July 30, 1970

Mr, Hawgins, Mr, HarHAwAY, Mrs,
Mmvg, Mr. Mzeps, Mr, Stokes, Mr.
DeLLENBACK, Mr., TIiErnawn, Mr.
BaowwN of California, Mr. BurToN of
California, Mr. CorMaN, Mr. GUBSER,
Mr. HosMEeR, Mr, RoysaLn, Mr, TaL-
corr, Mr., TuNNEY, Mr, Hicks, and
Mr. COHELAN) !

H.R, 18742. A bill to amend the Public
Works Acceleration Act to make its benefits
available to certain areas of extra high un-
employment, to authorize additional funds
for such act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Publlc Works.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr,
Mmrer of California, Mr, ALEXANDER,
Mr. Burrre of Massachusetts, Mr.
Burron of Utah, Mr. Froobp, Mr.
FoLEY, Mr. FoLTOoN of Tennessee, Mr.
Fuqua, Mr. GonNzALEZ, Mrs. HANSEN
of Washington, Mr, HECHLER of West
Virginia, Mr. LuJaN, and Mr. Mc-
CLURE) :

HR. 18743. A bill to amend the Public
Works Acceleration Act to make its benefits
available to certain areas of extra high un-
employment, to authorize additional funds
for such act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. McFALL (for himself, Mr, Map-
pEN, Mr. Migva, Mr. O'KoNsKI, Mr,
O'NeAL of Georgia, Mr. PEPPER, Mr.
PienNiE, Mr. PoLLock, Mr. PrICE of
Illinois, Mr. Pryor of Arkansas Mr,
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Ropino, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. STEIGER
of Arizona, and Mrs. SULLIVAN) :

H.R. 18744. A bill to amend the Public
Works Acceleration Act to make its bene-
fits available to certain areas of extra high
employment, to authorize additional funds
for such aect, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R. 18745. A bill to provide for a com-
prehensive program for the control of noise;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee:

H.R. 18746. A bill to amend section 15d of
the Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933,
as amended; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. OTTINGER:

H.R. 18747. A bill to provide that the
United States shall reimburse the States and
their political subdivisions for real property
taxes not collected on certain real property
owned by foreign governments; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affalrs.

H.R. 18748. A bill to impose an excess profits
tax on the income of corporations during the
period of military involvement in South-
east- Asia, in order to establish a fund to
provide for the improvement of residential
housing in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BENNETT:
H.J. Res. 1338. Joint resolution proposing
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an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. PURCELL:

H. Con, Res. 696, Concurrent resolution
condemning the treatment of American pris-
oners of war by the Government of North
Vietnam and asuthoriging a speclal joint
meeting of the Congress for the purpose of
receiving In joint session a representative
delegation of the wives and families of Amer-
ican prisoners of war; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. RANDALL:

H. Res. 1189. Resolution providing for the
conslderation of the bill (HR. 18279) the
Organized Crime Control Act of 1870; to the
Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COUGHELIN:

H.R. 18749, A bill for the relief of Albert
George Holder; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SCHADEBERG :

H.R. 18750. A bill for the relief of Gregorio

Teti; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

SENATE—Thursday, July 30,

The Senate met at 11 am. and was
called to order by the Vice President.

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

O God, above all, yet in all, separate
us for this moment from the world with-
out to that deeper world within, which
Thou hast made the home of Thy spirit.
We thank Thee for the great kingdom
of the mind and the silent spaces of the
soul, Help us not to be afraid of ourselves,
since we were made in Thy image, loved
by Thee before the world began, and
fashioned for Thy eternal habitation.
Take possession of the very center of our
being, point us in the right direction,
light up our pathway, sharpen our in-
sights, and command all our energies.
May conscience monitor every thought,
word, and deed according to Thy holy
laws. Help us to serve Thee in the quiet
discharge of the day’s duty. Bestow on
us the role of the servant and carry on
through us the work Thou didst com-
mence in the Man of Nazareth.

In His name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the reading
of the Journal of the proeeedings of
::ried.nesday, July 29, 1970, be dispensed

th.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jeetion, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
previous order, the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. Byrp) is now recognized
for 1 hour.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that all
committees be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business today
it stand in adjournment until 11 a.m.
tomorrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR YOUNG OF OHIO TO-
MORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that to-
morrow morning, immediately upon dis-
position of the reading of the Journal,
the able Senator from Ohio (Mr. Youne)
be recognized for not to exceed 20
minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

TREATMENT OF AMERICAN PRISON-
ERS OF WAR BY NORTH VIET-
NAM

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, recently there was a great flurry
of excitement and indignation in this
country as a result of the disclosures re-
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garding mistreatment of prisoners held
by the Government of South Vietnam in
its Con Son Island prison.

Subsequently, the government at
Saigon announced that it would discon-
tinue use of the so-called tiger cages
which stirred up the controversy. The
cells in which prisoners were held will
be remodeled, and henceforth more
humane conditons will prevail, Saigon
said.

The outery which was raised over the
reported conditions at Con Son was right
and proper, in my judgment. It is en-
couraging to know that, as a result of the
indignation expressed, the conditions
have reportedly been improved and will
continue to be improved.

There is a lesson to be learned from
this, I believe. The United States should
now intensify its efforts to bring about
similar results in North Vietnam with
respect to the members of the Armed
Forces of our country who are held cap-
tive by the government in Hanoi.

Mr. President, nearly 800 American
airmen are known to have been shot
down over North Vietnam. In all, there
are now more than 1,400 Americans—
military personnel and ecivilians—miss-
ing or captured in Southeast Asia. Of this
total, some 300 have been missing or cap-
tured for 4 years or more—longer than
any Americans have ever been held as
prisoners of war at any previous time in
the history of our country. In World
War II, no Americans were held prison-
ers for longer than 315 years.

The actual number of Americans held
prisoner by Hanoi is not known, because
North Vietnam has thus far refused to
release any information . concerning
them—this in gross violation of the Ge-
neva ‘Convention of 1949 relative to the
treatment of prisoners of war, to which
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North Vietnam subsequently became a
signatory nation.

The magnitude of Hanoi's infamy in
this regard can only be put into its
proper context when it is realized that
for each of these men languishing in
some unknown Asian prison, there are
wives, children, parents, loved ones, and
friends, grieving for them here at home,
not knowing whether they are dead or
alive, starving or ill—and wondering, in
their frustration and grief, why our
country does not do more to gain infor-
mation about these men and to bring
about their release.

Much effort has been put forth by our
Government and by private agencies, of
course. But, until the men are returned,
or until we know positively that they
are being properly treated, all that has
been done will not have been enough.

The Geneva Convention—to which
North Vietnam is a party—provides a
special status for members of the Armed
Forces taken prisoner. Because these
men have no means of protecting them-
selves, international law stipulates that
they must be protected from physical
and mental abuse and that their persons
and their honor must be respected.
There can be no justification for mis-
treatment or injury of those who have
fallen into the hands of the enemy and
who no longer present any military
threat.

The safeguards which protect—or
should protect—prisoners of war are
spelled out in detail in the Geneva Con-
vention, which requires that “prisoners
of war must at all times be humanely
treated.” It establishes standards for
POW camps and for the food, clothing,
and medical care of prisoners. The con-
vention guarantees prisoners the services
of a “protecting power" and the right of
communication with their families. It
guarantees the right of repatriation. Se-
riously sick and wounded POW's must be
allowed, under the convention, to refurn
home as soon as they are fit to travel,
even if hostilities continue. All others
who are not released during hostilities
must be repatriated as soon as hostili-
ties end.

It is important to note, in this con-
nection, that South Vietnam, and the
United States and other countries assist-
ing South Vietnam recognize the Geneva
Convention and abide by its provisions.
But North Vietnam, the Vietcong, and
the Communist Lao Patriotic Front have
thus far refused to do so, and the Na-
tional Liberation Front has taken the
position that it is mot bound by the
convention. The International Commit-
tee of the Red Cross—ICRC—however,
affirms that the Vietcong are bound by
the provisions of the convention because
of the adherence of both North Vietnam
and South Vietnam to the convention.

North Vietnam has attempted to jus-
tify its repudiation of the convention in
the case of the American prisoners by
contending that it does not apply in a
situation in which no war has been de-
clared. Hanoi also has denied having
troops in South Vietnam, and, from time
to time, has charged that the Americans
who have been shot down are “war crim-
inals” and thus are not to be covered by
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the protective provisions of the conven-
tion.

Hanoi, however, is on shaky ground
here, because the Geneva Convention
specifically states in article 2 that it
chall:

Apply to all cases of declared war or any
other armed ccnflict which may arise be-
tween two or more of the High Contracting
Parties, even if the state of war Is not recog-
nized by one of them.

Mr. President, North Vietnam ratified
the prisoner-of-war agreement on June
28, 1957. The United States ratified it on
August 2, 1955. And South Vietnam ac-
ceded to the accord on November 14,
1953.

Australia, Thailand, the Philippines,
Korea, and New Zealand—the other
countries supplying troops to aid the
South Vietnamese—all are signatories to
the convention, and all have honored it.

The International Commitiee of the
Red Cross has repeatedly confirmed that
all prisoners of war held by North Viet-
nam come under the Geneva Convention,
or should come under it. But Hanoi has
declined to allow the ICRC—or any other
impartial agency, for that matter—to
gain any information about the Ameri-
can airmen and other prisoners it holds.

Furthermore, the North Vietnamese
have spurned a U.S. Government pro-
posal made in July 1966 that a confer-
ence be held under ICRC auspices to
consider the application of the Geneva
agreement to the Vietnam conflict.

One of the requirements of the con-
vention is that the parties to a conflict
must establish an information bureau to
collect the names and vital information
concerning prisoners of war, and that
they must forward such information to
the countries concerned, through the in-
termediary of a protecting power and a
Central Information Agency to be cre-
ated in a neutral country.

The ICRC has performed the func-
tions of a central information agency by
calling on all countries involved in the
Vietnam war to respond with lists of
prisoners of war for its Central Trac-
ing Agency. This has been done by the
United States and South Vietnam. The
government at Saigon supplies the ICRC
with the names of all prisoners taken
by the U.S. forces in South Vietnam or
by the armed forces of that country.

North Vietnam and the Vietcong have
refused to do likewise.

Hanoi has allowed some prisoners it
holds to write to their families, but such
communications have been very irregu-
lar and infrequent. In some cases, the
letters have gone through such irregu-
lar channels as U.S. antiwar groups.

No letters have been received from
U.S. prisoners held by the Communist
agegressors in South Vietnam or Laos.
The families of the men who are miss-
ing or thought to be prisoners write to
them, but there is no assurance of any
kind that the North Vietnamese allow
the letters to be delivered to the men.

Hanoi has also announced that pack-
ages could be sent to prisoners, and hun-
dreds of such parcels have been dis-
patched by families and friends to the
men listed as missing. But, as callous
and as indifferent as it may seem in what
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is supposed to be a civilized world, in most
instances Hanoi has not allowed any
acknowledgment to be made of the re-
ceipt or nonreceipt of the parcels. The
families of the men are left to guess at
what may have happened to what they
have mailed.

One can only surmise the pain and
anguish caused the next-of-kin by such
utterly reprehensible tactics. Mothers
and fathers and wives and children are
made to endure the continuing agony of
writing letters and sending parcels to
their loved ones, only to see the letters
and parcels disappear into a vold.

A number of wives and other relatives
of the missing Americans have traveled
to Paris and elsewhere to ask North Viet-
namese and NLF representatives to tell
them whether their men are alive or
dead. These pitiful, suffering persons
have been told by the representatives of
the North Vietnamese and the NLF that
their requests for information would be
forwarded to Hanoi for consideration
and that families of other missing or
captured personnel could write to them
in Paris for information. Hundreds of
next-of-kin have written requesting
such information, but no replies have
been received.

The Communists, instead of replying
to the letters as promised, have accused
the United States of “exploiting family
sentiment.” It should be clear to all, Mr.
President, that it is the Communists who
are “exploiting family sentiment,” and
that they are doing it with cynical and
callous deliberation.

Article 8 of the Geneva Convention re-
quires that a protecting power be named
to safeguard the interests of the prison-
ers and to establish the fact that they
are being treated in accord with the
provisions of the convention. The pro-
tecting power is usually a neutral zovern-
ment, such as Switzerland, which served
in this role in World War II.

The protecting power has the duty of
verifying conditions under which pris-
oners are detained. It is entitled to visit
privately with prisoners, to hear their
complaints, to advise them of their
rights, and to help resolve disputes be-
tween the parties to the conflict over
the application of the provisions of the
convention. If formal protection cannot
be arranged, a substitute organization or
agency such as the ICRC must be ap-
pointed to assume the humanitarian
functions performed by the protecting
power. No party holding prisoners has
the right to deny those prisoners this
fundamental protection.

Notwithstanding this clear require-
ment of the convention of 1949, Mr.
President, North Vietnam has refused to
allow the Americans it holds to have the
benefit of a protecting power, and it has
not permitted the ICRC to perform the
humanitarian functions of a protecting
power.

South Vietnam, on the other hand, to-
gether with its allies, has cooperated
fully with the ICRC, enabling that or-
ganization to perform the functions of
a protecting power for prisoners of war
held in South Vietnam.

Some abuses with respect to prisoners
of war held in South Vietnam may have
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made clear for all to understand the
United States and its allies have made
every effort to see that the provisions of
the Geneva Convention are carried out.
Every prisoner of war camp in South
Vietnam has posted on its premises, in
language the prisoners can easily under-
stand, the requirements of the conven-
tion. Every member of the American
Armed Forces is given an instruction
card on the treatment of captives, as are
the South Vietnamese and other allied
forces.

But it is known that in South Vietnam,
in the prison camps operated by the in-
vaders, there have been repeated in-
stances of the murder of prisoners held
by the enemy and of the death of pris-
oners from neglect and mistreatment.
Often, the evidence of such brutality has
not emerged until long afterward.

For example—and here, Mr. President,
I quote the following directly from the
Department of State's Vietnam Informa-
tion Notes No. 9, as revised in April of
this year:

The brutal murders of two U.S. Army per-
sonnel, Capt. David R. Devers and M/Sgt.
John J. O'Neill, did not come to light until
December 1969, more than three years after
their capture and execution by Communist
forces. Others have met similar fates: Capt.
Humbert R. Versace was murdered after 32
months of captivity; Sfc. Kenneth M. Rora-
back was killed after 31 months as a prison-
er; Sgt. Harold G. Bennett was executed after
30 months of captivity. The last three were
killed as announced acts of reprisal—a grave
breach of the Geneva Convention. The United
States protested these and other killings of
prisoners to the ICRC.

Other prisoners have died of disease and
maltreatment, aggravated by inadequate food
and medical care, Efforts to send relief par-
cels and medical supplies to prisoners in
South Viet-Nam have been consistently re-
Jected by the Viet Cong, despite repeated
efforts by wives of prisoners and humani-
tarian organizations to arrange this.

In North Viet-Nam prisoners have been
publicly humiliated, mistreated and ex-
ploited. Widely publicized photographs have
shown American pilots being paraded before
jeering mobs in Hanol and displayed at press
conferences. The United States has vigor-
ously protested such treatment and in Janu-
ary formally conveyed our objecticns to the
Soviet government for broadcasting mes-
sages purportedly recorded by U.S. pilots in
North Viet-Nam. Such broadcasts violate the
Geneva Convention prohibition against pub-
lic exploitation of prisoners of war.

The other side's disregard of humane con-
siderations in the treatment of prisoners is
exemplified in its rejection of offers by the
Government of the Republic of Viet-Nam to
release North Vietnamese sick and wounded
prisoners. Rather than agree to this repatria-
tion of its own men, the other side demanded
the release of all prisoners held by the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Viet~-Nam. At the
same time, it has refused to discuss the re-
lease of all prisoners of war on both sides.

Article 17 of the Geneva Convention states
that: “No physical or mental torture, nor any
other form of coercion, may be infiicted on
prisoners of war to secure from them infor-
mation of any kind whatever. Prisoners of
war who refuse to answer may not be threat-
ened, insulted, or exposed to unpleasant or
disadvantageous treatment of any kind.”

Despite the other side's public claims of
“humane treatment” for prisoners the evi-
dence is clear that U.S. prisoners in South-
east Asla have been gravely mistreated, In
violation of this Geneva Convention rule.
Films and photographs from North Viet-
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Nam, reports from travelers, and the testi-
mony of released priscners all confirm this
conclusion. North Viet-Nam has refused all
efforts by the ICRC and other respected hu-
manitarian bodies to examine the conditions
of U.S. prisoners. In the absence of such im-
partial inspection the other side’s claims of
“humane treatment” cannot be accepted.

Pictures and films released or approved
by North Viet-Nam have shown U.S. pris-
oners in what appears to be solitary con-
finement. Such films also raise serious ques-
tions as to whether prisoners are receiving
proper medical care and diet, since they
show prisoners continuing to suffer from
injuries incurred at the time they were cap-
tured, and in some cases having lost much
weight, Several prisoners have been shown
still using crutches after many months of
captivity.

In August 1969 North Viet-Nam released
3 U.S. servicemen, two of whom subsequently
described their treatment at a press confer=-
ence at the U.S. Naval Hospital, Bethesda,
Maryland, September 2, 1969.

Lt. Robert Frishman, USNR, wounded and
captured when his aircraft was shot down on
October 24, 1967, gave the following account
of the mistreatment of U.,S. prisoners by
North Viet-Nam:

Lt. Cmdr. John MecCain, who has many
broken bones, has been in solitary confine-
ment since April 1968. He will require fur-
ther medical treatment as soon as he re-
turns to the United States.

Lt. Cmdr. Richard Stratton, who refused
to say before the press that he had received
humane and lenient treatment, was tied up
with ropes to such a degree that burns re-
sulted which became infected, leaving large
scars on his arms. He was deprived of sleep,
beaten, had his fingernalls removed, and
was put in solitary confinement for 38 days.
Facing future torture, Stratton was forced
to make appearances before the press and
cameras saying he wasn't tortured or brain-
washed. He “intentionally walked around
glassy-eyed, bowing as we are forced to do
in camp, trying to give the Impression he
is brainwashed and hoping Americans would
get the message,” sald Lt. Frishman. They
did and the rebound hit Hanol right between
the eyes.

I don't think solitary confinement, forced
statements, living in a cage for 3 years,
being put in straps, not being allowed to
sleep or eat, removal of fingernalls, being
hung from a celling, having an infected
arm which was almost lost, not recelving
medical care, being dragged slong the ground
with a broken leg, or not allowing an ex-
change of maill to prisoners of war are hu-
mane, Lt. Frishman told the newsmen.

