dur­
ing those years was less than a third of 
what it is today. We cannot, of course, 
ignore the effects of Vietnam on our 
economy. But the troop buildup in Viet­
nam began in the summer of 1965, and 
3% years later, when President Nixon 
took office, the rate of inflation was still 
far less than half of what it is today. 

The philosophy of "nixonomics" as 
some have termed it seems to be that if 
we can slow down business, stop the 
country's growth, and live with unem­
ployment, then everything will become all 
right. Well, they have certainly achieved 
some of these objectives. Real growth in 
our gross national product has ceased en­
tirely, if not actually declined. More. and 
more experts agree that we are in the 
midst of a recession. The stock market 
is in the longest sustained slump since 
the 1930's. Unemployment continues to 
rise. Even without inflation, I wou1d not 
call that "all right." But in the face of 
all this, inflation continues. 

I congratu1ate the President, though, 
on bringing attention to the problem of 
productivity. Personally, I have always 
believed that the positive, constructive 
way to combat inflation is to increase 
productivity on the supply of goods in 
order to better sop up the available 
money. To my mind, this is a much more 
nationally advantageous policy than the 
raising of interest rates and, far worse, 
the encouragement of unemployment 
which are the present policies followed 
by the administration. Too many people 
forget that demand is only one-half of 
the demand-supply equation. Particu1ar­
ly at a time when unemployment is ris­
ing, and when there are indications that 
we are not using all of our productive 
capacity, more stress shou1d be placed 
on increasing production. 

There is much in the President's state­
ment which will require careful study 
before one can hope to understand 
exactly what he intended to tell us. Un­
employment, we were told, is the resu1t 
of a nation in transition from war to 
peace. Inflation, however, is the resu1t 
presumably of a wartime economy. But 
if the administration is in fact cutting­
back on Government spending and 
rapidly reducing the level of warfare in 
Vietnam. why does not the rate of in­
ft.ation go down as the rate of unem­
ployment goes up? If, as the President 
suggests, the failure of this administra­
tion's policies results from under­
estimating "the inflationary thrust" of 
the 3 years preceding his taking 
offi.ce, why has it taken so long to make 
itself manifest? As I have already 
pointed out, the rate of inflation has 
been steadily increasing under this ad­
ministration, in comparison with its 
predecessors. 

The President informed us once more 
that he will not resort to public "de­
nunciations" of individual companies or 
unions in the attempt to combat infla­
tionary wage and price increases, but he 
tells us that the Council of Economic 
Advisers will now maintain an "ir..fla­
tion alert," citing outstanding specific 
cases of increases encouraging inflation 
and making those cases public knowl­
edge. 

I can only take this to mean that the 
President is opposed to "jaw-boning" be­
cause it does not work, but has ordered 
his COU!Ilcil of Economic Advisers to 
" jaw-bone." 

The President asks the Congress, quite 
specifically, not to give him stand-by 
wage and price control authority. This, 
he suggests, would be ''playing politics," 
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because the Congress knows that he 
would never exercise such authority. 
the implication is that we would be act­
ing only to embarrass the President. 

I think it is only fair to say that if 
the economic situation improves rapidly 
without controls, the President obvi­
ously will not be embarr~sed. It is only 
if the economic situation continues to 
deteriorate, and the President then fails 
to use the authority granted to him by 
the Congress, that there will be embar­
rassment. Personally, what I am deeply 
interested in is seeing that the current 
inflationary spiral and the current down­
trend in production and employment is 
ended. 

As a member of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, I cannot refrain from spec­
ulating about how strong would be the 
President's objection to standby author­
ity if the purpose of that authority were 
to give him a free hand to deploy troops 
in Asia. 

The President expressed concern 
about the abandonment of our free­
doms. When President Truman called 
for wage and price controls during the 
Korean war, the Senate Republican 
leader of that time stated that the pro­
gram, if adopted, "probably means an 
end to economic freedom in the United 
States, perhaps forever." The country 
and the free enterprise system, however, 
survived the adoption of that program­
and the Consumer Price Index, which 
rose 5.9 percent in 1951, gained less than 
1 percent the following year. Indeed, it 
is entirely possible that the free enter­
prise system survived because of those 
controls, not despite them. 