Seaman Douglas Hegdahl, who was lost at
sea and was picked up by North Vietnamese
fishermen, was kept in solitary confinement
for over 7 months. He was made to stand
with his hands over his head for long periods
for trying to talk with other prisoners. He
reported that many prisoners are not al-
lowed to send or recelve mall, and many have
been in solitary confinement for years.

These are indefensible, despicable, and
contemptible actions by a country con-
sidered to be among the civilized nations
of the world, and it is not possible, in my
judgment, to condemn North Vietnam
too strongly for the course it has
followed.

It continues to amaze me that so very
little has been said in condemnation of
these unspeakably atrocious actions of
the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese by
some of the groups that talk the loudest
in condemnation of our country’s efforts
to help the South Vietnamese maintain
the viability and the integrity of their
country against aggression.

All Americans are eager to see the ear-
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liest possible conclusion to the hostilities
in Vietnam. No one wants to see US.
troops remain in South Vietnam a day
longer than is necessary. Yet, as U.S.
forces are withdrawn, there is a growing
apprehension about the unknown fate of
our men held by the enemy.

In my judgment, Mr. President, those
Americans who most strongly favor early
and complete U.S. withdrawal also have
the strong obligation to join in pressing
Hanoi for a satisfactory resolution of
the prisoner-of-war issue. Surely, our
people—divided as they are on the war
itself—can unite on the prisoner problem
and raise their voices as one in a demand
that North Vietnam abide by the rules
to which it has agreed and that it treat
the Americans whom it holds captive
humanely and decently, and that it iden-
tify them and allow them to correspond
with their families.

If only a portion of the effort that
some Americans have devoted to demon-
strating against and protesting the war
had been devoted to protesting Hanoi's
treatment of prisoners, some progress
by now might have been made toward
helping these men. But, I have yet to
hear demonstrators express concern—in
any degree comparable to their condem-
nation of America’s actions—for the
American men who have fallen into
enemy hands while serving their
country.

Mr. President, the improvements
which reportedly have been made at the
Con Son prison in South Vietnam lead
me to believe that there may at least be
some possibility that increased American
public pressure on Hanoi may bring some
results.

The Government of North Vietnam, of
course, does not respond to American
public opinion as does the government at
Saigon. But there is no reason to believe
that Hanoi is wholly oblivious to what
Americans think and to the general
trend of public opinion in the United
States.

On the contrary, there is considerable
evidence that the North Vietnamese Gov-
ernment counts rather heavily on the
sentiment in this country to help it gain
its objectives in Southeast Asia. It is pos-
sible that the government leaders in
Hanoi might also be responsive to U.S.
public opinion on the prisoner-of-war—
just as was Saigon—issue if they became
convinced that Americans in general are
becoming inecreasingly outraged by the
callous and inhuman treatment of our
servicemen and that we will remember
the attitude of Hanoi far into the future.

The unfeeling inhumanity of Hanoi
thus far deserves not only the strongest
American protest, but it deserves world-
wide contempt and condemnation as well.
North Vietnam, by its brutal treatment of
American prisoners of war, has made it-
self a pharaoh among the nations of the
world, and this fact, Mr. President, ought
to be driven home to Hanoi in unmis-
takable terms by the American people
and by every civilized nation in the
world. Measured by any civilized concept,
Hanoi’s shameful treatment of American
prisoners should produce a worldwide re-
actlon of censure and revulsion and
horror.
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These are by no means the sentiments
of one U.S. Senator only. Many Mem-
bers of this body have spoken in a simi-
lar vein, as have Members of the other
body and the executive branch.

President Nixon, in his foreign policy
report to the Congress on February 18,
1970, said:

This is not a paolitical or military issue, bhut
a matter of basic humanity. There may be
disagreement about other aspects of this
confiict, but there can be no disagreement
on humane treatment for prisoners of war.

Many others in the Government have
also spoken strongly on this subject. In
testimony before the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs last July, Secretary
Rogers said:

I think the position of the other side,
certainly in terms of prisoners, is Inhumane.
It violates the Geneva Convention. By any
human standard, it is totally inexcusable.

Ambassador - Henry Cabot ILodge, who
headed the U.S. delegation at the Paris peace
talks in 1969, pressed the other side on this
issue at virtually every plenary session of the
talks.

International custom, the Geneva Conven-
tion, and humanitarian considerations all re-
quire that there be impartial inspection of
the prisoner of war camps, a guarantee of a
regular flow of mail to and from the pris-
oners, and a release of the sick and wounded
on both sides. In addition, a minimum re-
gard for the peace of mind of the prisoners’
next of kin requires that a list of names of the
prisoners be made available so that the next
of kin at least know whether their relative
is alive or dead.

Ambassador Philip C. Habib, present head
of the U.S. delegation, has returned to this
subject repeatedly. On December 30, 1969, he
called attention to the other side’s refusal to
provide the information on all prisoners by
handing them a list of the names of over
1,400 U.S. military personnel who are miss-
ing and possibly captured in Southeast Asia.
In another statement devoted entirely to
prisoners of war on February 5, 1970, Am-
bassador Hablb said:

The question of prisoners of war is not
only 8 burning humanitarian question, but
also a question of your solemn legal obliga-
tion. Its solution must not await an overall
settlement of the political and military is-
sues involved here. World opinion demands
no less. We desire to engage in meaningful
discussion of all prisoner-of-war questions
with your side now. We awalt your serlous
response.

“If Hanol wants to demonstrate to the
world that these men are being treated hu-
manely and are recelving proper medical
treatment,” Secretary of Defense Laird stated
on June 6, 1969, “it must permit inspection of
prisoner-of-war camps by lmpartial groups.
It must release the names of all the men
whom it holds, and it must permit a regular
flow of mail to and from all these men."”

Secretary of Defense Laird noted recently
the speclal effort the U.S. has made to “lay
the facts about these men before the tribunal
of world opinion" in order to persuade Hanol
to observe the rules of the Geneva Conven-
tion, and to ease the ordeal of the wives and
parents of missing servicemen,

Under Secretary of State Richardson has
added: "It 1s hard to see what Hanol hopes
to gain by denying the prisoners the baslc
right to communicate with their families.”

Newspapers in major cities of the
world have also condemned North Viet-
nam's disregard of the Geneva Conven-
tion, and again I quote from the Depart-
ment of State's Vietham Information
Notes No. 9, of April 1970:
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Hanol, which only too often talks about
war crimes, is not willing to talk about war
prisoners, the Dusseldorf Handelsblatt eom-
mented on June 186. “It is playing a cyniecal
game with human misery. The North Viet-
namese are obviously counting on extorting
political concessions in this way from the
United States.”

Geneva's Tribune de Genéve stated: “The
blackmalil is evident. Hanol 18 speculating on
the anguish of the prisoner’s families, and
on their country’s humanitarian, sentiments,
to extort a capitulation from President Nixon.
This fashion of linking the fate of prisoners
with the pursult of war alms is not new, but
it is nonetheless revolting and in flagrat con-
tradiction of the spirit of the Geneva Con-
vention.

The Paris Le Figaro observed: '"This state
of affairs is completely abnormal. The Gov-
ernment of North Vietnam in 1957 signed
the Geneva Conventlon which defines the
treatment that must be accorded to prison-
era of war and combatants . . . It is incon-
celvable that a government which claims to
fight for justice and liberty would violate
rules that are designed to Insure that a cer-
tain degree of humanity is respected for the
well-being of those who have ceased being
combsatants."

Svenska Dagbladet, Stockholm, said on
November 30, 1869: “There still might be
hope to persuade North Vietnam to change
its attitude (about the prisoners) ... What
would be more humanitarian than for North
Vietnam to meet the wishes for some basic
information about human lves? It 1s dif-
ficult to see what Hanol would have to lose
from such a gesture."”

The Japan Times accused Hanol of engag-
ing in *a cruel sport with the feelings” of
the familities and loved ones of Americans
who know only that their men are “missing.”
Adding that “It would seem to us that the
listing of the names of their prisoners would
in no way affect the North Vietnamese war
efforts,” the Times concluded: “Their pri-
mary interest is to use not only the prison-
ers, but also their wives and families, for
politieal purposes.

Oslo’s Morgenbladet stated: “We consider
the methods of North Vietnam utterly repre-
hensible. A nation which does not respect in-
ternational agreements to which it is a party
cannot be recognized as a worthy member of
international soclety.”

The International Conference of the Red
Cross, the highest governing body of the Red
Cross which meets every four years, has ex-
pressed its concern about the treatment of
prisoners of war at its last two meetings.
The 20th International Conference at Vienna
in 1965 deplored the conduct of governments
which, although parties to the Geneva Con-
vention, have failed to honor the obligations
they incurred when they acceded to the
treaty. The conference adopted a resolution
which called upon “all authorities involved
in an armed confiict to ensure that every
prisoner of war is given the treatment and
full measure of protection prescribed by the
Geneva Convention of 1949."

At its 21st International Conference at
Istanbul in September 1969, attended by rep-
resentatives of 77 governments and 91 Red
Cross Socleties, a resolution was adopted
without dissent (114-0) appealing for hu-
mane treatment of prisoners of war in ac-
cordance with the Geneva Conventlon.
Nelther North Viet-Nam nor its Red Cross
Soclety attended the conference, and the
solemn appeals of the International Red
Cross Conference appear to have fallen on
deaf ears.

Thus far, North Viet-Nam and the NLF
have failed to observe internationally recog-
nired standards of humanitarian treatment
for prisoners they hold. Hanol’s representa-
tive at Paris has sald: “The question of cap-
tured American military personnel will be
settled at the same time as all the other ele-
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ments of the oyersll . . , solution. It cannot
be separated.” North Viet-Nam has re-
peatedly refused even to discuss the humani-
tarian aspects of prisoner treatment prior to
the ‘complete and total withdrawal" of U.S,
forees.

In these circumstances, it is important to
set the record straight on the rights of pris-
oners of war and the policles of the parties to
the confiict.

Mr. President, the United States has
tried literally almost every avenue of ap-
proach to the POW problem.

One of the principal channels of ap-
proach has been the Paris talks.

The Paris negotiators are meeting
again today, and the POW issue is almost
sure to come up.

The last meeting in Paris was July 23,
last Thursday. At that time Ambassador
Habib called on the Communists to agree
to an impartial outside inspection of
POW camps and to supply a complete list
of the prisoners held. He said “We want
to discuss seriously the proper treatment
and early release of POW’s held by both
sides.”

The United States previously has made
contacts with Hanoi through such coun-
tries as Cambodia, Sweden, the United
Arab Republic—this was in the early part
of the war—and others.

We have tried secret negotiations
through other neutral countries—and
these efforts are probably going on now.

At virtually every meeting in Paris the
POW aquestion is brought up by the
United States.

On July 16 in Paris Habib said—this
is almost an exact quote:

The U.S. has made its position clear on
this issue . . . “we have offered to discuss
with you (the Hanol representatives) these
issues on a flexible basis without precondi~
tlon.” . . . That seems clear enough as to the
attitude of our government.

And just a few days ago virtually the
entire U.S. Senate sent a letter to Pre-
mier Pham Van Dong protesting “your
side’s refusal to adhere to basic humani-
tarian obligations concerning POW’s.”

That letter noted that while Senators
have differed over certain policies of
their Government on Southeast Asia,
they are united on insisting that proper
treatment be accorded POW’'s—and yet
Hanoi continues to ignore such legiti-
mate and reasonable demands, giving
further doubt as to the seriousness of
North Vietnam’s intent in the Paris
talks.

L. B. J. asked the Pope to intercede
when L. B. J. visited him in 1967.

Diplomatic appeals have been made by
our country through a number of inter-
national organizations such as the Red
Cross, which has sought to deal with
Hanoi on the guestion without success.

And many Members of Congress and
individual U.S. citizens have sought to
gain some response fom Hanoi.

We and the Republic of Vietnam—
South Vietnam—have made clear to
North Vietnam that we stand ready to
negotiate this issue in good faith.

Mr. President, what is needed now is
a renewed and concerted outpouring of
rage at Hanoi’s recalcitrance and intran-
sigence, and its obstinate unwillingness
to negotiate, to release information, or to
abide by international agreements.
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Every voice that can be raised in this
country—by individuals and by organ-
izations—should be raised. A mounting
drumfire of criticism ought to be di-
rected at Hanoi. Our Government ought
to urge the government of every civilized
nation on the globe to demand that
North Vietnam act on this matter.

Hanoi, of course, does not want such
action by us, since it apparently hopes
to use the Americans it holds prisoner
to wring concessions from our country.
American opinion and world opinion
should be thoroughly aroused against
such diabolical inhumanity and cruelty.

South Vietnam has made releases of
prisoners it holds on four occasions; the
latest on July 11. On that date, 62 sick
and injured North Vietnamese prisoners
of war were released along with 24 North
Vietnamese fishermen. Since Hanoi
declines to accept repatriation of its na-
tionals directly—apparently in a stub-
born effort to perpetuate the fiction that
it has no men fighting in the South—
the prisoners were released in boats six
miles offshore.

In all, nearly 200 prisoners have been
released to North Vietnam by South
Vietnam, and South Vietnam has re-
leased hundreds of Vietcong. In addition,
the United States has repatriated 40
North Vietnamese in two groups by boat.
By contrast, only nine Americans have
been released to date by North Vietnam.

Mr. President, we should not give up
in our efforts to get North Vietnam and
the National Liberation Front to enter
direct negotiations with the South Viet-
namese for a mutual exchange of pris-
oners. On the contrary, we should redou-
ble our efforts. South Vietnam holds more
than 35,000 of the enemy, and surely a
ratio of exchange between this number
and the much smaller number of allied
prisoners Hanoi holds could be worked
out to the advantage of both sides.

The effort must be made. The Ameri-
cans held in North Vietnam cannot be
allowed to become the forgotten men of
the war in Southeast Asia.

Constructive response by Hanoi in this
respect could be a substantial step to-
ward a restoration of peace.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr, MONTOYA, Mr. President, I com-
mend my distinguished friend, the Sena-
tor from West Virginia, for again reas-
serting the concern of the American peo-
ple. He is a very able spokesman in this
respect. The distinguished Senator from
West Virginia is one of the leaders of the
U.S. Senate. The statement that he has
made to the Senate indeed expresses the
overwhelming sentiment and concern of
the American people.

I certainly commend him for the com-
pleteness of his statement and the man-
ner in which he has covered the vast
landseape of concern on the part of the
American people with respect to the
treatment of our prisoners by the North
Vietnamese.

Mr. President, upward of 1,500 Ameri-
cans have fallen into the hands of the
Communists in the course of our involve-
ment in Vietnam. As of today we know
almost nothing of their fate. A few names
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leak out. A few letters are delivered. A
tantalizing glimpse or two is obtained.
A picture is released to the press.

Yet, when we take a look at the entire
picture, these 1,500 Americans have van-
ished from our sight, but never from our
minds and hearts.

The treatment accorded these men is
known to be more often than not pain-
ful, cruel, and inhumane. We hear of
Americans confined to cages without
decent diets or proper medical care, This
violates all international agreements gov-
erning the treatment of prisoners of war,
including the Geneva convention.

Further, by withholding minimum, per-
tinent information about them, which
anxious families are desperate for, the
Hanoi government is again in violation
of all the aforementioned international
agreements governing prisoner treat-
ment.

There are children who have never
seen their fathers. There are devoted
wives who have roamed the world at
their own expense, seeking cut any rep-
resentative of the Hanoi government for
word of their loved ones. These gallant
women have approached every known or
identified intermediary, seeking informa-
tion or an avenue for the release of their
husbands. This is the overall picture
which we have been forced to watch over
past months.

It is heartrending and insufferable,
Something can and must be done. It is
unthinkable to let these men or their
families even think for a moment that
their country has forgotten them.

Mr. President, I believe that ill treat-
ment of helpless human beings is inex-
cusable under any circumstances. I have
opposed brutality toward prisoners of
any kind, no matter where incarcerated.
I have signed one letter of protest after
another to the Government of North
Vietnam protesting the obvious inhu-
mane treatment of American prisoners.
I denounce such treatment again today.

The indignation felt in this country
crosses all party and ideological bound-
aries. Failure to release the names of
prisoners is needless vindictiveness. Pre-
venting wounded men from obtaining de-
cen{ medical care is barbaric. Starving
helpless men is inexcusable.

I call upon the Government of North
Vietnam to forthwith release the names
of all Americans held prisoner. I call
upon that same Government to make
available decent, humane freatment to
all such prisoners. I call upon that Gov-
ernment to take advantage of any of the
many offers we have made to negotiate
the release of all or part of their num-
ber.

America will not abandon her sons.
We never have. We never will. We are
not going to make an exception in this
case. The end of this war and our role
in it will be considerably hastened by an
understanding of our determination to
obtain the release of all these young
men,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I thank the Senator from New
Mexico. I appreciate his kind remarks
and his contribution.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I yield to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from West Virginia. I cer-
tainly commend him for bringing this
very important matter to the attention
of the Senate and of the country.

The Senator has very correctly said
that the more than 1,400 American pris-
oners of war presenily being held in
Southeast Asia are truly beginning to be
the forgotten men of this war.

I think also that the Senator has
pointed out that to date North Vietnam
has released only nine of the American
prisoners of war. I believe that we have
released nearly 250 prisoners. Are those
figures correct?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. They are
generally correct. I think the figure I
have in my statement is about 200.

Mr. BROOKE. At any rate, the North
Vietnamese have not released any siz-
able number of American prisoners of
war. Some of these men have been held
as prisoners of war for more than 4
years. That is perhaps longer than any
prisoners have been held in any other
war in the history of the Nation.

All of the suffering that is endured by
the mothers and wives and children of
these men—many of whom have never
been heard from—is one of the great
tragedies of the war. And I regret that
this matter has not fully and truthfully
come to the attention of the American
people. It has not been presented as
dramatically as it should. I think that
all ought to know more about it. There
ought to be far more concern about this
matter.

The Senator from West Virginia has
certainly done all he could and has kept
the matter constantly before the Senate
and the American people. I commend
him for this effort.

Mr. President, I have been disturbed
at the lack of coverage in the press. I
think there was an article in Life maga-
zine back sometime in 1966 on American
prisoners in the Southeast Asian war. I
also think that last Christmas there was
some coverage regarding attempts to fly
some gifts to the prisoners. But other
than that, there has been no real discus-
sion or documentary that I know of on
any of the major networks about this
tragic and deplorable conditions in which
American prisoners are living in South-
east Asia.

I think that North Vietnam ought to
be made constantly aware that we want
those men returned, that they should
not be held under the conditions in which
they are held now.

We see people marching up and down
the streets in the United States demon-
strating over what is happening in South
Vietnam. However, we do not see any-
cne marching in protest over what is
happening to our men in North Vietnam.

I ask the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia, who has certainly been
here longer that I, if to his knowledge
there has ever been any congressional
investigation or hearing on the deplor-
able conditions of the prisoners in North
Vietnam. We might have representatives
from the various services come before a
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congressional committee which would
conduct hearings on this whole subject
of American prisoners of war.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I must say
I do not know of any such hearings that
have been conducted directly by this body
on the subject of American prisoners of
Wwar.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes; I
am glad to yield to the able Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. Does the Senator think
it would be & good idea that we might
have a congressional hearing on the sub-
ject of American prisoners of war in
Southeast Asia?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I think it
would be. I am not prepared to suggest
what committee would conduct such a
hearing. Conceivably, it could be the
Committee on Foreign Relations. I would
presume that some among the nine
American prisoners of war who have been
relased in the past could be heard. I
think this weould emphasize, highlight,
and provide dramatic exposure to this
question to which the Senator has al-
luded. I think it would perform a very
necessary and important service because
I believe Hanoi will listen to public
opinion in the United States. I think it
does listen to publiec opinion. I think it
has hope that public opinion in the
United States will bring about a cessation
of the war to its own liking.

But entirely aside from that aspect of
its listening to American public opinion,
I think public opinion in the United
States, if it were sharp and perpetual,
could bring about a galvanizing of world
opinion to the extent that world censure
and condemnation would be brought
down upon Hanoi; and I do not believe
Hanoi would be entirely impervious to
this kind of public censure and condem-
nation.

I think it would help to emphasize the
plicht of American POW's, create the
kind of interest that is necessary, and
help to remind the American people and
other peoples of the world regarding
those forgotten POW's who are languish-
ing in North Vietnamese prisons in
Southeast Asia.

Mr. BROOKE. I wholeheartedly agree
with the Senator. It has often been said
in this Chamber that Hanoi listens to
every word that is said in the Senate,
and the House of Representatives, as
well. Certainly, if we had an aroused
Congress that was constantly and, as the
Senator said, perpetually letting Hanoi
know how strong we feel about the re-
turn of these 1,400 American prisoners
it would be bound to have some impact
and expedite the return of these men to
their families. I have talked to many of
the members of the families of prisoners
of war, as has the distinguished Sena-
tor from West Virginia. They are truly
living tragic lives. In most instances they
do not hear from them at all; in some
instances where they do hear they obvi-
ously are just getting a form letter which
means very little to them. They do not
know what conditions the prisoners are
living under, what they are exposed to,
the conditions of health of the prisoners,
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or even of their sanity at the present
time. They do not know whether their
letters are getting to them, and it has
been very tragic.

Some of these wives have had te go to
Paris and to other places to see if they
could talk to diplomats of the North Vi-
etnamesze Government in an effort to get
prisoners returned to the United States.

It seems to me that it would be a good
idea to have a congressional hearing, at
which time we could have some of the
wives, children, and members of the
families appear. I think the military serv-
ices of our Government, the Army, the
Navy, and the Air Force have unique
knowledge to which they could testify
before such a committee. I think it would
not only dramatize the situation but also
make the American people well aware so
that Hanoi would feel the pressure of
this Government and its people and re-
turn these prisoners to their families in
the United States.

I do not know what procedure we
might go through, but I do think the
Senator certainly has made a very great
contribution by bringing up this matter.
Perhaps hearings might be held before
the Committee on Foreign Relations, or
perhaps it might be the Committee on
Armed Services, the committee of which
I am a member. I do not know what
other committee it might be. Our distin-
guished majority leader is in the Cham-
ber. Perhaps he could give us some di-
rection. But I am sure some committee
would have jurisdiction over such a
hearing in the Senate so that we could
begin to really apply all the power and
préssure at our command to alleviate
this very tragic situation which has ex-
isted far too long, and help to return
these men to their families.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the able Senator. For that matter, with
respect to committee hearings, a special
committee could be established for this
purpose only.

I particularly like the suggestion of-
fered by the able Senator with respect
to television documentaries. These docu-
mentaries have performed great services
to the Nation in the past. We have seen
hour-long documentaries on many sub-
jects. It would seem to me that this
would be an excellent way of reminding
our own people of these men who, while
they are out of sight, regrettably are al-
so, all too often, out of mind.

I would hope that out of this discus-
sion today perhaps there would come
some action on the part of the media to
present such a documentary to the peo-
ple in the near future.

Mr. BROOKE. I think the able Sena-
tor would join me in publicly calling up-
on NBC, CBS, and ABC to produce a
television documentary on prisoners of
war. It has not been done, at least to
our knowledge. If we are wrong, cer-
tainly the networks will correct us.

I agree with the Senator from West
Virginia that the news media has per-
formed a great service in the past on a
variety of subjects. I know whenever
there is a riot there are always docu-
mentaries. I know they try to provide
the news equitably and fairly, and that
they try to use great pressure of the
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media to alleviate any horrible condi-
tions within the country and around the
world.

But I believe that there are no more
deplorable conditions than the econdi-
tions in which these men and their
families are required to live. Perhaps
1,400 men is not many when one is talk-
ing about millions and millions of people.
But if one's family were involved, it
would not be thought of as a minority
problem but rather a great majority
problem, In many ways it is worse than
death to be a prisoner of war.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.

Mr. BROOKE. Let us hope the media
will respond to the call, that we might
have such a documentary. In addition, I
encourage the proper committee of the
Senate to conduct hearings on this whole
question of prisoners of war.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator, and I join with him in the
expression of the hope that the media
will pursue this matter as suggested.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I might pursue a
thought along this same line?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. GRAVEL., Would it be possible—
and I think this goes along with the point
the Senator enunciated so well about
galvanizing public opinion in this country
and public opinion throughout the
world—to have a resolution from this
body requesting the administration to
seek a hearing before a committee of the
United Nations to make an investigation
of the treatment of prisoners of war in
North and South Vietnam? There is no
question in my mind that North Vietnam
has used the prisoner of war issue as a
tool of war and this, of course, has
enured to the hardship of the individuals
in question. What would be the Senator’s
thought as to the possibility of requesting
something from the TUnited Nations
which would give us a larger audience
and platform to galvanize attention?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I think
the suggestion merits consideration on
our part with respect to any such resolu-
tion. I believe that the administration is
making every effort it can to get through
to Hanoi and to bring about some way
whereby these prisoners may be heard
from, identified, and those sick and
wounded repatriated. But I think the
Senator has made a good suggestion, and
we should give it study.

Mr. GRAVEL. The Geneva accord on
prisoners of war recognizes that identifi-
cation is the minimal amount of treat-
ment to be accomplished and, of course,
North Vietnam has not done this.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. That is
correct.

Mr, GRAVEL. I think the Senator is
performing a valuable service, because
many times the advceates or the people
who are foremost in the effort to end the
war, in a somewhat unilateral fashion,
with which I oceasionally associate my-
self, lose sight of the fact that, indirectly
emphasize what they think we are doing
which is wrong, but oftentimes, overlook
the other side of the argument, that
which is wrong being done on the other
side. T think the American press has
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glorified or “spectacularized” the activ-
ities of treatment of prisoners of war in
South Vietnam and has avoided infor-
mation on the more subtle and diabolical
treatment of prisoners by North Vietnam
in the perpetration of the war.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. If the
Senator will permit an interruption, I
feel that the fault is not in our stars, but
in ourselves, because both Houses of Con-
gress have expressed themselves, and
rightly so, on the treatment of prisoners
by South Vietnam. I think now we should
try to balance the picture and express our
own equally indignant feeling with re-
spect to the treatment of our men who
have been held in North Vietnam, as well
as prisoners held in South Vietnam by
the South Vietnamese,

Mr. GRAVEL. I thank the Senator for
his noble service in this effort, and I
thank him for yielding.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
is to be highly commended for his state-
ment of great concern over what is hap-
pening to our men who are prisoners in
North Vietnam. He has been working
on this matter for some time, and I com-
mend him for the actions he has taken.
I certainly agree with what he is doing
to bring the matter before the Ameri-
can people, and am very pleased to con-
cur with his statement, which illustrates
just what is involved.

Mr. President, almost daily we receive
disgraceful illustrations of the tragedies
involved in the treatment of our war
prisoners in North Vietnam.

I would like to read an excerpt from
a letter from Lt. Peter C. Kirn of La Jolla,
Calif.:

In the winter of 1969-1970 an Air Force
two-p‘.ace aircraft, Call sign Boxer 22, was
ehot down in Laos. After an extensive rescue
effort, one crewman was recovered, and re-
lated to us his adventure.

He stated that the North Vietnamese found
his pilot hanging in a tree, gathered around
him, and shot him as he hung in his chute.
Other material could be obtalned from the
Air Force Rescue units who have seen Ameri-
can aviators nailed to trees with Geneva
Convention cards nailed to their foreheads.

Other aviators have been found skinned
alive and left to dle. These more vivid ex-
amples of POW treatment are found in Laos,
where even less is heard of prisoners than
from North Vietnam.

I think this illustrates again what the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia has been talking about.

Mr. President, no greater example
could be given of the flagrant disregard
the Communists have shown the Geneva
accords. Their cruel and inhuman treat-
ment of prisoners continues.

There is no international inspection
of their treatment of American prisoners
of war, virtually no mail, and no response
in most instances to sorrowful inguiries.

Wives of missing servicemen have
knocked at the doors of their emissaries
in various foreign capitals and for the
most part draw only stony silence.

Few of the approximately 1,500 Ameri-
cans bhelieved to be held as prisoners
have been released, and maximum prop-
aganda efforts are made of those few
released.
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If the North Vietnamese and Vietcong
are as full of the milk of human kind-
ness as they would have the world be-
lieve, I am sure, Mr. President, they
would want the full proof before the
world.

Incredibly, there are those in this Na-
tion who are willing sources to harrass
the families of our missing servicemen,
or further the propaganda barrage from
Hanoi.

Radio tapes have been utilized to hurt
the morale of our fighting men and the
families of prisoners. Word that is re-
ceived comes from and through the prop-
aganda sources.

The flow of mail from American pris-
oners is virtually nonexistent.

Some of our Americans have been held
in such inhuman captivity for as long as
5 years.

On the floor under the rotunda of our
Capitol there are two dramatic exhibits
of this treatment.

One exhibit shows the narrow confine-
ment to which prisoners are subjected in
tiny bamboo cages, where they are forced
to remain in cramped positions and sub-
ject to the elementis. Prisoners also may
be subjected to earthen pit imprisonment
without sanitary facilities. They are liv-
ing an animal existence.

We can be proud of the fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, that a letter was signed by nearly
all Members of the Senate addressed to
the leaders in Hanoi, urging honest con-
cern in the treatment of prisoners of war
and observance of international rules.

Such concern should be shown by a
united Senate and by a united America,
and an aroused world opinion.

There is no excuse for any nation in
this world for conducting itself other
than as a member of the human race.

Mr. President, no stone should be left
unturned to stop this inhuman treatment
of our courageous men who are fighting
for the freedom of the people of the small
nation of South Vietnam being subjected
to the tyranny of this terrible aggressor.

So I again commend the distinguished
Senator for his statement and for what
he has been doing, I am sure that he will
receive the support of this body and the
other body, and that we will have a
greater recognition, because of his ef-
forts, of just what is involved in this in-
human treatment of American prisoners.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the Senator for his state-
ment. I am glad that he called attention
to the very stark and impressive display
in the Capitol, on the first floor beneath
the rotunda. I would hope that every
American visiting the Capitol could stop,
if but just for a moment, and see that
display. It should remind every tourist—
every man, woman, and child—of the
cruelty daily visited upon American pris-
oners of war in some faraway part of
Southeast Asia.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. Prsident, I shall be
very brief, but I want to commend heart-
ily the Senator from West Virginia as
well as other Senators who have been so
concerned and have done so much work
with reference to this highly important
matter—which I say is highly important
even apart from the welfare of the indi-
viduals concerned, because I believe that
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the treatment of these prisoners has
done more than any other one thing to
bring this war to the attention, and the
favorable attention, of eivilized mankind
everywhere. I appreciate very much the
substance of what the Senator has said,
and his genuine interest.

I wish to make two points, quite briefly.
Hanci can argue about the war from
their viewpoint; they can argue their
side of it, and that is only natural. But
they cannot explain away nor give any
reason or excuse for the mistreatment
of prisoners of war. That is a message
that neither they nor any other nation
can get across. The facts that are true
here with reference to the treatment of
these prisoners no nation could convince
others in civilized countries are justified
or excusable, or to be overlooked or ex-
cused in any way—especially when per-
petrated by a nation which has signed
the Geneva Convention, as North Viet-
nam did in June of 1957.

That is fairly recently. They cannot
excuse themselves by saying that this
is not a declared war. Everyone knows
it is a war. I think that long after the
reasons for this war have passed from
human memory, there will still be re-
membered here, against North Vietnam,
the way that they treated men who were
helpless, in a helpless condition so far
as resisting doing anything about it.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. And it
should always be remembered.

Mr, STENNIS. Yes; it will be. We have
ideas in our memory that will never be
erased, implanted not only by this occa-
sion, but implanted in our memory be-
fore with reference to other nations.

The other point I want to make is that
these men in captivity nevertheless, help-
less as they are, are serving their Nation
in this war.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. And all
they have from day to day upon which
to live is hope and faith that the Amer-
jcan people are not going to forget them
and let them down.

Mr. STENNIS. Very well said, indeed.

Although they are prisoners and are
physically helpless, as they generate will-
power and keep up their courage, they
stand before the world as a symbol of
sacrifice and dedication; and that is a
tremendous contribution to our cause
and to our side of the war.

Although their situation is not desir-
able at all, I think that in many ways
many of them are undoubtedly contrib-
uting more in the way they are carrying
on as prisoners against these conditions
than they could have in other ways which
were more active.

So I commend them and their won-
derful families—I know that we have
them in Mississippi—for the way they
have stood up and the way they have
responded.

Secretary Laird was there, and we met
with someone representing every one of
these prisoners. I have never been more
elevated or encouraged than by that
experience.

Again, I thank the Senator and com-
mend him highly.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the able chairman of the Commitiee on
Armed Services.

I yield to the Senator from Kansas.
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Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

In ancient Greece, a philosopher was
once asked:

When will justice come to Athens?

He replied:

Justice will never come to Athens until
those who are not injured start to become
as indignant as those who are injured.

I believe this is the story of the Amer-
jean prisoner of war and the American
missing in action.

Mr. President, the plight of American
servicemen being held captive by the
North Vietnamese and the Vietcong and
of those who are missing in action in
Southeast Asia has received widespread
attention in recent months. Publicity for
these men has generated by numerous
individuals and organizations. The chief
goals have been that these brave men
shall not be forgotten at home and that
increased public awareness of their sit-
uation will increase the pressure on their
captors to provide evidence of humane
treatment under standards of interna-
tional law.

I am proud to note that the Senate has
been one of the most important sources
of publicity and pressure on behalf of
POW's and MIA's, On a collective basis
and through the efforts of individual
Senators, a continuing flow of informa-
tion has come from this body through
statements, debates, and projects under-
taken by Members.

I wish to take this occasion to report
on the status of one attempt to stimu-
late a response by the North Vietnamese
to American concern for captive and
missing servicemen. On July 13, a letter
signed by 89 Senators was sent to the
Premier of North Vietnam, Pham Van
Dong. It expressed the vigorous and
deeply felt conviction that Americans
must be accorded the humanitarian
treatment to which they are entitled.
The letter was sent by registered mail,
and a notifying telegram preceded it.
To date no reply of any sort has been
received.

This absence of any response is un-
fortunate. It was hoped that a letter
from so many Members of this body and
representing such a broad spectrum of
political philosophies might stimulate
some meaningful response from North
Vietnam.

While a response has not been forth-
coming, we are still hopeful that the
North Vietnamese, either through their
government in Hanol or their delegation
to the Paris peace negotiations, will at
least acknowlecze receipt of the letter.

It may be that the resumption of the
Paris talks, with Ambassador Bruce at
the head of our delegation, will bring
this response. We all earnestly hope that
Ambassador Bruce will be able to achieve
a complete agreement on the end of hos-
tilities and restoration of peace. Of
course, such a settlement would include
as a major element the release of all
Americans being held, whether their sta-
tus is officially acknowledged or not.

For the time being, however, we in the
Senate, as well as concerned Americans
everywhere, must continue to press
North Vietnam and the Vietcong both
for information detained and missing
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American servicemen and for assurances
that they are being treated in accord-
ance with the standards of international
law and basic humanitarian principles.

On May 1 of this year, in historic Con-
stitution Hall, we had a gathering of
some 4,000 Americans. The event was
designated “Appeal for International
Justice.” Many outstanding Americans
were there, including the present occu-
pant of the chair, the Vice President of
the United States. On that evening, the
Vice President made the following state-
ment:

Let me say here tonight—we shall never
forget those men and we shall never for-
get how they have been treated.

The Vice President meant those words.
And on July 16 of this year, the Vice
President made a very generous contribu-
tion to the National League of Families
of American Prisoners and Americans
Missing in Action in Southeast Asia.

So there is a commitment by the lead-
ers of this great country. There is a com-
mitment by Members of the Senate, re-
gardless of views on the war in Vietnam.
There is a commitment and there is
unanimity with reference to the Ameri-
can prisoners of war and Americans
missing in action.

Also on the program on May 1 at Con-
stitution Hall was Mrs. James Mulligan,
the wife of an American prisoner of war,
who made perhaps the most moving ap-
peal I have heard with reference to
American prisoners of war and Ameri-
cans missing in action. In her closing re-
marks, she said:

Do not turn your back on the hundreds
of mothers who want their sons returned. Do
not ignore the children who cry out for the
love and guidance of their fathers and the
hundreds of wives who have grieved for
years, some for hushands who will never re-
turn! Hear our call of distress and the cry
from within the walls of the prison camps—
May Day, May Day!!! Help. Please Help!

We also heard from a man who had
been a prisoner of war, Lt., Robert E.
Frishman, who made an eloguent plea
when he said:

No matter what your political conviction,
whether you think we should pull out of
Vietnam today or bomb Hanoi tomorrow, we
can all support humane treatment for pris-
oners of war. For these men were given a job
to do by their country, and did it to the best
of their ability.

Mr. President, I commend the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia, who
has had a long and continuing interest
in the fate of American prisoners of war
and Americans missing in action.