It seems to me that the time has come 
to act. I do not believe we can delay for 
a summer and fall of White House con­
ferences and committee reports. We in 
this body, and our friends in the other 
house, have no power to force the Presi­
dent to act against his own judgment. 
Nor should we have. But we can give 
the President the authority and the 
power to impose selective wage and price 
controls, and I believe the time has come 
to do so. Whether he ultimately elects to 
use that power is a matter for his own 
conscience, his judgment, and the will of 
the American people. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR YOUNG OF OHIO TO­
MORROW 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent that, 
immediately upon disposition of the 
reading of the Journal tomorrow, the 
able Senator from Ohio <Mr. YoUNG) 
be recognized for not to exceed 20 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHURCH). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN 
MILITARY SALES ACT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 15628) to amend the 
Foreign Military Sales Act. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, I make the following unanimous 
consent request: 

Ordered, That the Senate proceed to vote 
at 2 p.m. on Monday, June 22, 1970, on the 
amendment of the Senator from West Vir­
ginia (Mr. BYRD), No. 708, to the bill (H.R. 
15628} to amend the Foreign Military Sales 
Act, with the debate after 1:00 p.m. on that 
date being equally divided and controlled 
by the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
BYRD) and the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CHURCH} , or their designees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CHURCH). Is there objection to the re­
quest of the Senator from West Virginia? 
The Chair hears none and it is so 
ordered. 

STAR PRINTING OF S. 3941 AND 
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, through 
an inadvertence, a section of S. 3941, to 
provide civil penalties for the use of lead­
based paint in certain dwellings, intro­
duced June 9 by the Senator from Penn­
sylvania (Mr. ScHWEIKER), for himself 
and others, was omitted. I ask unanimous 
consent that a star print be made cor­
recting this error. I also ask that at this 
printing the names of the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator 
from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) and the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON) 
be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CHURCH) . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
additional routine business was trans­
acted: 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE 
CONSTITUTION TO PROVIDE FOR 
THE DffiECT POPULAR ELECTION 
OF THE PRESIDENT AND VICE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES-AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 711 

Mr. GRIFFIN. On behalf of the senior 
Senator from Maryland and myself I sub­
mit an amendment to Senate Joint Res­
olution 1, the proposed constitutional 
amendment providing for the direct 
election of the President, which will re­
place the runoff election contingency. In 
the amendment as currently drafted, if 
the leading popular candidate fails to 
receive 40 percent of the vote, a second 
or runoff election must be held. This 
provision is a dangerous incentive to 
splinter party movements. 

In order to gain tremendous political 
leverage, all that one or several splinter 
parties need do is attract 20 percent of 
the popular vote. Under the direct elec­
tion amendment as written, the prospect 
of sectional or ideological parties crassly 
bargaining with the major parties in the 
first election or the runoff becomes too 
real. Widespread cynical dealing and 
permanent party fragmentation may 

cause the disappearance of our stable, 
two-party system as we know it today. 

The amendment to be offered will help 
this possibility without in any way 
altering the popular vote concept of the 
direct election amendment. Under the 
amendment, if the frontrunner receives 
a majority of all the State's electoral 
votes he is elected President, even though 
he fails to gain 40 percent of the popular 
vote. No second- or third-place candi­
date in the popular vote can be elected 
this way: however, it allows a candidate 
who is the popular choice and who has 
widespread support amongst the States 
to win. 

If the candidate leading in popular 
votes gathers neither 40 percent of the 
popUlar vote nor a majority of electoral 
votes, then the amendment would pro­
vide for a joint session of the newly 
chosen Congress to select the President 
from the two leading candidates in the 
popular election. Thus the new Con­
gress, representing the most recent ex­
pression of the popular will and with 
each Representative and Senator having 
one vote, will openly choose one of the 
two major contenders. 

The procedure provided by this amend­
ment would provide for selection, just as 
accurately as in a runoff, a minority 
candidate for the President who has the 
widest base of popular support while it 
insures--as the runoff does not-that 
our party system will not crumble during 
times of stress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that separate views to the commit­
tee report as well as a summary analysis 
and the text of the amendment be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHURCH). The amendment will be re­
ceived and printed and will lie on the 
table; and, without objection, the amend­
ment, separate views, and summary anal­
ysis will be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment <No. 711) is as fol­
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 711 
Beginning with line 20, page 2 , strike out 

all to and including line 4 , page 3, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following : 

"SEc. 3. The persons joined as candidat es 
for President and Vice President having the 
grea.test number of votes shall be declared 
elected President and Vice President, if such 
number be at least 40 per centum of the 
total number of votes certified. If none of 
the persons joined as candidates for Presi­
dent and Vice President shall have at least 
40 per centum of t he total number of votes 
certified, but the persons joined as candi­
dates for President and Vice President hav­
ing the greatest number of votes cast in 
the election received the greatest number 
of the votes cast in each of several States 
which in combination are entitled to a. 
number of Senators and Representatives in 
the Congress constituting a majority of the 
whole number of Members of both Houses 
of the Congress; such persons shall be de­
clared elected President and Vice President. 
For the purposes of the preceding sentence, 
the District of Columbia shall be considered 
to be a State, and to be entitled to a number 
of Senators and Representatives in the Con­
gress equal to the number to which it would 
be entitled if it were a. State, but in no 
event more than the number to which the 
least populous State is entitled. 