It was suggested earlier today that
perhaps we should have a special com-
mittee hearing or a special investigation.
I know the wives and mothers and chil-
dren are suggesting to the leaders in
both parties that perhaps there should
be a joint session of Congress. This would
dramatize the problem to many Ameri-
cans who fail to understand the plight
of American prisoners and Americans
missing in action.

I share the view expressed by the Sen-
ator from West Virginia. It is unfortu-
nate, it is tragie, that some who demon-
strate and criticize our country, and our
allies, cannot find it in their hearts to
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concern themselves with the Americans
who have been prisoners of war or have
been missing in action for 1 year, 2 years,
3 years, and in some cases 5 years.

Let me say that the undaunted spirit
of the mothers, the wives, and the chil-
dren continues. Just recently, within a
stone's throw of the New Senate Office
Building, the National League of Fam-
ilies of American Prisoners and Ameri-
cans Missing in Action in Southeast Asia
opened an office in the Reserve Officers
Association Building. It is staffTed by
volunteers, by mothers, young wives, and
children of these brave Americans, rich
and poor, black and white, who serve
their country.

We have a continuing obligation, a
daily obligation, to demand humane
treatment for American prisoners of war
and Americans missing in action. It has
been pointed out that they are a small
group, less than 1,600. But, as the Sena-
tor from West Virginia has so clearly
illustrated, they have been mistreated,
they have been murdered, they have been
tortured, they have been treated like
animals; and I do not believe we can
condemn the Government of North Viet-
nam or the Vietcong too harshly for the
treatment of American prisoners of war
and Americans missing in action.

Again, I find it hard to understand
that the American conscience can be
triggered by alleged mistreatment by the
South Vietnamese of some prisoners—
and I do not condone this. We should ob-
serve humane standards, and our allies
should observe humane standards. But I
sometimes wonder what it takes to trig-
ger the American conscience on behalf
of our own American prisoners of war
and Americans missing in action, What
does it take to demonstrate to Americans
that we all have a stake in their return,
and their freedom, and their rehabilita-
tion? Regardless of our views on South-
east Asia, regardless of our views on
South Vietnam or Cambodia or Laos or
Thailand, we can have no difference of
opinion on this vital issue.

I commend the Vice President of the
United States for his efforts on behalf
of American prisoners of war and their
families and Americans missing in ac-
tion and their families. I commend the
Senator from West Virginia for his con-
tinuing leadership. I commend the Presi-
dent of the United States and Secretary
Laird, Members of Congress of both
parties, the leadership in both parties,
because it is a firm indication that we
understand our oblization and are at-
tempting, in the best way we can, to
bring about some justice for these brave
Americans, I thank the Senator from
West Virginia for yielding.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from Kansas for his ex-
cellent statement. He has expressed con-
cern prior to this date on many occa-
sions and I know that he will continue in
his expressions of concern with regard to
our brave American prisoners of war.

Mr, JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr,
President, will the Senator from West
Virginia yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am
happy to yield to the Senator from North
Carolina.
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Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, first, I commend the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia for
the vast amount of work which he has
done on this subject prior to his speech
on the Senate floor today, and for pre-
senting it so ably. I associate myself with
all the things he has presented and said,
along with all my other colleagues who
have expressed themselves on the sub-
ject.

Mr. President, the subject of our Amer-
ican prisoners of war and Americans
missing in action is one that is sickening
and distressing to every human being, to
know of the treatment they are receiving
from a nation which cannot be classified,
in my opinion, as being civilized, because
civilized people do not treat prisoners of
war, or anyone else, the way they are be-
ing treated.

As chairman of the Committee on Rules
and Administration, of which the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia is
a member, I joined the Speaker of the
House of Representatives in placing the
exhibit in the Capitol depicting prisoner-
of-war treatment, which we believe to be
authentic. This exhibit was placed there
solely for the purpose of letting the Amer-
ican people see for themselves the terri-
ble conditions under which our prisoners
are being kept and tortured.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. And, if I
may interject there, the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina performed
a great service, may I say.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I
thank the Senator very much.

We hope the exhibit will arouse public
opinion to the extent that the whole
world will know what is going on.

I hope very much that the press will
carry in its entirety this discussion on the
Senate floor today, and will send it out
to all the world, so that it will arouse
the indignation of every civilized coun-
try to the point where the people in
Hanoi will not be able to hold up their
heads and claim that they are civilized
when they have so patently departed
from the Geneva convention—in fact,
they have never adopted it or done any-
thing about it except merely to sign it.

In my opinion, no human being can
hold up his head and declare that he is a
citizen of any country when he knows
his country is mistreating and torturing
prisoners of war.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas (Mr. DoLE) spoke
about the National League of Families of
American Prisoners and Americans Miss-
ing in Action in Southeast Asia. I was
there the night the league was opened.
They are doing a great service in bringing
this to the attention of the American peo-
ple and the world.

I want the Senator from West Virginia
to know that I am exceedingly grateful
for the fine job he is doing, and associate
myself with any movement which can
help to bring those boys back home as
early as possible. We all want to get the
war over with, of course, but we want
those boys home just as quiekly as pos-
sible, and I want to do my part.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from North Carolina very
much for his earnest statement.

Mr. President, there are other Senators
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who wish to speak on this subject and I
ask unanimous consent that I may be
permitted to proceed for an additional
30 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GraveL)., Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I now yield to the Senator from
Florida (Mr. GURNEY).

Mr, GURNEY. Mr. President, I join
others of my colleagues here this morn-
ing in commending and congratulating
the distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. Byrp) for bringing this pris-
oner of war situation to the attention of
the Senate once more and, hopefully, to
the attention of the country and the
world.

Let me say that there is no language
strong enough with which to censure or
condemn the North Vietnamese Govern-
ment, the masters of Hanoi, for the cruel
and inhuman treatment they have given
our American prisoners of war. I doubt
whether there is a parallel incident, cer-
tainly in modern history, where nations
have been engaged in warfare, where
prisoners of war have received the treat-
ment that our soldiers, sailors, and air-
men have received at the hands of the
North Vietnamese Government.

Apart from the individual servicemen
themselves, the families here at home in
many cases do not even know whether
their loved ones are indeed prisoners of
war at all or alive at all, much less hear-
ing from them or knowing what sort of
treatment they are receiving.

The thought occurred to me there is a
strange and ironic contrast between the
coverage accorded by the media to two
recent prison stories: I am thinking of
the Con Son prison story which has pre-
occupied television commentators and
newspaper editorialists for the last 3
weeks and the coverage—or should I say
the lack of coverage—of American pris-
oners of war held by Hanoi.

By American standards, the conditions
in South Vietnam's Con Son prison were
abominable. By Asian standards, I sup-
pose they were not uncommon. What is
significant about the Con Son story is
that after attention was focused on the
offending conditions, the Government of
South Vietnam took steps to correct
them. To put Con Son in perspective, I
think it is well to remember that even
before the visit of the House subcommit-
tee to Con Son, inspection teams from
the International Red Cross visited and
inspected that prison twice last year.
Their reports, while not glowing, cer-
tainly did not paint as gruesome a pic-
ture as we received from our television
networks here at home. Their reports
noted that the prisoners were not politi-
cal prisoners, but were, in fact, persons
found guilty of crimes of violence and
other criminal acts.

Americans were nevertheless outraged
by the stories of men in cages and men
forced to exist in cramped and ap-
parently disgusting quarters. This out-
rage, on the part of Americans, even if
we presume that it was artifically gen-
erated, speaks well of the compassion and
decency and concern of Americans for
suffering humanity anywhere,

But where, we should properly ask, is
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concern as intense or as fervent, dem-
onstrated for American servicemen held
captive by Hanoi? In the press? I do not
think so. On television? Certainly not.

Do we hear expressions of outrage
from network television commentators
for American men imprisoned by Hanoi?
I have not heard any.

Earlier this year, H. Ross Perot brought
to Washington and exhibited here, cages
similar to those in which American serv-
icemen have been and are being kept in
North Vietnam. Do we hear voices raised
to protest this outrage? We do not. As
a matter of fact, for his trouble, this good
and decent man, Perot, was caricatured
in some of the press as some sort of sen-
sation seeker, some officious intermed-
dler. Instead of praise for his efforts, he
was dismissed as some sort of crank or
busybody.

On May 1, several of our distinguished
colleagues gathered in Constitution Hall
with the families of some of cur POW's—
Senator DoLE, Senator STENNIS, Con-
gressman TeacUE, and many others. The
purpose was to focus public attention on
the POW problem, the plight of our
young men in North Vietnamese hands. I
regret to tell the Senate what we already
know—that the press coverage of this
event was perfunctory and minimal.
Some hippie rallies in support of legal-
ized marihuana or to protest the erection
of a bridge across the Potomac, have re-
ceived more coverage in the pages of the
Washington Post, that incredibly self-
righteous journal, than this deplorable
situation invelving our prisoners of war.

Last year the League of Families of
American Prisoners Southeast Asia was
formed to mobilize public sentiment and
to beg for public help. It has not gotten
the public help it deserves, or the recog-
nition, or coverage, or publicity it needs
to carry on its work.

This organization which is made up of
splendid people—good, decent people who
only want to get their men back—has not
received—in its year of existence—I1 per-
cent of the coverage or attention Con
Son has received in the last 3 weeks.

The logical guestion is why? Why is
the public seemingly so unconcerned
about our prisoners in Hanoi? It is not,
I suggest, because Americans are callous
or indifferent or unsympathetie. It is be-
cause they are uninformed about the
problem, Candidly, some of the respon-
sibility for this sorry state of affairs is
ours, We in publiec life perhaps have not
pointed out sufficiently this terrible thing
that is going on in the prisoner-of-war
camps in Hanoi. That is why I think the
Senator from West Virginia is to be com-
mended again for bringing this matter o
our attention once more in the Senate.
I think it is our duty to delineate the
public issues, to give them priority and
say: ““This set of facts is important, and
that set of facts is trivial.” Too often, we
have emphasized the accidental issues—
to the neglect and to the exclusion of the
essential considerations.

The question of the treatment of, and
the ultimate fate of, American military
personnel in the hands of the enemy is
an essential question; it demands public
attention. That demand is pressing and
immediate.
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At this point, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to include in the Rec-
orb an article on the American prisoners
of war by Priscilla L, Buckley, which
appeared in the National Review for
July 28, 1970,

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

PRISONERS OF WAR: THEY ALSO SERVE

(By Priscilla L. Buckley)

I'm Mrs. Willlam Schuddy, she sald over
the phone. She and two friends were in town
for a couple of days making the rounds and
they'd like to see my brother, or me, or any-
one I'd designate on the staff. “My husband's
been a prisoner in North Vietnam for five
years,” she explained, “and we're organizing
to do something about it,"” because, she
didn't add, it doesn’t look as is any one else
will.

I don't know what I expected. Middle-aged
women, I suppose, emotional, pent-up,
driven. But the three who came in the door
were, well, kids. Bright, attractive, with that
clean tanned outdoor look of so many young
American women. Attractive, and deter-
mined.

Jane Schuddy made the Introductions.
Eathy Plowman, a pretty dark intense girl,
very thin, “her husband’'s been missing in
action three years.” The blonde on the other
side, with a gamin haircut and the big smile
is Candy Parish, “Her husband's been miss-
Ing In action for two years.” MIA—Missing
In Action. That means that there has been
no official word since their planes went down.
Candy has this to go on. The backup flier in
her husband’s plane is in a North Vietnamese
prison camp; his wife has heard from him.
But he hasn't mentioned Chuck Parish.
Candy smiles, all but apologizes. “I've built
a lot on a little,” she says. The other fiier has
occaslonally used “we’all” in his letters—"but
then he's a Scutherner.” Could that “we’all,”
so casually dropped in a letter, mean that
Chuck Parish is alive? Candy doesn't know.
Eathy Plowman's straw is this. A couple of
weeks after her Navy husband’s plane dis-
appeared, two Americans were spotted and
their descriptions tally pretty well with the
description of James Plowman and his pilot,
Two of the nine prisoners who have been
released have mentioned Buzz Ellison. Buzz
Ellison was James Plowman's pilot. She wants
to explain a little more fully why she, too,
continues to hope. There was this other
woman. Just a few weeks ago she heard from
her husband: He'd been missing four and a
half years. All that time she's been writing
him—writing into the void. In that first
letter to her, he asks how the child is. Eathy
wants to make sure I get it. Child, not son
or daughter. The wife was pregnant when
he was shot down. He assumes a child was
born. But when he doesn't say boy or girl,
mention a name, she knows that all those
letters, over all those years, addressed to Cen-
tral Post Office, Hanol, have been held up or
destroyed. Why did they decide to let him
write at all? And why now?

The women have an answer, Because of the
pressure they and other men and women like
them have brought to bear. Because of the
publicity they're giving to the issue. And
they trot out the figures. There are 1,586
men missing in action in North and South
Vietnam and Laos (no one has heard any-
thing from any man missing in the South
or in Laos so for the moment we won't count
them). About elght hundred of the missing
men are fliers, shot down over the North. In
the five years from 1965 to 1969, six hundred
letters had come out from 115 men; in the
six months between December 1969 and June
1970—after the families started agitating—
1,200 letters have been received from 320
men, And they mention something else. A
year or more ago, in November 1868, Hanol
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announced that it would, as a humanitarian
gesture, release three prisoners to a delega-
tion of peaceniks headed by Rennie Davis
and Dave Dellinger. And they did. They set
free three Americans, none of whom had
been in their hands more than six months,
all of whom were in good shape. When Sec-
retary Laird, last May, devoted an entire
speech to the prisoner issue, Hanoi's response
was to allow six Americans (one of them
Admiral McCain's son—it was the first word
he recelved that his son was alive) to broad-
cast messages that they were alive and well.
In addition, Hanol freed another three pris-
oners; This time, because Hanol wanted to
wring the grealest possible credit interna-
tionally from the gesture, it freed men who
had been in prison two or more years, men in
need of medical care. They, too, were re-
leased to a peace delegation.

What about the peaceniks and their efforts
on hehalf of the prisoners? I asked. I had
read that some women had refused to accept
mail from their husbands which the peace-
niks had brought out rather than go along
with demands that they join the end-the-war
propaganda campaign.

Kathy doesn't buy it. We can't, she says.
“We'll grab at any straw.” If they have to
work through the Dellingers & Haydens &
Weisses they will. Candy, who was one of
the wives who went to Paris last year to
plead with the Vietnamese delegation for
news of thelr husbands, comments that when
they asked North Vietnamese delegate Xuan
Oanh what they could do to help, he told
them to work with Dr., Spock and Women
Strike for Peace. “We dropped that right
there,” she says. She adds that Xuan Oanh
was the only delegate who would see them
at all and that he was very kind, very
sympathetic. He hasn't been heard from
since. He's not in Paris. Candy muses, “You
don’t suppose they've sent him down the
Ho Chi Minh Trall?” The others are amused.
They've heard it before but still it's fun.
Anyway, they tell me, Hanoi's position is
that all American prisoners in its camps are
allowed to write one letter a month to their
families and the reason the wives and par-
ents aren't getting the letters ls that, what
else, the Central Intelligence Agency doesn't
want the letters delivered and intercepts
them. Jane explains further. ‘“We address our
mail to the prisoners care of Central Post
Office, Hanol. They obviously think that all
mail to the States goes through a Central
Post Office, Washington, D.C.”

Hanol, they say, 1s big on gestures and pro-
nouncements, But, all told over the years, it
has released only nine Americans, in groups
of three and always to the custody of Amer-
ican peaceniks. It has never given out any-
thing like a complete list of its prisoners. It
glves out the news Iin dribs and drabs to suit
its own purposes. Examples: Hencl did re-
spond to an appeal by Swedish Prime Min-
ister Palme. It gave him a list—the first and
only official list incidentally. And it con-
tained fourteen names—only two of which
are new. A list published by Chicago Vet-
erans for Peace last November had “dated”
information according to the Pentagon. Two
of the seven photographs were of men who
had been released a year earlier. A second
list released that same week had only one
new name. Last Christmas, Women Strike for
Peace, with great fanfare, published a list of
141 names it had brought back from Hanoi.
Most of them were repeats, very few were
new. Jane interjects: “Bill’'s name is on all
those lists. I wish it 'weren't. I wish some
other women could know what happened to
her husband.” A fortnight ago there was a big
flurry. Cora Welss, of the Committee of Liai-
son with Familles of Servicemen Detalned in
North Vietnam; brought out a list of 334
names. Hanol radio announced that this was
the list of all the men it had in its prison
camps—complete and final. But the United
States knows of 376 men that North Viet-
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nam holds or has held. This latest list Ilke
so many in the past was, according to a
Pentagon spokesman, “inaccurate, incom-
plete, from unofficial sources.” He added:
“There are no names on the list that are new
to us."

The prisoners are an asset to Hanol, says
Kathy. North Vietnam can dole out the
names, allow more letters out, let parcels and
letters in, for its own propagandistic pur-
poses, when it wants to and how it wants to.
“We've got to change that. We've got to put
so much pressure on them that these pris-
oners will become a liability to the North.”
That's what the National League of Familles
of American Prisoners is all about.

What about H, Ross Perot? He's the Texas
multimillionaire who flew a planeload of food
parcels, Christmas gifts, medical supplies and
letters to Laos last Christmas hoping to be
allowed to dellver them to American prisoners
of war in North Vietnam. Which he never got
to do. Candy and Kathy and Jane think Perot
is great. He's got no personal axe to grind.
But he did something that dramatized the
situation. They tell this story about that
abortive mission of his.

In Vientiane, the Laotlan capital, North
Vietnamese delegates threw back at Perot the
charge that prisoners of the “army of na-
tional liberation™—technically Hanol con-
tinues not to acknowledge that Northerners
are fighting in the South—were being mis-
treated in South Vietnamese POW camps.
Perot flew to Salgon. He enlisted the cooper-
ation of newsmen, of photographers, of TV
camera crews and of the U.8, and South
Vietnamese authorities. His group toured the
POW camps. They took pictures, stills and
movies. They talked to the prisoners. They
collected thousands of letters from them for
their families back North. Back to Vientiane.
The North Vietnamese refused to look at
evidence. They wouldn't accept the plctures.
And Perot wouldn't hand over the letters.
The prisoners had told him to deliver them
to their families if he could but by no means
entrust them to North Vietnamese author-
ities or even to Central Post Office Hanol.
They feared reprisals against their families.

Once a man sets forth down the Ho Chi
Minh Trall he is gone, finished—he might as
well be vaporized—so far as his family in the
North is concerned. It is a one-way street.
Nothing comes back up the trall by way of
news. No R&REs for Hanol's soldiers; no one-
year tours in the war zone. The soldier, if he
survives, will not return home until the bat-
tle has been won and South Vietnam con-
quered.