"If, a.tter any such election, none of the 
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persons joined as candidates for President 
and Vice President can be declared to be 
elected pursuant to the preceding paragraph, 
the Congress shall assemble in special ses­
sion, in such manner . as the Congress sha.ll 
prescribe by law, on the first Monday of 
December of the year in which the election 
occurred. The Congress so assembled in spe­
cial session shall be composed of those 
·persons who are qualified to serve as Mem­
bers of the Senate and the House of Rep­
resentatives for the regular session begin­
ning in the year next following the year in 
which the election occurred. In that special 
session the Senate and the House of Rep­
resentatives so constituted sitting in joint 
session shall choose immediately, from the 
two pairs of persons joined as candidates for 
President and Vice President who received 
the highest numbers of votes cast in the 
election, one such pair by ballot. For that 
purpose a quorum shall consist of three­
fourths of the whole number of Senators and 
Representatives. The vote of each Member 
of each House shall be publicly announced 
and recorded. The pair of persons joined as 
candidates for President and Vice President 
receiving the greatest number of votes shall 
be declared elected President and Vice Presi­
dent. Immediately after such declaration, the 
special session shall be adjourned sine die!' 

The separate views and swnmary 
analysis, presented by Mr. GRIFFIN, are 
as follows: 
REPORT ON THE DmECT ELECTION AMENDMENT 

TO THE CONSTITUTION-8EPARATE VIEWS OF 
U.S. SENATOR ROBERT P. GRIFFIN AND U.S. 
SENATOR JOSEPH D. TYDINGS 

Although we wholeheartedly endorse the 
direct election concept contained in S.J. Res. 
1, we are concerned that the contingency 
for a runoff election in the event that the 
popular vote winner has less than 40 per­
cent of the votes cast may encourage a pro­
liferation of minor parties and consequently 
a breakdown of the two-party structure as 
we know it. 

In order to preserve the framework of ac­
commodation and compromise which has 
been the crucial unifying element in Amer­
ican politics, we offered an amendment in 
Committee retaining the basic popular vote 
concept while, at the same time, restricting 
the opportunity of minor party candidates 
to weaken significantly the two-party sys­
tem. Essentially, our amendment substitutes 
an election by a Joint Session of Congress 
for the runoff contingency in S.J. Res. 1. 
However, the Congressional runoff we pro­
pose will occur only if the popular vote win­
ner does not receive 40 percent of the pop­
ular vote or a majority of the electoral vote. 
The text of this proposal follows our 
statement. 

"No business other than the choosing of 
a President a.nd a Vice President shall be 
transacted in any special session in which 
the Congress is assembled under this section. 
A regular session of the Congress shall be ad­
journed during the period of any such spe­
cial session, but may be continued after 
the adjournment of such special session 
until the beginning of the next regular ses­
sion of the Congress. The assembly of the 
Congress in special session under this section 
shall not a:ffect the term of office for which 
a Member of the Congress theretofore has 
been elected or appointed, and this section 
shall not impair the powers of any Member 
of the Congress with respeot to any matter 
other than proceedings conducted in special 
session under this section." 

On page S, line 16, immediately after the 
period, insert the following new sentence: 
"No such election sha.ll be held la.ter t.ha.n 
the first Tuesday after the first Monday in 
November, and the results thereof shall be 

declared no later than the third Tuesday 
after the first Monday in November of the 
year in which the election occurs." 

PROBLEMS WITH RUNOP'F 

In probing the justifications advanced for 
the popular runoff contingency in S.J. Res. 
1, a number of disturbing, unanswered ques­
tions remain. How, for instance, do we ac­
count for the general consensus among po­
litical scientists that election of Governors 
and legislators by plurality vote, without a 
runoff, has definitely encouraged the two­
party system? What relevance to the Com­
mittee proposal lB there in the history of 
divisive, bitterly fought primary runoffs, 
particularly in the South, where the first 
election provides a testing ground for the 
strength of various ideologies? Even in state­
wide contests where onJ.y a plurality is re­
quired, four rela.tively strong parties have 
emerged in New York, thereby demonstrat­
ing the clout of minor parties. 