Every week American and South Viet-
namese authorities file a report, as required
by the Geneva Convention, with the Inter-
national Red Cross in Geneva giving in all
the required detail the names, condition and
place of incarceration of captured North
Vietnamese troops. That list is there In
Geneva and avallable. Hanol has never con=-
sulted it. North  Vietnam's Candys and
Eathys and Janes could know what has hap-
pened to their husbands and brothers and
sons; could know if they are in prison, if they
have been wounded, how they are now,
whether or not they are dead. But that might
get in the way of the Communist wave of
the future Ho and his successors are plan-
ning for Indochina it might indicate the
dimenejons of the losses suffered by North
Vietnam in the South. So there will be no
letters home, no lists of dead and wounded,
no information. Just the memory of the
heroic soldier in the army of national libera-
tion fighting to the death against the yan-
kee imperialists and their corrupt lackeys
in Salgon.

Most of the letters by those abandoned
North Vietnamese POWSs lie in sacks in ware-
houses today; the pictures are going brown
around the edges. A few can be seen right
now in an exhibit mounted and pald for by
Perot In the crypt of the Capitol in Washing-
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ton, They show Northern prisoners in the
Southern camps; they also show a few pic-
tures of American prisoners in the North.

A man in a cage.

“I know they kept them in cages, and

about the cockroaches and the rats,” Candy
says. “But I didn't know, before I saw those
plictures, that they were fastened down. Lying
on thelr backs, with their legs and arms
fettered. . . . Lots of them have dysen-
oy ... "
° Janie adds: “In some places they just dig
holes in the ground and drop them in. They
throw food down to them, and let them live
there in their own waste.”

They mention these facts with very little
emotion. But then these are the kind of facts
they've been living with for five, three, two
years.

What worries them now is Vietnamization.

American troop withdrawals continue,
South Vietnam takes over more and more of
the actual fighting. Eventually our troop
presence is skeletal. The fighting continues
in desultory fashion, on a hit-and-run raid
level. There’s no formal armistice or peace
treaty. Just the de-escalation. That's what
everyone is hoping for from Richard Nixon on
down. That’s the way everyone would like to
see the scenario run out. But Hanol has said
it won't release its American prisoners until
every last American soldier iz out of the
country. No strategie projection as of now
calls for that. So will their husbands—at
any rate Janie's—have their misery pro-
longed?

The senators—they've talked to lots of
them, too—tell the wives that of course the
Americans will be released when the with-
drawal is completed, Why would Hanol want
to keep the prisoners at that time?

But the familles don’t belleve In Hanol's
goodwill. They know that even though an
armistice was signed at Panmunjom, North
Korea failed to account for 389 Americans
who had had one time or another been known
to be prisoners. The families of those prison-
ers of an earller war against a Communist
foe in Asla—nearly twenty years later—still
have heard nothing.

But back to Hanol. Will a government that,
as a matter of politics, withholds informa-
tion from itz own people about thelr own
men, its soldiers, will such a government sud-
denly throw wide its prison gates unless it
is forced to do so? They don't believe it.
There’s no reason they should from their
very own, very personal, very bitter experi-
ences with the Reds.

“The prisoners will never be released until
we can make them a liability to Hanol,”
Candy Insists.

They get up to leave. Janie mentions that
she expects therell be a letter from Bill in
her mailbox when she gets home to Virginia
Beaach, Nancy Rubin, Jerry's wife, i1s just back
from Hanoil and Moscow, and she brought out
143 letters. She posted them yesterday, ac-
cording to a newspaper story Janie read. One
could be from Bill,

They walk out, three slim, determined
fighting wives whose husbands, dead or
alive, have cause to be proud of them. The
door swings shut. You stand there a mo-
ment just thinking about them. And sud-
dently you realize with a start that they, too,
are members of the Now Generation.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr, President, one of
the significant points raised by Miss
Buckley in this thoughtful article should
be of concern to all of us, for she asserts,
with what appears to me to be ample
justification, that one of the greatest
fears of the families of American POW'’s
is the fear that the success of the Viel-
namization program will operate to the
disadvantage cf our POW’s, Let me read
what she says:
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What worries them now is Vietnamization.

American troop withdrawals continue,
South Vietnam takes over more and more of
the actual fighting. Eventually our troop
presence is skeletal. The fighting continues in
desultory fashion, on a hit-and-run raid level.
There’s no formal armistice or peace treaty,
Just the de-escalation. That's what everyone
is hoping for from Richard Nixon on down.
That's the way everyone would like to see
the scenario run out. But Hanol has said it
won't release its American prisoners until
every last American soldler is out of the
country. No strategic projectlon as of now
calls for that. So will their husbands—at any
rate Janle's—have their misery prolonged?

The senators—they've talked to lots of them
too—tell the wives that of course the Amer-
icans will be released when the withdrawal is
completed. Why would Hanol want to keep
the prisoners at that time?

But the families don’t believe in Hanol’s
goodwill. They know that even though an
armistice was signed at Panmunjom, North
Korea falled to account for 389 Americans
who had had one time or another been known
to be prisoners. The families of those prison-
ers of an earlier war against a Communist
foe in Asia—nearly twenty years later—still
have heard nothing.

But back to Hanol. Will & government that,
as a matter of politics, withholds information
from its own people about their own men,
its soldiers, will such a government suddenly
throw wide its prison gates unless it is forced
to do so? They don't belleve it. There's no
reason they should from their very own, very
personal, very bitter experiences with the
Reds.

That point, I suggest, is food for
thought. Again, Mr. President, I com-
mend my distinguished friend from West
Virginia for his sensitivity and for his
probing analysis of this vital issue. I
thank the Senator for bringing this mat-
ter to the attention of the Senate and the
Nation again.

It reminds us that the North Viet-
namese, the Vietcong, and the Commu-
nists were the aggressors over there in
Southeast Asia. They were the ones that
attacked a free nation, South Vietnam.

They were the ones that carried the
war to the south. They were the ones that
started the fighting. They were the ones
that tried to put this new nation out of
business and not in an open way but, as
we know, in guerrilla warfare which rec-
ognized no uniform, which had as its
target civilians, government employees,
teachers, and people in charge of the
villages and provinces in the govern-
ment by murder, kidnaping, and torture.
This is the sort of thing they have prac-
ticed year in and year out in Southeast
Asia.

What their treatment of prisoners of
war has shown, and it is the most in-
humane treatment certainly in our time,
is simply an extension of what they have
always done in Southeast Asia and what
we have come to know communism for
ever since that idea of government was
spawned many decades ago.

I would hope that finally, through the
efforts of the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia, and the efforts of other
Senators, that the world will direct its
attention to the kind of government,
leaders, and people that are making
trouble in Southeast Asia, so that we can
recognize them for what they are.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the Senator, and I com-
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mend him for his well-prepared state-
ment.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr., BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank my friend
the Senator from West Virginia. I have
been fascinated in listening to the col-
loquy on both sides of the aisle, which
has been participated in by the Senator
from West Virginia, the Senator from
Florida, the Senator from Kansas, the
Senator from North Carolina, and other
Senators from all over this vast country
of ours.

When one talks with the wives, chil-
dren, and families of the prisoners of
war, as I have talked with groups of these
people from my State, the constant ques-
tion from them is, what more can we do?
What more can the Senate or House of
Representatives do to be of assistance in
trying to get the North Vietnamese to
practice simple humanity as far as pris-
oners of war are concerned? Those are
very hard questions to answer.

This collogquy today will be another
portion of the public pressure we are try-
ing to keep on Hanol. All of us, regard-
less of our feelings about the war, con-
sider this a vifal issue,

I have brought up the question from
time to time as to whether Congress
could not try to put economic pressures
on North Vietnam by threatening to cut
off trade from those countries which
trade with North Vietnam until we have
had a resolution of this problem. I have
explored this approach in some detail
with my colleagues. I urged the same
course of action when Americans were
held prisoner by the North Koreans in
connection with the Pueblo incident, and
I found it was difficult with the makeup
of Congress af that point to do it sue-
cessfully. If the efforts were not success-
ful, of course, it could backfire, so this
should be very carefully worked out
ahead of time.

Another thought that occurred to me
during this presentation is that many
of the people who have spoken out
against the war and the inhumanity of
Americans in bombing the North Viet-
namese and the Vietcong never mention
what happens to American prisoners of
war in the hands of the North Vietna-
mese. This was brought home to me spe-
cifically during my meetings with many
of the young people who came here earlier
this year in connection with the peace
demonstrations. One young man looked
at me and said, “I do not think the North
Vietnamese have been rough on the pris-
oners. I have been informed by peace
groups that they have been treating them
well and that they are receiving medical
attention and not receiving any worse
treatment than prisoners held by the
United States.” I told him no matter how
one looked at it, there was no justifiable
evidence to support his opinion when he
said all the problems were on us and not
attributable to the other side. I asked if
he had talked to Lieutenant Frishman,
Petty Officer Hegdahl, or others. He said,
“No,” that he had only talked to dif-
ferent peace groups that had gone to
Hanoi and told him that prisoners were
being well treated.
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It is discouraging when U.S, citizens
themselves, people who are intelligent
and educated, become hypnotized by
their version of whether we should be in
or out of the war, and then lose sight of
the plight of prisoners held by North
Vietnam.

I am very pleased the Senator has
brought up this matter. I believe it will
demonstrate how unanimously we are
united on the fact that Hanoi must come
to some civilized method of treating
these prisoners and letting their families
know where they are held prisoner and
their condition, because the families
have an immense problem.

I introduced a bill on April 30, 1970,
which was a very simple bill to provide
that families of those men who are miss-
ing in action or held as prisoners of war
would be able to get VA loans on homes
and have educational benefits for their
children. The bill went to the subcom-
mittee of the committee on which I
serve, the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare and we asked for a report.
Three months later there was no report.
There has been nothing from the Vet-
erans’ Administration and nothing from
the budget bureau or any other source.
All I can say is that while they are sit-
ting down, twirling their thumbs, and
deciding what they are going to do about
it, the families of these people have been
placed in a position of jeopardy by vir-
tue of the problem that exists which
could at least partly be solved by this
bill and others.

Once again, I am happy to participate
in this colloguy. I had the privilege of
appearing at Constitution Hall on May 1,
and to participate in the prayer program
for prisoners on May 3, and to partici-
pate in previous colloquies in the Senate.

I hope the people of Hanoi will listen.
Whether they do, we will not know for
some time. It would seem to me that in
addition to Hanoi, the civilized countries
of this world which still have contact
with North Vietnam shculd be listening
with great care to this colloquy and ex-
erting their influence to do what they
can to be of assistance in connection
with this vast problem.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp an
editorial entitfled “Kept in the Dark,”
which was published in the Washington
Post on August 4, 1969.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

EKePT IN THE DARK

The letters come In every day, in big and
little batches from Santa Fe and Monterey,
from Aberdeen, South Dakota, and Purdy,
Missouri, from Richmond, Virginia and Lake
Lure, North Carolina, from Downers Grove,
Illinois and Finnville, Michigan. Some are
hand-scrawled and some typewrltten and
they all speak poignantly of the suffering of
mothers and fathers and wives and sons and
daughters of the over 800 men who are miss-
ing and presumed to be prisoners of the
North Vietnamese, They ask about the treat-
ment the men are getting. But because the
Hanol Government won't even confirm the
names of the men it is holding, their
first concern is with the cruelest question—
whether a husband or a brother or a son
or a friend 1s even still alive, let alone well,
Somebody has told them that just maybe a
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newspaper editorial would help persuade the
North Vietnamese to say at least that much,
to show at least that much human decency,
and so the letters keep coming in.

And about all we can say In reply is that
we have tried before and that we do not
have any illusions—not even when it comes
to counselling our own Government, which
by the nature of the system it lives by is
not insensitive to public pressure. But the
case against Hanol in the matter of our pris-
oners of war is so persuasive, and the anguish
of their friends and relatives is so acute, that
one wouldn't want not to keep trying.

The case against North Vietnamese treat-
ment not only of war prisoners, but of their
next of kin, rests very largely on Western
values—compassion, humanity, a natural
aversion to cruel and unusual punishment.
And while this is the strength of the case
in Western eyes, it is also of course its weak-
ness, because the same values are not uni-
versally prized in the same war everywhere,
and particularly are they not prized by Asian
Communist Governments; we have the treat-
ment of our Korean War POW’'s and more
recently the crew of the Pueblo to vouch for
that, as well as the treatment of our prison-
ers in North Vietnam.

The techniques are as subtle as they are
viclous, as psychologlcal as they are physical,
and the results have nowhere been more
affecting recorded than in interviews with
two of our captured pilots conducted by
Oriana Fallicl and published in L’Europeo a
few months ago. Of U.S. Navy Lieutenant
Robert Frishman, she wrote:

“He was very young, very tall and terribly
thin. Of a sickly, consumed thinness . . . He
wore Chinese wool slippers and walked
bent like an old man ..., With his left
hand he held up the right arm, shorter and
shrunken . . . He looked around with a lost
expression and blinked his eyes . . . Obvi-
ously he had been kept In the dark for a
long time . . . ‘It has been almost a year
and a half since I last spoke to someone,
Madam.""

There are probably places in the world
where this sort of thing is effective, the use
of God knows what sort of iInhuman pres-
sures to reduce men to parroting banal,
fawning propaganda in a crude and almost
ludicrously primitive effort to influence pub-
lic opinion. But there are not many, not
where men are free to judge for themselves.
And the tragedy of it is the pointlessness of
it, leaving wholly aside the morality; it isn't
working the way the North Viethamese must
think it will work. The sympathy of the
world is not going to be swung toward the
North Vietnamese side of the argument by
barbarism, as the press comment in large
parts of the world, Including countries by
no means sympathetic to our side of the
argument, amply testifies. And still less is
world opinion likely to be swung by the
even more mindless cruelty of preying on the
grief of the next of kin, by teasing them
with invitations to send gifts, by releasing a
handful of prisoners now and again, but never
releasing the names of those still held in
captivity.

Many important, perhaps, the North Viet-
namese have it all wrong if they think that
this refusal to release the list of POW's will
significantly influence American public
opinion against the war or serve some pur-
pose as a negotiating counter, as Hanol’s
Paris negotiator Xuan Thuy has implied.

There are things about this war that have,
and will continue to have a profound and
disquieting effect on American public opin-
ion; merely by dragging on, the war has that
effect; so do continued American casualties
in battle; so does the absence of any bellev-
able end in sight. These things may sap the
will and encourage the belief that the effort
is not worth the price, that conciliation and
a rapid transfer of the burden to the South
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Vietnamese is the proper course. There are
countless ways that the enemy might try to
encourage these tendencies by promoting
the belief that an honorable accommodation
is possible with the North—an accommoda-
tion within which our South Vietnamese
allies and their followers and the people of
South Vietnam could survive. But a continu-
ing demonstration of relentless cruelty, of
an incapacity for showing even the most
elementary evidence of decency and human-
ity, is not one of these ways.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I thank the able Senator for his
cogent expressions of concern.

I yield to the able majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have listened with interest to the col-
loquy relative to the plight of U.S. pris-
oners of war in North Vietnam. I agree
completely with the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia (Mr. BYgp)
that regardless of our feelings about this
war in which we are engaged, as far as
the prisoners of war are concerned there
can be and there must be no differences
of opinion.

I dare say there are differences in the
minds of some of our priscners about this
war, too; but as good citizens they have
carried out their duties and obligations,
and the least we can do is not to forget
them but to remember them as often as
we can and do what we can to be of as-
sistance in achieving their release,

It has been stated that the number of
POW'’s in North Vietnam and Laos is
approximately 1,400, We do not know
whether that number is correct. We
think it is about the best figure we can
arrive at on an estimation of the facts at
our disposal.
~ In addition, we do not know whether
they are all alive or if some of them are
dead. I would think that the least the
Government of North Vietnam could do
would be to give us a list of the prisoners
they hold and give us 'some assurance
that those they hold are alive, and to tell
us which of the prisoners have died, or
to tell us what happened to them. I think
that is the minimum that could be stated
as far as human decency is concerned.

It is my belief that the Government of
North Vietnam is a party to the Geneva
accords covering prisoners of war, and I
would hope that they would consider
their position, consider the plight of
those people and their families, who are
worrying day in and day out, and do
what could be done to alleviate the suf-
fering and the heartbreak which has
been caused by the capture of these
Americans.

So I want to commend the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia, who
once again has taken the lead in this
important matter and significant field,
and I want to commend my colleagues,
also, for expressing their concern and
their care on the basis of the remarks
which they have made in this Chamber
this morning and this afternoon.

I would hope that this message would
reach Hanoi. I hope that the letter which
has been dispatched has reached Hanoi.
I dare say Hanoi is smart enough to know
that this is a matter of public record and
that in some way, in some shape, in some
form they will have access to the REcorp
of today and will be aware of what the
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Senate thinks about this most distress-
ing, dangerous, and difficult problem.

‘We hope that, in return, some action
would be forthcoming which would bring
some degree of succor, some degree of
relief, some degree of alleviation to those
men who are prisoners of war now but
who became prisoners of war in carrying
out their bounden obligation to their
country.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am
grateful for the remarks just made by
my friend and majority leader.

I yield now to the Senator from Dela-~
ware (Mr. BoGgs).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad-
ditional time granted to the Senator
from West Virginia has expired.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that I
may be allowed an additional 5 minutes.

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

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from West Virginia for
yielding. I wish to commend and con-
gratulate him on his remarks this morn-
ing and on his continuing interest in this
most pressing problem. I wish also to
commend the distinguished Members of
this body for their participation in the
colloquy, which brings attention to this
most important concern of all Ameri-
cans, and, I believe, of people all over
the world. I want to associate myself
with the remarks that have been made
this morning, especially those by the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. BYRD).

The torment and the tragedy endured
by the American prisoners of war held
in North Vietnam are of the greatest
concern to all Americans. I do not think
there is anything of any greater con-
cern. North Vietnam's repeated refusal
to provide the United States with com-
plete information on the names and the
health of American prisoners places a
constant burden of anxiety and strain
upon the brave families of these men.

Mr. President, it has been my privi-
lege and honor to join with other Sena-
tors in cosponsoring two Senate reso-
lutions intended to encourage North
Vietnam to meet its obligations under
the Geneva Convention on the Treat-
ment of Prisoners of War. It is my hope
that they will begin to act with humanity
toward these prisoners,

One of the most effective ways North
Vietnam could demonstrate its good will
would be to begin serious negotiations in
Paris. Such negotiating could lead to a
settlement of the sad conflict in South
Vietnam and lead to freedom for the
prisoners held in the north.

In its August 1970 issue, Air Force and
Space Digest magazine, published by the
Air Force Association, inaugurated a
column on developments regarding men
who are prisoners of war or missing in
action. The magazine, I believe, is to be
commended for focusing attention on
this issue. I ask unanimous consent that
the column be printed at this point in
the REcORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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POW-MIA AcTtioN REPORC
(By Maurice L. Lien)
HOW LONG?

“A child asks: “Where s my daddy?' A
mother asks: ‘How Is my son?" A wife asks:
‘Is my husband alive or dead?'

“Communist North Vietnam is sadistically
practicing spiritual and mental genocide on
over 1,600 American prisoners of war and
their families.

“How long?"

This quotation has been entered in the
Congressional Record every day since Janu-
ary 26, 1970, by Rep. William J. Scherle (R—
Iowa), as a continuing reminder to all mem-
bers of Congress, and the world, that more
than 1,500 American servicemen are prisoners
of war or are missing in action in Southeast
Asia,

Congressman Scherle, long active in sup-
port of the cause of MIA/POWSs, says he will
keep on entering his statement in the Ree-
ord every day “until all the American pris-
oners of war are released.” He, along with
scores of other members of Congress, is deter-
mined to “keep the pressure on” until the
Communists give a complete accounting of
the men they hold prisoner and untll hu-
mane treatment of these Americans is as-
sured.

‘““THE COMMITTEE OF LIATSON"

On June 26, a group calling itself the
“CommIittee of Liaison with Famiiies of Serv-
icemen Detained in North Vietnam" released
the names of 336 Americans It claimed are
being held prisoners in North Vietnam. The
list, 1t turns out, is a compilation of the same
names released by the same group on three
previous dates—January 15, March 11, and
March 27, 1970.

The Committee of Liaison, a group of pri-
vate individuals, is an offshoot of the New
Mobilization Committee to End the War in
Vietnam (“The New Mobe"), and was formed
in January of this year. Its purpose is to
receive the names of prisoners of war from
the North Vietnamese government, and to
pass on to relatives information concerning
these men. The organization, according to its
own information sheet, was formed at the
request of the government of North Vietnam.

According to a New York Times story on
June 26, North Vietnam has reportedly de-
clared that the list of names released by the
Committee of Liaison on that date was com-
plete and that North Vietnam does not hold
any men who are not listed on it.

The Department of Defense, however, calls
the list “incomplete and unacceptable,” and
has sald that the names of at least forty
men believed to be in the hands of the North
Vietnamese are missing from the list. In sup-
port of its contention, DoD released photos
that have been published in North Viet-
namese newspapers of two Americans identi-
fled as prisoners, whose names are not on the
list.

In a statement on June 26, Daniel Z.
Henkin, Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Public Affairs, sald, “It should be noted
[that] this privately compiled and unoffi-
clially released list makes no reference to our
men held prisoner by Hanol and its agents
in South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia. The
unofficial release of an inaccurate and in-
complete list of names from unofficial
sources,” he said, “can only add to the great
anguish of the hundreds of wives, children,
and parents of the more than 1,600 service-
men who are listed missing or captured.”

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF FAMILIES

On June 30, a newly incorporated orga-
nization officlally opened its Washington,
D.C., headquarters with the expressed hope
and prayer that it could “go out of business
tomorrow.” The National League of Families
of American Prisoners and Missing in South-
east Asia, formed in late May, is a direct re=-
sult of the meeting of families held on May
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2, reported on in these pages In the June
issue.

Membership in the League is confined to
families of U.S. servicemen and civilians who
are prisoners of war or missing in action.
Membership at this writing totals about 3,000
families.

Mrs. James B. Stockdale, wife of a Navy
captain who has been a prisoner in North
Vietnam since September 1965, is Chairman
of the Board of the new organization, She
was formerly National Coordinator for the
original League of Families, which she
founded and which became the nucleus for
the present League,

Vice Chairman of the League is Mrs. Ken-
neth W. North, of Wellfieet, Mass., wife of an
Alr Force major identified by the League as
a POW. Thirteen other family members, in-
cluding nine wives; three mothers, and one
father, serve on the Board of Directors. Six
of these, the father and five wives, are from
Alr Force families. They are: Col. Edwin
Brinckmann, USA (Ret.), of Shalimar, Fla.,
father of Air Force Lt. Col. Robert E. Brinck-
mann (MIA); Mrs. Arthur J. Cormier (TSgt.-
POW), Bay Shore, N.Y.; Mrs. Robert C.
Davis (Capt.-MIA), Burlington, N.J.; Mrs.
Arthur 8. Mearns (Lt. Col.-MIA), Los An-
geles, Calif.; Mrs. Samuel R. Johnson (Lt.
Col.-POW), Plano, Tex.; and Mrs. Bobby G.
Vinson (Col.-MIA), of Alexandria, Va. Mrs.
Vinson also serves as Assistant Natlonal
Coordinator for the national office.

Mrs. Iris Powers, of Lutz, Fla,, the mother
of an Army warrant officer who is missing in
action, is the National Coordinator. Another
member of the permanent staff, all unpaid
volunteers, is Office Manager Mrs. Eevin J.
McManus, from Brightwaters, N.Y., wife of
an Air Force captain imprisoned in North
Vietnam. The all-woman stafl will be as-
sisted by wolunteer workers recruited from
local MIA/POW families.

The offices of the National League of
Families are at 1 Constitution Ave.,, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20002. The space is being
provided at no charge by the Reserve Of-
ficers Assoclation, which owns the building.
It is within easy walking distance of the
Capitol and the offices of all members of
Congress.

The Air Force Assoclation will make its fa-
cllities and staff personnel available to sup-
port the League in any way it can be of as-
sistance. We are confident that in this, we
speak for every member of AFA,

The nonprofit, non organization
is being financed by the families themselves
and through contributions from concerned
individuals and organizations.

THE FAIRCHILD HILLER CORP.
Falrchild Hiller Corp. continues to lead in-
dustry in publicizing the plight of the Amer-
ican MIA/POWSs, with creation of special dis-
play units to distribute information about
the prisoners at trade shows and public
gatherings. This is the latest of many actions
taken by that company.

A year ago, In August 1969, Fairchild Hiller
initiated a company-wide letter-writing
campalgn. More than 10,000 employees—
nearly ninety percent—wrote to the govern-
ment in North Vietnam: Thousands more
letters were sent to other governments, and
to UN representatives, urging them to use
thelr influence in Hanol. Fairchild Hiller
President Edward Uhl personally wrote to
the heads of 100 other companies, inviting
them to join in the campaign. And, at Mr.
Uhl's urging, the National Assoclation of
Manufacturers sent a circular to all its mem-
bers suggesting they encourage their em-
ployees to write letters.

Falrchild Hiller followed up its letter-writ-
ing campaign with public-service messages
in leading newspapers across the country, and
in magazines. In response to requests, to date
they have distributed more than 100,000
poster reprints of these messages. In late
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April, Fairchild Hiller took out full-page ads
in two Washington D.C., newspapers, pub-
licizing the May 1 rally for MIA/POWs, held
in Constitution Hall

Late last year, Fairchild Hiller made avail-
able to familles of prisoners and missing
servicemen, and to others, a special Christ-
mas card that carried a message telling the
receiver how he could help. They filled re-
quests for more than 50,000 cards.

Our thanks, and that of the MIA/POW
families, to Fairchild Hiller employees, to
their President, Edward Uhl, and to Maston
M, Jacks, a former USAF information officer
and now Fairchild Hiller’s Manager of In-
formation Service.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I again
commend the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia for his leadership and his
effort in this important matter. I am
honored and happy to associate myself
with him, and I thank him for his effort.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the able Senator for his cogent state-
ment, and I am indebted to him.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, today the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia has made an eloguent and timely
and outstanding speech demanding that
the North Vietnamese give humane
treatment to the American prisoners of
war under their control.

Mr. President, no issue that has come
before the Senate has attracted the
unanimity of opinion that this issue of
demanding humane treatment for Amer-
jcan prisoners of war in the hands of
Hanol has. No colloquy has atiracted
more participation than the ecolloguy
taking place earlier today.

I wish to associate myself with the
eloquent remarks of the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia (Mr, BYrp),
and with all Senators who participated
in that colloquy.

Among them were the distinguished
majority leader, the able Senator from
Montana (Mr. MawsFIELD), the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas (Mr.
Dore), the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. MonTova), the distin-
guished Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GraveL), the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. SteEnnis), the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona (Mr. FAN-
winN), the distinguished Senator from
Florida (Mr. GurNEY), the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts (M.
BrookE), the distinguished Senator from
Delaware (Mr. Bogas), the distinguished
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK),
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Jorpaw), and perhaps
others.

Mr. President, while the Senate of
the United States might be divided on
some issues, it speaks with one voice on
the matter of demanding humane treat-
ment for American prisoners of war in
the hands of the North Vietnamese and
the Vietcong.

Mr. President, every Member of this
Senate is deeply distressed and con-
cerned over the continuing callous and
inhumane treatment of American serv-
icemen who are being held prisoners of
war by Communist forces in Southeast

Not only has Hanoi refused to provide
proper food and care for these men, but
it also has refused to fully identify them
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and permit them the right to send let-
ters to their families or to receive mail
and packages in return. And the enemy
continues to hold men who are seriously
ill and wounded and in need of medical
treatment.

Failure has marked every effort to
obtain the release of American service-
men who have failen into North Viet-
namese hands during the past 6 years.

Wives, children and parents of more
than 56 of these men live in the State
of Alabama. Twenty-seven of these men
are soldiers, 17 from the Air Force, nine
are sailors, and three are marines. Their
families, along with the families of other
U.S. servicemen listed as missing, have
shown great spirit and hope despite their
sorrow and worry about the safety of
their loved ones.

Mr. President, the first US. Army ad-
viser was captured by the Vietcong in
March 1964, 6 long years ago. Since that
time, the number of U.S. servicemen list-
ed as missing in action or believed cap-
tured has grown to more than 1,500.
About 150 of these men have been miss-
ing or captured for more than 4 years,
and more than 300 of them have been
missing for more than three and a half
years. This is longer than any US.
serviceman was held prisoner during
World War II.

The treatment of American prisoners
of war in Vietnam has been the subject
of increased public attention over the
past year, largely because of the contin-
ued refusal of North Vietnam and the
Vietcong to abide by the 1949 Geneva
Convention on Prisoners of War. Ameri-
can efforts on behalf of prisoners have
shifted from the diplomatic arena to a
campaign designed to force the Commu-
nists to moderate their stand through the
pressure of world public opinion. Amer-
ican policy on the issue of prisoners has
from the first been based on the princi-
ples of the Geneva Convention; but as
the number of prisoners has increased,
American diplomats have concentrated
on four specific goals, while continuing
to push for discussions on the subject of
the prisoners: First, identification and
accounting of all prisoners held; second,
establishment of regular communication
between all prisoners and their families;
third, prompt repatriation of the seri-
ously sick and wounded; and, fourth, ob-
servation and inspection of POW camps
by impartial observers.

As of July 25, 1970, Pentagon records
showed 1,567 American servicemen miss-
ing or captured in Southeast Asia. Of
these, 376 were believed captured in
North Vietnam, 78 in South Vietmam,
and three in Laos. Of the 1,110 men about
whom no information had been received,
404 were considered missing in North
Vietnam, 482 in South Vietnam, and 224
in Laos.

Mr. President, the United States cus-
tomarily turns all enemy prisoners over
to the South Vietnamese Government for
internment, a move provided for in the
Geneva convention. The South Viet-
namese Government has on several occa-
sions freed North Vietnamese prisoners
or offered to exchange them for Ameri-
eans, particularly the sick and wounded,
but the North Vietnamese, refusing to
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acknowledge that they have troops in the
South, have ignored such offers.

In 1965, the International Committee
of the Red Cross invoked the provisions
of the 1949 Geneva Convention Relative
to the Treatment of Prisoners of War,
and it reminded the nations fighting in
South Vietnam of their responsibilities
under the convention and asked that
they respond by listing the steps they
planned to take to abide by it. The Con-
vention, which was ratified by the U.S.
Senate in 1956, and signed by the North
Vietnamese in 1957, sets standards for
the treatment of prisoners in any armed
conflict, whether or not there has been
a declaration of war. The North Viet-
namese claim that their holding of
prisoners is on a different basis than that
provided for by the Geneva convention
because there has been no state of war
declared. But the Geneva convention
does not provide that. The rights it guar-
antees are inviolable. It includes provi-
sions for adequate food, clothing and
medical care, prohibitions against exces-
sive, dangerous or brutal work and disci-
pline, and the designation of a protect-
ing power to inspect conditions within
the camps. Further, all prisoners are to
be registered, with the sick and wounded
being repatriated and the others allowed
to write to their families twice a month as
well as to receive letters and packages.
The convention also prohibits exploita-
tion of prisoners for political purposes
and interviews by members of the press.

Mr. President, as the entire world
knows, the North Vietnamese and Viet-
cong have refused to release a full list of
the names of prisoners held or to give
full information about their conditions
of imprisonment, maintaining that cap-
tured prisoners are war criminals not
entitled to the protection of the Geneva
Convention. At the beginning of 1970,
families of only about 175 of the total
missing, and believed held in North Viet-
nam had received letters at all, and the
average frequency of letters was less
than two per year. A handful of these
men had been interviewed by foreign
journalists, and a few others had been
featured in Communist radio broadcasts.
Virtually no information was available
about the location of the camps; and the
little that was known about the inhu-
mane conditions in them came from re-
leased or escaped prisoners.

In terms of the Geneva Convention
alone, the United States considers North
Vietnamese treatment of prisoners to be
inhumane, and political in motivation.
An American Embassy official in Viet-
nam was guoted as saying that—

So far as the North Vietnamese are con-
cerned, prisoners are an asset in war, an as-
set to be exploited just like a tank or gun.

North Vietnamese treatment of pris-
oners and the releases of men and infor-
mation have been used as much as pos-
sible for propaganda purposes, rather
than resulting from American diplo-
matic efferts on behalf of the prisoners.
But, although the North Vietnamese
have publicly criticized the current
American policy of alerting world opin-
ion regarding abuses of the Geneva Con-
vention, they have increased the amount




July 30, 197

of information about prisoners in the
last 2 months. This is a slim glimmer of
light in a otherwise dark picture.

In recent weeks, some families re-
ceived letters from prisoners indicating
that the prisoner would be allowed to
receive packages and that they would be
allowed to write regularly each month,
Under these circumstances, the families
of prisoners are acting on this informa-
tion although there has been no official
announcement by Hanoi.

This is a hopeful sign that the great
effort to arouse world opinion against
the Communists is bearing some fruits,
But even in their efforts to cleanse them-
selves before the eyes of the world, the
North Vietnamese and their allies show
their true nature.

For example, following a great pub-
licity ploy, a purported list of prisoners
of war held by Hanoi was released un-
officially some weeks ago by a group of
private American citizens whose past in-
dicates close ties to Hanoi. But this list
has been a cruel blow to many of the
wives and children and parents of the
prisoners not listed, but known to be
held, like animals, in Communist pens.
The Department of Defense has an-
nounced that the list does not include
the names of at least 40 men officially
known to be prisoners of war based on
previous information, including Commu-
nist propaganda films and photographs
released by Hanoi, by radio broadcasts,
through identification by former POW'’s
who have been released, and from other
sound intelligzence sources.

Neither does this list make reference to
our men held prisoners by Hanoi in
South Vietnam, Laos, or in Cambodia.

Even before the beginning of the so-
called Paris peace talks, the American
Government pressed for North Vietnam-
ese adherence to the Geneva Conven-
tion through various intermediaries.
Contacts were made through interested
third governments, such as Cambodia,
Sweden, the Soviet Union, and the
United Arab Republic, and President
Johnson said on Christmas, 1967, that
he had asked the Pope to intercede on
behalf of our men. Diplomatic appeals
were also made through international
organizations, and private appeals were
made by American Congressmen and
others. Finally, prisoner exchanges and
releases were tried in the hope of en-
couraging reciprocity by Hanoi.

But the enemy’'s only response has
been that American withdrawal from
Vietnam must be completed first.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 15 minutes have expired.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, may I have
6 more minutes?

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Alabama have 10 additional min-
utes,

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

Mr, ALLEN. Mr. President, this effort
to make propaganda gains from the
misery and heartbreak of our service-
and their families is a cruel effort
to extract political gains. I have noth-
ing but overwhelming contempt for those
groups of American citizens who stamp
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upon and burn the American flag, and
who display the banner of the Vietcong
and call for a North Vietnamese victory
over our forces and who so willingly lend
themselves to the diabolical and Mach-
iavellian maneuvers of the Communists.
These people and these groups seem to
show far more sympathy for the enemy
than they do for their fellow Americans
rotting away in the pigsty POW camps of
the enemy.

Mr. President, the Congress has
granted permission for an exhibit direct-
ly under the Capitol Rotunda providing
a grim reminder of the plight of Ameri-
cans held prisoner by the enemy in
Southeast Asia.

This exhibit is an accurate though un-
derstated protrayal of the indignities
forced on American prisoners of war at
the hands of the enemy. It shows the
cages and the primitive conditions in
which sick and half-starved captives
must exist—ifor existence is all that is
allowed them.

I believe, as so many other Members
of this body believe, that once the thou-
sands upon thousands of visitors to the
Capitol see this sight, they will throw
their voices and their influence behind
this aroused and angered Nation'’s efforts
to force Hanol to abide by its commit-
ment to the humanitarian standards of
the Geneva Treaty.

If we must live in a world of realities,
let us make sure that the enemy also
knows the realities that face him. And
if it is true, as I so firmly believe it to be,
that the enemy will reap what he has
sown, he faces a dire future.

We must continue to plague the en-
emy and keep his miserable record be-
fore the world.

He shows a complete lack of humane
consideration, not only for the prisoners
or their families, but also for his own
soldiers who have been wounded and
captured.

The record clearly shows how he has
refused to identify all the prisoners of
war he holds, or to provide what infor-
mation he may have to the families of
these men. He denies the right of every
prisoner at least to write a note to his
loved ones, and he refuses to give impar-
tial observers access to his prisoner
camps.

Although claiming to come from an
Asian civilization predating the Western
World, the enemy shows an animal-like
beastiality in treatment of his fellow
man.

Mr. President, the enemy uses the
Paris peace talks for his own propa-
ganda advantages, neither wanting to
talk peace nor discuss the prisoners of
war.

But he should know that we will not
let him forget the plight of these pris-
oners or their families, He is responsi-
ble for them, both under the 1949 Ge-
neva treaty and under the principles of
humanity which go far beyond legal re-
quirements. We must let him know that
he cannot and will not escape these re-
sponsibilities.