While a runoff in the House of Represen­
tatives is possible under the present elec­
toral system, the inhibiting effect of the 
unit rule has discouraged the proliferation 
of minor parties except for those having 
some type of regional base. Under the win­
ner-take-all feature minor parties have 
thrown the election into the House only in 
the case of the 1824 election. Of the 46 
Presidential elections since 1789, major 
third-party challenges have occurred in only 
eight contests. 

Despite this record, popular vote totals in 
past elections are relied upon for formu­
la.ting the 40 percent plurality requirement 
designed to minimize the possibility of run­
offs. However, is the history of results under 
the present system, where a powerful de­
terrent exists to the entrance of minor 
parties on the political scene, good prece­
dent for evaluating the sucoess of an en­
tirely new concept lacking the safeguards 
against ideological candidates? 

These questions, in our opinion, can be 
satisfaotorlly answered only by altering the 
runoff contingency in order to strike a better 
balance between the need for direct public 
participation and the need for institutional 
stab111ty. 

Although it is possible for the present sys­
tem to produce some peculiar and undesir­
able results as the Committee Report em­
phasizes, it is important not to lose sight 
of its strong pointti. 

Since 1836 when the unit rule became the 
general standard in the States for allocating 
electoral votes, not one election has been 
sent to the House of Representatives due to 
the inability of any candidate to receive a 
majority of the electoral votes. The 1876 
election went to the House only to determine 
which major party candidate should have 
received the 22 electoral votes in four states 
where the election returns were in dispute. 

As emphasized during the Senate hearings 
by Professor Alexander Bickel of Yale Law 
School and former Presidntial assistant 
Richard Goodwin, the present electoral sys­
tem restricts third party challenges to those 
candidates who have a strong regional base. 
The lack of such a base is illustrated by the 
demise of the Progressive Party. In 1924 
Robert La Follette garnered 16.6 percent of 
the popular vote but carried only Wisconsin 
with its 13 electoral votes. Henry Wallace, 
running on the Progressive ticket in 1948, 
got 2.4 percent of the popular vote but won 
no electoral votes. That same year, Senator 
Thurmond, representing the regionally based 
States Rights Party, received the same per­
centage of the popular vote as Henry Wallace 
but collected 39 electoral votes. Of course, 
the impact of the States Rights Party can be 
seen today in George Wallace's American In­
dependent Party. 

The limitations of even solid regional sup­
port on a third party's efforts are strikingly 

demonstrated by going back to the 1860 elec­
tion. Although the southern Democratic can­
didate, John Breckinrldge, polled 72 electoral 
votes and John Bell of the constitutional 
Union Party polled 39, Abraham Lincoln won 
a mojority of the electoral vote with only 
39.9 percent of the popular vote. 

On the other hand, under the 40 percent 
plurality required for direct election, a minor 
party or combination of minor parties need 
only approach 20 percent of the popular vote 
in order to reach a strong bargaining posi­
tion. The prospect of two minor party can­
didates, one regional and one ideological, 
amassing 20 percent of the vote is quite 
realistic in the near future of American 
politics. 

In view of this attractive political frame­
work, the direct election plan, as embodied 
in S.J. Res. 1, opens the door to public politi­
cal barga.lning with the most far-reaching 
consequences. Concessions wrung from xna­
jor party candidates either before or after 
the first election would be made in a heated 
atmosphere conducive to the creation of pub­
lic distrust. Given the fact that bargaining 
before the runoff election would take place 
under conditions of division and disappoint­
ment, cynical political moves might in them­
selves lead to a crisis of respect and legiti­
macy in the selection of the President. Un­
doubtedly, the aura of legitimacy would be 
all the more in doubt where the runner-up in 
the initial contest wins the runoff by woo­
ing third-party support. In such a case, the 
question of legitimacy is sharpened even fur­
ther if the turnout in the second election is 
substantially lower than in the first election. 

THE AMENDMENT 

While we believe that the 40 percent re­
quirement in S.J. Res. 1 has validity and 
provides a legitimate base of support, we are 
convinced that further protection is needed 
to insure that the 40 percent standard be­
comes the floor and not the ceiling for popu­
lar vote winners. At the same time, any move 
away from the runoff approach should be 
exercised with extreme care in order that the 
essential principle of direct election is not 
destroyed. 

The amendment we propose is designed to 
accomplish these objectives. We are con­
fident that, if adopted, it will not only 
strengthen the direct vote proposal but also 
will enhance its chances of being ratified by 
three-fourths of the State legislatures. 

Importantly, our proposal does not differ 
from S.J. Res. 1 where at least one candidate 
receives 40 percent m more of the popular 
vote. However, instead of going immediately 
to a runoff election if no candidate polls the 
required 40 percent, the popular vote win­
ner will still be elected provided he obtains 
a majority of the electoral vote. The con­
tingency or runoff election before a Joint 
Session of Congress occurs only if the above 
conditions are not met. 

Significantly, if this proposal had been in­
corporated in the ConstitutiQn from the out­
set, with all other things remaining equal, no 
Presidential election in our nation•s history 
would have been decided by Congress. In fact, 
the popular vote winner would have become 
President in every election. Even under S.J. 
Res. 1, a popular vote runoff would have 
been required in the 1860 election where 
Abraham Lincoln received only 39.9 percent 
of the popular vote. Under our plan, Lincoln 
automatically would have become President 
since he received a majority of the electoral 
vote. 

Two important functions are served by this 
amendment. First, it raises a substantial bar­
rier to minor party candidates by requiring 
them to get at least 20 percent of the popu­
lar vote as well as requiring them to poll 
or divert enough electoral votes from the 
popular vote winner in order to prevent him 
from getting a majority of such vote. It does 
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not offer the incentives of the ~esent sys­
tem where, under the Twelfth Amendment, 
a third party candidate participates in the 
contingent runoff election in the House of 
Representatives. Under our prqposal only the 
two highest vote getters will be considered 
in the election by a Joint Session of Con­
gress. 

Second, the geographical base provided by 
a majority of the electoral vote will add a 
significant factor of legitimacy to the popu­
lar vote winner who receives less th.an 40 per­
cent of the popular vote. 

In considering this plan, it should be kept 
in mind that the electoral vote cannot put 
the popular vote loser o1· runner-up in the 
White House. In other words, a repeat of 
the 1888 election, where Benjamin Harrison 
became President with fewer popular votes 
than Grover Cleveland by having a majority 
of electoral votes, is not possible under our 
system. 

Of course, it will still be t rue that Con­
gress may elect the candidate with fewer 
popula.r votes than his opponent. But in such 
a case, it seems to us that the will of the 
people is more accurately reflected through 
the vote of their representatives than 
through the arbitrary allocation of electoral 
votes under the unit rule. In addition, where 
no candidate has a clear-cut preference 
among the voters, it would seem desirable 
that whoever is elected should start his term 
with at least a working majority in Con­
gress. 

Selection by the Congress in Joint Ses­
sion with each member having one vote 
lessens the chance, we believe, of any ma­
neuvering casting suspicion on the legiti­
macy of the outcome. In contrast to the 
present situation where each State has one 
vote in the House of Representatives, an 
independent obligation is placed on every 
member to exercise his vote in a reason­
able manner. 

In the event that Congress must elect the 
President, our amendment provides that the 
newly elected Congress shall meet in a Spe­
cial Session on the first Monday in De­
cember. To do so will cut in half the time 
lag between the second election and the 
prE-sent November election date which would 
otherwise prevail if the Joint Session is held 
immediately after Congress assembles on 
January 3. A two-week period is provided 
from the November election before the re­
sults must be declared. This should be ade­
quate time for completion of recounts and 
ballot challenges. If Congress determines 
that more time is needed, the initial elec­
tion may be moved back from its traditional 
November date. By narrowing the time 

between the first and second elections, we 
are confident that the climate and oppor­
tunity for backroom bargaining will be sub­
stantially reduced. By moving the second 
runoff election to the first week in Decem­
ber the President-elect will be given more 
opportunity to organize his administration. 

THREAT OF PARTY FRAGMENTATION 

For many, substantial weakening of the 
two-party system would be a serious, if 
not crippling blow to the functioning of the 
American political process. A stable dual 
party structure serves many vital tasks of 
our democracy. Two stable parties provide 
the continuity of program needed to accom­
plish major change in a relatively slow­
moving political process. Most important, 
with only two parties, there is a need to 
create a real majority or large plurality for 
electoral victory. This fact requires that each 
party provide a political program that at­
tracts a broad spectrum of voters. 