At this very moment, while we speak
in this historic Chamber, it is the mid-
night hour in the jungles of Southeast
Asia, and darkness has closed around
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American prisoners of war as they hud-
dle in their bamboo prisons.

Worldwide public opinion must be
alerted and brought to bear in behalf of
our prisoners of war,

America owes them a debt so great
it can never be fully repaid. But let them
know that a grateful nation is exerting
its best efforts to repay them to the ex-
tent that we can,

Let all nations hear our pledge, Mr.
President, that we will not forget the
plight of these men, or their families,
and we will not let the rest of the world
forget.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-
ator has cast bread upon the waters
which will return after many days. I want
to congratulate him for the persuasive
and well prepared statement he has
made. I know the hearts of the wives and
children, fathers and mothers, and other
relatives and friends of American service-
men who are held prisoners of war in
North Vietnam and in South Vietnam by
the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong
are going to be comforted and warmed by
the statement of the Senator from Ala-
bama. They will be indebted to him. I
am indebted to him. All Americans are
indebted to him and to the other Sen-
ators who have participated in the col-
loquy this morning.

I wish to thank the Senator for his
excellent contribution.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator for
his kind remarks and have heretofore
expressed my appreciation to him for his
leadership in this most important matter.
I have asked to be associated with the
excellent and eloquent remarks that he
made earlier today. I do wish to congrat-
ulate him and to express the thanks of a
grateful nation and the thanks of the
families of the prisoners of war for the
leadership the Senator from West Vir-
ginia has exerted and for the efforts he
has made, and to extend the observation
of the junior Senator from Alabama that
when the Senator from West Virginia
sets his hand to the plow he does not
look back and he does not stop until
results are achieved.

The work of the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia, I feel confident,
will bear much fruit and that it will help
alert, first, national opinion in this mat-
ter, and then world opinion, to our de-
mand that humane treatment be ac-
corded to American prisoners of war held
by Hanoi.

Again my sincere thanks to the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The
Senator is very generous. T hope our ef-
forts today will redound to the benefit of
those pitiable prisoners of war and that
our efforts will help, somehow, to remind
the American people and the people of
the world so that those men will not
become the forgotten men of this war.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator.
AMERICAN PRISONERS OF WAR MUST NOT BE

FORGOTTEN

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I want
to commend, in the highest possible
terms, the efforts by my friend, the dis--
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tinguished Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. Byrp) for the leadership he is once
again displaying in keeping Hanoi’s feet
to the fire on American prisoners of war
in North Vietnam.

We must not relax for 1 second in our
efforts to assure the safety of the several
hundred American prisoners held by
Hanoi. The North Vietnamese leaders
have violated the Geneva Convention,
the rules of decency, and the compassion
that decent humans feel for others in
their complete refusal to deal with our
Nation, with international bodies, with
the Red Cross, or with anyone in re-
leasing information about these prison-
ers.

Our heart goes out to the thousands of
parents, wives, children, family, and
friends who do not know whether their
sons, fathers, and husbands are safe, well,
or even as horrifying as it may be,
whether they are alive.

Each of us has been horrified by the
recent revelations concerning the “tiger
cages” of Con Son where prisoners of
the South Vietnamese are subjected to
seemingly inhuman treatment. We have
been heartened by reports that consider-
able improvements are being made in
the conditions in these prisons.

Let Hanoi take a page from the South
Vietnamese, Let some decency, humane-
ness, and respect for people begin to per-
vade their thinking in some even minor
way. Maybe this is too much to ask.

But, we must keep ever-increasing
pressures on them. The Members of
Congress have many views on the war
Southeast Asia. I know, however, that I
speak for everyone of my colleagues when
I say that we can achieve unanimity in
our view that we will never forget our
prisoners of war, and that we support
the efforts of the administration and
all others in arriving at an honorable
and just solution to this most contemp-
tuous problem.

Once again, I commend the Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. Byrp) for his
action here today.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
pointed out that of the 1,400 Americans
missing or captured in Southeast Asia,
some 300 have been held as prisoners of
war for 4 years or more. The able mi-
nority leader has also taken note of this
situation and the deplorable conditions
these brave men have endured and con-
tinue to endure because of the cruel phi-
losophies of the enemy. Some of these
Americans have been held for more than
6 years—in bamboo cages and similar
contrivances of torture. Captivity for
some of these men is now approaching
completion of the seventh year.

The minority leader also explained
that these men are in the peak years of
their productive adult life, which for the
average American is about 40 years—and
that 7 years is about one-sixth of
the productive life these men could oth-
erwise expect to have. In addition to the
actual years of productive life these men
lose, it should be observed that because
of the deplorable conditions under which
the enemy keeps its prisoners, that sev-
eral more years are required for these
men to regain their health. And even
that is assuming that these heroic men
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will be recovered by the United States
and by their loved ones in good enough
condition that they can be returned to
normal health. Por most, they will bear
the scars of this captivity for the re-
mainder of their lives. Many can perhaps
be expected to be in ill-health all their
lives even when released.

This policy—the policy of Hanoi—is
in keeping with the Communist philos-
ophy. That is—the utter disregard for
human life and human happiness and
human endurance. What the Commu-
nists are doing to these heroic Americans
in North Vietnam and in the Vietcong
camps within South Vietnam is nothing
new for the Communists. It was not
many years ago that the Communists in-
vaded South Korea. None of us here have
forgotten that conflict and the atrocities
committed by the enemy. None of us have
forgotten the broken condition, both
physically and mentally, in which many
brave Americans were returned from the
prison camps of North Korea.

We must not forget nor condone the
routine viciousness of the leaders of com-
munism. This enemy has no virtues in
the area of humaneness, it is dedicated to
crippling the minds and bodies of Ameri-
cans who have fallen into its hands. We
will not forget.

The distinguished Senator from West
Virginia has pointed out that Hanoi does
respond to American sentiment—not just
to the sentiment of elected representa-
tives, but to the sentiment of Americans
who raise their voices in protest.

The Senator has pointed out what a
source of power is available if Americans
raise their voices in protest against the
inhumane treatment of fellow Americans
who have served freedom's cause and
who are held captive. I join the Senator
in calling for millions of Americans to
make known to the enemy that they
damn his actions, his torture chambers,
his bamboo cages, and his cruel disre-
gard of the Geneva accords relative to
treatment of prisoners.

Hanoi may choose to ignore the out-
cry of 200 million Americans. But the
world must know of our great concern
that all Americans have for fellow Amer-
icans held by the Communists. They
must know ‘that Americans will not
kindly consider any nation that will not
join in bringing world pressure against
the Communists to observe the Geneva
accords. And they must know that Amer-
icans will not soon forgive those nations
that fail to respond to our plea. I direct
these remarks to nations that have in
the past looked to the United States for
rescue in time of war, and may in the
future need a strong ally when their
freedoms are in turn threatened as are
those of South Vietnam currently—and
I direct these remarks to those nations
that have received economic aid from the
United States in the past, and that may
again seek such assistance.

I certainly endorse the excellent re-
marks of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, and I share his great and heart-
felt concern for Americans everywhere
who are following this Nation’s flag, and
for their families here at home who also
exhibit wonderful courage and perse-
verance,

The Senator has taken note of the ef-
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forts of our Government to obtain rea-
sonable treatment for American prison-
ers. These efforts will continue. To my
knowledge, to date, there has been no
sign of a satisfactory response from the
enemy. I would hope that the wrath of
every American—directed at the en-
emy—would have some effect on his
future course.

Mr. President, the U.S. delegation to
the 73d plenary session of the meeting on
Vietnam at Paris proved that the alleged
list of prisoners presented by the enemy
was inaccurate and incomplete. I ask
unanimous consent that the opening re-
marks and additional remarks of Am-
bassador Philip C. Habib, acting head of
the U.S. delegation, be printed in the
RECORD-

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

REMARKS MapE BY Awsassanor PHLr C.
Hapis, Acting HeEap oF THE US. DELEGA-
TION, AT THE T3p PLENARY SESSION OF THE
MEETINGS ON VIETNAM AT Paris oN Jory 2

OPENING REMARKS

Ladles and gentlemen: You have again
today made wildly inaccurate charges about
the limited American and South Vietnamese
military operations in Cambodia and what
their results have been.

President Nixon stated in his report of
June 30 that our action in Cambodia was “a
limited operation for a limited period of
time with limited objectives.” The military
objectives were, as he put it, to capture or
destroy the arms, ammunition, and supplies
that had been built up in those sanctuaries
over a period of years and to disrupt your
communication network.

It is obvious, despite your frantic claims
to the contrary, that these objectives have
been met. Your forces have suffered extensive
casualties and very heavy losses in material
as a result of these operations. Your supply
lines have been dislocated. You can no longer
count on Cambodian border areas as privi-
leged sanctuaries as you have been doing
for the past 5 years.

In his report of June 30 on operations in
Cambodia, the President said that all Ameri-
can troops have withdrawn from Cambodia
according to the schedule previously an-
nounced. He also made known what our
future policy for Cambodia will be. It is
there, on the public record, for you to read.

Looking beyond the question of Cambodia
toward the peaceful settlement of the war,
the President in his report of June 30 and
in his televislon interview of last evening
has made United States policy clear. He
sald that America’s purpose in Viet-Nam and
Indochina remains what it has been—a peace
in which the peoples of the region can de-
vote themselves to development of their own
societles, a peace in which all the peoples
of Southeast Asia can determine their own
political future without outside interference.

The President has also expressed the hope
that you will ponder seriously your choice,
considering both the promises of an hon-
orable peace and the costs of continued war.
He has appointed a distingulshed American
to be the chief of the United States delega-
tion to the Paris meetings on Viet-Nam. As
the President said, we shall renew our efforts
to bring about genuine negotiations which
can lead to a peaceful settlement. In his
words, “The lesson of the last 2 months has
reinforced the lessons of the last 2 years—
the time has come to negotiate a just peace.”

Your side cannot impose its will through
military means., We have no intention of im-
posing ours. We have not raised the terms of
a settlement as a result of our recent mili-
tary successes. We will not lower the mini-
mum terms in response to your side's pres-
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sure. Our objective remains a negotiated
peace with justice for both sides and which
gives the people of South Viet-Nam the op-
portunity to shape their own future.

Ladies and gentlemen, I turn now to an is-
sue of particular and immediate concern,
an issue which we have repeatedly and un-
successfully tried to discuss seriously with
you since these talks began. I refer to the
question of the treatment and release of
prisoners of war and, specifically, to your
continued refusal to identify all prisoners of
war you hold or to provide what information
you have to families about the fate of other
men who are missing.

This past week newspaper accounts have
described a list of prisoners held by your side.
According to these accounts, you have stated
that this list of 335 men comprises the com-
plete list of all American prisoners of war
being held in North Viet-Nam.

If this list represents your attempt to dis-
charge your obligation to make known infor-
mation on prisoners you are holding, I must
make my Government's attitude perfectly
clear. We find this list incomplete and there-
fore unacceptable. It does not include the
names of many other men who we know are
In your custody, based on photographs in
your own newspapers, broadcasts over your
own radio stations, and other sources.

This incomplete and unofficial list fulfills
neither your side's obligation under the
Geneva Convention of 1949 mor the simple
humanitarian obligation to relleve the an-
guish of hundreds of families who do not
know if their missing men are alive or dead.

The American people and world opinion
continue to be deeply disturbed at your dis-
regard of these obligation. This is not a mat-
ter which can be held in abeyance. We have
asked for full adherence by your side to in-
ternationally accepted standards of behavior.
This means a complete and official identifi-
cation of all men who have been captured by
your side in North and South Viet-Nam, Laos,
and Cambodia. It also means full disclosure
of all information you hold on military per-
sonnel and elvilians who are missing in these
areas. As we have stated previously, we also
seek impartial inspection of prisoner of war
camps, a regular flow of mail, and the prompt
repatriation of sick and wounded and of
those who have been held prisoner for a long
time. Finally, we have said before, and re-
peat now, that we are ready to begin im-
mediate discussion of arrangements for the
early release of all prisoners of war held on
both sldes.

ADDITIONAL REMARKS

Ladies and gentlemen: Your reaction to
our statement concerning the prisoners of
war you hold is neither responsive nor con-
sistent.

On the one hand you have through your
unofficial channel, the Committee of Liaison,
reportedly declared that you hold in North
Viet-Nam only 335 prisoners. However, on
the other hand, your own media have offered
tangible evidence that you in fact hold a
number of additional U.S. prisoners.

Let me cite several examples:

Col. Edward B. Burdett, USAF—date of
capture: 18 November 1967. The Quan Dol
Nhan Dan newspaper published a photo-
graph of his military identification card on
21 November 1967. In an English broadcast
to South Viet-Nam on 26 November 1967,
Hanol radlo stated that: “These days Ameri-
can pilots have been capfured at a record
tempo. Of these captured pilots, there were
well experienced or very important pilots such
as two colonels, Edward B. Burdett and . . .”

Capt. Edwin L. Atterberry, USAF—date of
capture: 12 August 1967. On 14 August 1967
the Quan Dol Nhan Dan newspaper pub-
lished & picture of Captain Atterberry that
was taken shortly after his capture. The same
picture was published on 21 August 1967 in
the Vietnam Courier.
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Lt. James J. Connell, USN—date of cap-
ture: 15 July 1066. The Vietnamese News
Agency released a postcapture photograph of
Lt. Connell on 21 July 1966. This photograph
also appeared in the 21 July 1966 issue of
the Quan Dol Nhan Dan newspaper. On 21
July 1966 the Vietnamese News Agency is-
sued a statement in English attesting to the
capture of Lt. Connell. The statement in-
cluded remarks sattributed directly to Lt.
Connell.

Lt. Comdr. James L. Griffin, USN—date of
capture: 19 May 1967. On 21 May 1967 the
Quan Doi Nhan Dan newspaper printed a
photograph of his military identification
card, On 20 May 1967 Hanol issued a state-
ment on & press conference that was held
in Hanol that date. The following is quoted
from that statement: “A list of five among
the U.8. air pirates captured yesterday, 19
May 1967, in Hanol was made public at the
conference., They are: James L. Griffin , . .”
In addition, a reported statement by Lt.
Comdr, Griffin was presented at this same
press conference. The recorded statement
was broadcast over Radio Hanol on 20 May
1967.

I ask you now can you really claim a record
of full disclosure on the prisoners you hold
in North Viet-Nam? And what of those you
hold in Laos and South Viet-Nam?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I concur wholeheartedly in the remarks
of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
Byrp) on the subject of prisoners of
War.

It is important that we continue to
focus public attention on the plight of
the American servicemen held captive
by North Vietnam. We must not permit
these prisoners to become the forgotten
men of the Vietnam war.

No one can be entirely sure how many
Americans are held by Hanoi. Estimates
indicate more than 400 are in prisons,
but nearly ;1,000 are listed as missing.

Those of us who seek humane treat-
ment for the prisoners of war ask only
that North Vietnam adhere to the Ge-
neva Convention. Specifically, we want to
see immediate release of a list of pris-
oners, inspection of POW facilities by
an international body, free flow of com-
munications between the prisoners and
their families, repatriation of the sick
and wounded, and eventual release of all
captives.

Nothing is more inhumane than the
cruel treatment which Hanoi has given
to those Americans it holds prisoner—
and to the families of these men, who
do not even know, in many cases, wheth-
er their loved ones are alive or dead.

Hanoi’s eruel policy should be held up
before all the world,. We must try to
bring maximum pressure upon the North
Vietnamese regime to change this policy
and abide by the rules of civilized na-
tions.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I am indebted to my col-
leagues, and extend my thanks to those
who have engaged in colloquy and to
all who have participated in the discus-
sion of this subject today.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Chair recognizes the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS)
for a period of one-half hour.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, are we
in the morning hour?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
period for the transaction of routine
morning business will extend until 1
o'clock.

Mr. STENNIS. Unless otherwise or-
dered by the Senate, what would be the
pending business before the Senate when
the morning hour is concluded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 1
o’clock, the Chair will have to lay before
the Senate the unfinished business, un-
less the Senate agrees otherwise.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, not-
withstanding the ordered expiration of
the period for the transaction of routine
morning business at 1 p.m. today, the
previous orders for recognition may be
permitted to continue, and that a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business may be extended thereafter, at
the close of which the unfinished busi-
ness will be laid before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Chair have the clerk state for the Recorp
the pending business before the Senate
at the close of debate yesterday?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GraveL). The clerk will state the un-
finished business, which will be laid be-
fore the Senate at the conclusion of
morning business.

The Legislative clerk read as follows:

The bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize ap=-
propriations during the fiscal year 1971 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, and
other weapons, and research, development,
test, and evaluation for the Armed Forces,
and to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength of the Selected Reserve of each
Reserve component of the Armed Forces, and
for other purposes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair. My remarks will be directed
toward the measure that has just been
stated by the clerk—that is, HR. 17123—
and particularly that part of the bill, as
reported to the Senate, that deals with
what is called the ABM.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT

NATIONAL SECURITY REQUIRES SAFEGUARD ABM
SYSTEM

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I will
commence my discussion of the Safe-
guard ABM system by describing its cur-
rent status and what is before the Senate
for consideration.

We are now proceeding with the initial
congressionally approved increment—
phase I—of the two site complexes at the
Minuteman fields near Grand Forks Air
Force Base, N. Dak., and Malstrom Air
Force Base, Mont. The purposes of this
phase I deployment are first, to preserve
the President’s future options by estab-
lishing a minimum base for expansion
if the threat requires it, and second, to
provide a beginning for protecting the
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Minuteman force against the estimated
US.S.R.mid-1970’s threat.

It is well for us to remember, Mr. Pres-
ident, that what we are talking about
with respect to this weapon, and it is
purely a defensive weapon, is not in terms
of the present, but in terms of what the
situation may be in 1975 and beyond.

For fiscal year 1971, the administration
has recommended authorization to deploy
one additional Safeguard site to defend
the Minuteman field at Whiteman Air
Force Base, Mo.; to continue the deploy-
ment at Grand Forks and Malstrom, and
to add additional Sprint missiles at these
sites to bring them to the phase II level,
thus further increasing the total number
of missiles capable of defending Minute-
man; to commence the long lead time
task of advanced preparation for five ad-
ditional sites, four of which would be for
area defenses as distinguished from de-
fense of our Minufteman missiles. The
total budget request for fiscal year 1971—
including military construction—was
$1.459 billion, of which $1.359 billion
would require authorization.