Of course, ours is a society that is in need 
of change and innovation in its policies and 
institutions. Many believe that the two­
party system and barriers to third parties 
have impeded these needed reforms. How­
ever, historical precedent seems convincing 
that reform, if it is to be successful, is best 
directed within a major party. Only the 
major parties offer the strength of broad 
support and the structure of continuity that 
is a prerequisite for meaningful change. 
This is not to say, however, that the parties 
do not require major internal reform in 
order to allow change and challenge from 
within. 

It is difficult to gather the support of large 
and differing groups in any party for signif­
icant change; but this is the cost of gov­
erning by consent rather than decree. The 
only other alternative in such a diverse so­
ciety as ours is political fragmentation. Ana 
fragmentation without coercion will be stag• 
nation. 

In short, our political system desperately 
needs all its institutions that moderate con­
filet and provide for the means to change. 
The enactment of S.J. Res. 1 would alter the 
Presidential elections to encourage third par­
ties and undermine one of the key institu­
tions of conflict, resolution and change in 
our system. We believe our modification of 
S.J. Res. 1 combines the best features of the 
electoral and popular vote systems. It en­
courages accommodation while insuring that 
the President-elect directly reflects the vote 
of the people. While no Presidential election 
system can adequately encompass every in­
terest in our complex society, we respectfully 
suggest that S.J. Res. 1 as amended by our 
proposal offers the best alternative. 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS 

The amendment retains the basic require­
ment in S.J. Res. 1 that a Presidential can­
didate must receive 40 percent of the popular 
vote in order to be elected. However, instead 
of having a popular runoff if no candidate 
gets the necessary 40 percent, the popular 
vote winner will be elected automatically if 
he wins a majority of the electoral vote. 

If the popular vote winner does not receive 
40 percent of the popular vote or a major­
ity of the electoral vote then the newly 
elected Congress sitting in a Special Joint 
Session shall elect the President from among 
the two highest popular vote recipients. The 
Special Session will be held on the first Mon­
day in December in the manner provided for 
by Congress. The election shall take place 
immediately after the assembling of Congress 
in Joint Session and after a quorum, con­
sist ing of three-fourths of the Members of 
Congress, has been attained. By a record vote 
the candidate receiving the most votes shall 
be elect ed President. 

The Special Session shall be convened only 
for the purpose of electing the President and 
will not cut short any pending regular ses­
sion or affect the powers or term of office of 
Members of Congress assembled for such a 
regular session. 

An additional provision is included which 
allows Congress to set a Presidential election 
earlier, but not later, than the present date 
for such elections. In addition, the results of 
the popular election must be declared by the 
third Tuesday after the first Monday in No­
vember. Since Section 5 provides that a run­
off election in Congress shall be held on the 
first Monday of December, at least a week 
will elapse between the formal declaration 
of the results and the second election. In 
the event that Congress determines there is 
not adequate time for recounts between the 
present November election date and the dead­
line for declaring the results an earlier date 
may be set for the initial election. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, if there be no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac­
cOl·dance with the previous order, that 
the Senate stand in adjournment until 
10 a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 9 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, June 
19, 1970, at 10 a.m. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, June 18, 1970 
The House met at 11 o'clock a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
0 keep my soul and deliver me; let me 

not be ashamed; for I put my trust in 
Thee. Psalm 25: 20. 

Infinite and eternal God, whose way is 
life, whose work is truth, and whose will 
is love-let Thy presence abide in our 
hearts this day and all days, that seeking 
Thy life we may find it, searching for 
Thy truth we may discover it, and striv­
ing for Thy love we may possess it. Thus 
may we dwell together safely and se­
curely, proving ourselves faithful to Thy 
trust in us. 

We commend our country to Thy lov­
ing care and keeping. Guide our leaders 
in right paths and our people in true 
ways for Thy name's sake. Particularly 

do we pray for the men and women in 
our Armed Forces and for our prisoners 
of war. Strengthen them to endure what 
must be endured and give them hope 
for the end of conflict, for peace, and for 
a safe return to their loved ones. 

In the spirit of the Prince of Peace we 
pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes­

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi­
dent of the United States was communi­
cated to the House by Mr. Leonard, one 
of his secreta1ies. 

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

rington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 16731. An act to amend the provi­
sions of title III of the Federal Civil Defense 
Act of 1950, as amended. 

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

H.R. 16298. An act to amend section 703 (b) 
of title 10, United States Code, to extend the 
authority to grant a special 30-day leave for 
members of the uniformed services who vol­
untarily extend their tours o! duty in hostile 
fire areas. 
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