What I have just described was the
budget request. The committee decided,
after extensive consideration, to restrict
the Safeguard deployment for fiscal year
1971 to defense of our land-based stra-
tegic deterrent—our key ICBM bases, or
some of them; that is, our Minuteman
bases. Therefore, the committee has rec-
ommended the continuation of the phase
I sites at Malstrom and Grand Forks,
plus approval of deployment at White-
man Air Force Base and advance site
preparation at Warren Air Force Base,
It was the committee’s considered judg-
ment that this proposed deployment was
necessary for our national security re-
quirements and that it is conducive to
strategic arms control-and, therefore, it
deserves the full support of the Senate.
The committee’s limitation is set forth
as a matter of law in the bill before us,
since the recommended bill precludes ex-
penditures at any site other than the four
covering our Minuteman forces.

To state it in other words, Mr. Pres-
ident, we struck out the provisions in the
bill that would have authorized the ad-
ditional four sites: which would have
been exclusively for area defense. There
was not a great sum of money involved
in the change we made in the bill in
this respect, but the mission was affect-
ed, and the change leaves the part that
remains in the bill directly in line with
and a continuation of what was de-
bated and approved on this floor about
8 year ago.

Let me say, Mr. President, that I yield
to no one who is in favor of a dedicated
search for lasting peace in the world,
but, in the ranks of those who desire
this, there is room for difference of opin-
ion as to how that peace can be achieved.
I am convinced that in today’s interna-
tional climate we do not improve the
changes for peace by taking the risk of
relegating our strategic forces to a posi-
tion of inferiority to those of the Soviet
Union. I am thinking now in terms of
the years ahead.

Our chances of achieving a just and
lasting peace, I believe, rest upon the
basic premise of mutual deterrence—
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that is, the ability of both great powers
to ride out a massive attack and still
retain the capability to inflict unacecept-
able damage on the attacker in retali-
ation. It follows that actions which
affect this retaliatory capability—such
as failing to deploy an ABM system—in
turn affect the credibility and stability
of mutual deterrence. This is therefore
a matter we must consider very care-
fully.

As Senators know, the United States
has maintained a relatively constant
force of 1,710 ballistic missile launch-
ers, - including our Polaris/Poseidon
force, since 1965. There has, however,
been a reduction of about 30 percent in
our strategic bomber force in the last
5 years. On the other hand, during the
same period, there has been a major and
dramatic growth in the Soviet strategic
arsenal.

For example, the U.S.S.R. is continu-
ing to deploy its extremely large ICBM,
called the SS-9, which has sufficient
throw weight or boost power to carry a
single warhead with a yield of 25 mega-
tons—the equivalent of 25 million tons
of TNT—or three multiple reentry ve-
hicles with a yield of about 5 megatons
each—the equivalent of 5 million tons
of TNT—to intercontinental ranges,
which means to carry them to our shores
or even to our heartland. Thus, whether
with single nuclear warheads or multi-
ple reentry vehicles, the SS-9 could de-
liver a large enough yield to have a
“hard target” kill capability. Five meza-
tons, as you know, is quite a bang, as
will be realized by comparing it to the
approximately 20 kiloton yield of the
nuclear bomb that was dropped on Hiro-
shimia,.

The relative size is that the S5-9 mis-
sile has 1,250 times as much power as the
bomb dropped over Hiroshima in 1945.
Mr. President, if the human mind
can conceive of such massive relative
strength, we might pause just a moment
to think of the broadside devastation in
that dropping of a relatively small, single
bomb over Hiroshima in 1945. That bomb
had the equivalent of 20,000 tons of TNT.
The SS-9 to which I refer has the equiva-
lent’ of 25 million tons of TNT—I1,250
times as great as the bomb of 1945.

Incidentally, some of the scientists
very honestly say that the ABM will not
work. I understand that when the first
atomic bomb was tested in New Mexico
in 1945—I am told this by reliable au-
thority—among the onlookers were some
very reputable scientists, honest as the
days are long, who said, until the actual
explosion that it would not work. It is
just commonsense that if we wait until
we are certain that things will work in
this field, we will never have an ABM
system.

It has been estimated that 300 to 500
MIRVed SS-9's could very well give the
Soviets a capability for neutralizing vir-
tually all of our Minuteman force if we
do not deploy an effective ABM system.
The latest estimate is that the Soviets
have deployed or have under construc-
tion at this time about 300 SS-9's, which
is considerably more than they had at
the same time last year.

Almost a year ago, we were debating
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the same subject matter here, Mr. Presi-
dent, and predictions were made then
as to what the picture would be as to the
Soviet capability, what their plans for
deployment and construction was. We
stand here now a year later, and the
proof is fairly clear—in fact, it is virtu-
ally conclusive on this point—that this
construction and increased strength by
them has now progressed even beyond
the predictions of a year ago.

Now let me make a point. Many ex-
perts believe that the Soviets reentry
vehicles are not independently target-
able; that they are MRV's rather than
MIRV’s, The same experts will admit,
however, that without onsite inspection
it is just about impossible to know
whether these multiple warheads are in-
dependently targetable. If they are not
MIRV’s now, they can be made into
MIRV's at some later date and we would
never know the difference.

In addition, it is estimated that the
number of SS-11's—which is a smaller
missile than the SS-9—in operation or
under construction by the Soviets is now
more than 800. The Soviets have been
flicht testing this missile, and it now ap-
pears possible that a more accurate
S5-11 reentry vehicle and an improved
guidance system will be developed by the
mid-1970's. No one knows, but that is
the indication we have now. If this comes
about, the SS-11 could also have a kill
capability against our Minuteman silos.

Put simply, Mr. President, the Soviet
Union now has enough ICBM ballistic
missile ' launchers, either deployed or
under construetion, which, with qualita-
tive improvements, could pose a serious
and perhaps deadly threat to our Minute-
man deterrent in the mid-1970's and
beyond. These qualitative improvements,
including improved accuracy for the
S55-11 and an accurate MIRV for the
S8-9, are well within the Soviet capabil-
ities, and the Department of Defense ad-
vises that these qualitative improvements
can be made much faster than we can
develop and deploy a system to counter
them. In other words, it appears to me
that it is vital that we take appropriate
steps now so that, in the not-too-distant
future, we will not be in the position of
having a vulnerable land-based Minute-
man force.

Mr. President, this is not a new sub-
ject matter to me. Every year, for many
years, I have followed the progress and
development by us in trying to perfect
an effective ABM., For a number of years
I opposed the deployment of an ABM
system or taking the step beyond re-
search and development. Last year, how-
ever, two things combined to make me
willing to move forward with deployment
of ‘the system. One was the realization of
the pickup and tremendous spread of
development and the increased strategic
nuclear power of the Soviet Union that
I have outlined, which has been con-
firmed further by the experiences of the
last 12 months, and the indications of
what their capacity probably would be
by the mid-1970's and beyond.

Further, very fine advancements—not
conclusive altogether, but very fine ad-
vancements—have continued to be made
in the possible effectiveness of our ABM
system.
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Now, as I understand the testimony—
and I have heard much of it this year,
last year, and in years previous, but now
I really carry more responsibility in this
field than last year—almost all the wit-
nesses agree that if the SS-9 threat—
and it continues to grow—persists, we
must have some kind of ABM system.
Virtually all of these fine scientists admit
that if it is within our possibility, and
that we must have one, if things continue
as they are going.

Mr. President, that is the starting point
of my thinking.

Mr. President, when we get into the
question of how far the system that we
have has advanced, there is a difference
of opinion as to whether it has gone far
enough to deploy. Some say it is not
worth a continental. But we cannot stop
our thinking there, when a. substantial
number of eminent scientists agree that
it has practical value and is coming along
all right.

There is a difference of opinion among
the scientists, and rather sharp, as to
when an ABM system should be deployed.
We have had a history of such skepticism.
I shall refer to it in other instances in
a few minutes, but the point is we cannot
stop in discharging our duties merely be-
cause there is disagreement among this
very fine group of scientists. We must
move on beyond that, if it is reasonably
possible.

Now, who has the responsibility in this
field? It is all right to talk; it is all right
to debate; it is all right to write; and
it is all right for everyone to have an
opinion about these things; but when
we start out and go to looking to see
where the minds are which have the truly
great responsibility, we naturally look
first to the man chosen as our Chief
Executive who, under the Constitution,
heads up and has the executive power
and, furthermore, he has the great re-
sponsibility of being the Commander in
Chief. He has put his opinion on the line,
after having considered it, as well as
from a great segment of his advisers,
that he thinks this more probably fits in.
That also includes those in the military
and scientific field.

We can move in from any direction of
responsibility we want to, and we will
find some difference of opinion; but in
the legislative branch, all of whom are
equally sincere, we find the majority,
after due consideration, have repeatedly
thought we were going to have to con-
tend with the problem; that there should
be research and development on it; and
that we would finally have to have one,
if our weapons are going to survive, and
survive for our protection.

The point is that the majority thought
it was time to move forward. That is
exactly where we are today. I respect
greatly the opinions of those on the other
side, but I am convinced—and I am a
little slow to be convinced—that our duty,
whatever doubt there may be, is to move
forward. That this is what the bill pro-
poses to do, in a relatively small way.
But if we do not take those steps, condi-
tions could be brought about where we
would have only a vulnerable, land-based
Minuteman force.

As I said a minute ago, these things
have been before us, as well as before our
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predecessors. But this time it would really
upset the balance of power if we fail to
proceed. It could destroy our deterrent
and confront us with a situation we could
not tolerate. Our very survival may hinge
on the decision we make this year—I re-
peat, this year—on Safeguard.

As I say, there is no such thing as cer-
tainty, but we have to move forward on
the best judgment we have. Whether any
of these missiles are fired or not, if we
wake up 5 years from now and realize
that we are on the short end of the stick
and our adversaries have the power to
overwhelm us, and we have not used this
time to get ready for that, then the black-
mail value of that situation, I guess,
would be almost overwhelming.

In the family of nations, friendly or
hostile, as is true with individuals, the
person who knows he is outnumbered,
who knows that he is overwhelmed by
someone else’s power, and who knows he
does not have a chance, certainly has to
knuckle under the very best way he can
for the survival of his skin.

America has never been in that posi-
tion. I pray that it never will be.

Mr. President, the impact of Safeguard
deployment on the SALT talks has also
been a matter of great discussion. These
talks are now going on with the Soviet
Union in Austria. I am not expecting any
great things to come out of those talks
even within the next year, although I
may be wrong. But I do believe that some
headway is being made in the way of at-
titude. When I talk about headway, I do
not mean speaking in terms of disarma-
ment because I do not believe there is
any such thing in our time as disarma-
ment. I am talking about headway to-
wards arms limitation. It is my firm
opinion—and this is not an overnight
thought—that to defeat Safeguard in the
Senate this year would be the worst pos-
sible setback that we could hand to the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks in
Vienna. Defeat in this body would set off
a fuse that would quickly alert the world,
within less than a minute, that the word
has gone out that after all, the United
States of America has taken away from
the President of the United States his
main bargaining point—we might as well
be frank about it. I believe that it will
defeat all chances for success at this
meeting, because it would clearly jerk
the rug out from under our President
just when some kind of strategic arms
limitation agreement seems possibly on
its way.

On the other hand, proceeding with
the Safeguard defense would enhance
the prospects of meaningful negotia-
tions—and of success at the SALT
talks—by permitting us to postpone
hard deployment decisions on additional
strategic offensive weapon systems this
year. Deploying Safeguard would per-
mit this restraint while providing a pru-
dent hedge against moderate threats;
and, at the same time, it preserves the
option, if necessary, to meet a heavier
threat. The committee's recommenda-
tions, I believe, enable us to purchase
this needed insurance at a relatively
modest expenditure in fiscal year 1971.

Mr. President, I realize that some
knowledgeable scientists assert that the
Safeguard will not work or will not be
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effective, as I mentioned a moment ago.
Others assert that it must undergo a
period of further development. However,
a great many of the scientists who are
familiar with the system agree that it is
the most advanced anti-ballistic-missile
system we presently have. That is what
we have to work with—the most ad-
vanced system that we presently have—
with the hope, of course, that, as we
make progress in this field, something
even better may be found. And the best
prospect of that being done is to con-
tinue these efforts.

In the meantime, precious years would
be burnt up. Precious years would be
consumed by inaction. And that time
could not be recalled.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to continue for an additional 6 minutes.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I respect
the scientific judgment of these men,
whether I agree or disagree with them.
However, this is not a secientific judgment
before us as to the ABM. It is a policy
decision as to whether we should pursue
the weapon which offers the greatest
prospect of protecting our land-based
ICBM deterrent force. We have had to
move forward under similar circum-
stances in the past.

I do not suppose there is any Senator
that ever came here equipped to make
scientific judgments. The Congress was
responsible for pushing and providing
the impetus that led to the development
and the production of the Polaris missile
system. I will not go into the details on
that, but it is a hard legislative faet of
life that the legislative branch of the
Government was the one that pushed the
development and then the production.
Now it is agreed that it is one of the
great systems in the whole world.

Many thought that the hydrogen bomb
could never be developed. Others even
doubted the feasibility of the atomic
bomb of World War II. Some thought
and advised, including the top scientific
adviser to President Truman, that the
nuclear bomb could never be packaged
small enough so that an ICBM could be
developed to carry it to intercontinental
ranges.

I remember when I first came here in
1947 that a very fine man, a distinguished
scientist, pointed out to me that he per-
haps had more information in the Gov-
ernment at the time in the field of weap-
onry than any man here. He was the
one that advised that this nuclear bomb
could never be packaged small enough
or developed so that we could build an
ICBM to carry to intercontinental
ranges. However, these problems were
overcome by continued and dedicated
application of our technical know-how,
I believe that that is what will happen
with respect to Safeguard if we per-
severe.

In view of the threat to our Minute-
man forces, and in the absence of a
concrete agreement at SALT, I certainly
believe that we must this year continue
to press for the deployment of Safsguard
to assure the survival of our Minuteman
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deterrent. The limited deployment which
the committee has recommended does
not preclude agreement on a wide range
of ABM levels. It can be modified as re-
quired by changes in the threat which
might result from a SALT agreement.
Further, many possible agreements
could include some form of missile de-
fense for purposes consistent with the
objectives of both countries.

In the meantime, I feel very strongly
that we should continue this defensive
strategic program in the clear interest
of national security.

Mr. President, at the risk of some rep-
etition, I warn again, as strongly as I
can, that a vote in the Senate against
the ABM means sudden death at this
sitting, at least, of the SALT talks in
Vienna.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the amendments of the
Senate to the amendment of the House
to the bill (S. 3348) to amend title 38,
United States Code, to increase the rates
of compensation for disabled veterans,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 1336) to extend the effectiveness of
the Defense Production Act of 1950 to
August 15, 1970, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bill and joint reso-
lution:

HR. 914. An act for the rellef of Hood
River County, Oreg.; and

HJ. Res. 1328. Joint resolution making
further continuing appropriations for the
fiscal year 1971, and for other purposes,

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS,
1971

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of calendar
No. 1048, House Joint Resolution 1328.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution will be stated by title for the
information of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1328) making

further continuing appropriations for fis-
cal year 1971, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, the
Committee on Appropriations, at its
meeting today approved the resolution,
which merely extends the expiration
date of the current resolution from July
31—this Friday—until October 15, 1970.
Since only two of the annual appropria-
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tion bills have been enacted—the District
of Columbia appropriation bill and the
Department of the Interior and related
agencies appropriation bill—it is essen-
tial that this resolution be approved in
order to assure the continued function-
ing of those agencies of Government
whose annual bills have not been proc-
essed to completion.

As I have mentioned, two of the bills
have been enacted. One other, the Of-
fice of Education appropriation bill
cleared the Congress earlier this week,
and, in addition, the conferees on the
Independent Offices-HUD appropria-
tion have agreed to the filing of a con-
ference report. The legislative branch
appropriation bill is currently in confer-
ence, and all other bills, with the excep-
tion of the Department of Defense bill
which is in the House committee await-
ing authorization and the Department
of Agriculture bill which is awaiting con-
ference with the House, are in the Sen-
ate committee. Purther details on the
status of these bills are contained in the
report which is before us.

Mr. President, yesterday, when we filed
the report, I outlined in detail the sit-
uation as to all appropriation bills. Since
this report was filed, I understand that
the conferees have agreed on the legis-
lative bill. Next week, I am hoping that
two or three other bills will be presented
to the Senate for consideration.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, concern has
been expressed that in agreeing to House
Joint Resolution 1328, continuing appro-
priations through October 15, 1970, the
Congress could be providing funds for
activities which we had not intended to
authorize.

As an example, last year the Congress
approved funds for the Safeguard anti-
ballistic-missile system. Although neith-
er the law authorizing the expenditure—
Public Law 91-121—nor the law appro-
priating the funds—Public Law 91-171—
restricts the Department of Defense to
phase I at Grand Forks, N. Dak., and
Malmstrom, Mont., the intent of Con-
gress was made clear by both committee
reports and by the discussion on the Sen-
ate floor.

For example, the report of the Senate
Armed Services Committee on the 1970
military procurement bill—Senate Rep-
resentative 91-290—states on page 25:

It should be noted that all of the above
programs relate only to Phase I of the Safe-
guard program which include only the Min-
uteman sites at Grand Forks and Malmstrom.

And the report of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee on the Department
of Defense appropriation bill—Senate
Representative 91-607—similarly refers
only to Grand Forks and Malmstrom.

Admittedly, Mr. President, neither the
committee reports nor the floor debate
legally bind the Department of Defense
to confine its ABM installation work to
Grand Forks and Malmstrom. But, I ask
the distinguished chairman, Senator EL-
LENDER, whether we have any assurance
from the Department of Defense that it
intends to honor the intent of the Con-
gress in this respect.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, having
anticipated the question of the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan (Mr.
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HarT), with respect to the use of funds
for the ABM, I consulted the Comptroller
of the Department of Defense, and his
response to the inquiry from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, is as follows:

The Office of the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense (comptroller), in response to an inquiry
from the Committee on Appropriations U.S.
Senate, afirms that there is no intent to
obligate funds specifically for the proposed
third site for the Safeguard program (Phase
II, modified) during the period of the Con-
tinuing Resolution authority prescribed in
H.J. Res. 1328.

Mr, HART. I thank the Senator.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, also in
anticipation of the question which was
propounded to me by the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr; FULBRIGHT) as to the for-
eign military credit sales program, let me
say that there is no intention to use any
of those funds in order to carry on that
program unless specifically appropriated.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp that
part of the report which refers to the for-
eign military credit sales program, which
appears on pages 2 and 3.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

FOREIGN MILITARY CREDIT SALES PROGRAM

In accord with the pollcy of many years,
the emphasis in a continuing resolution is
on the continuation of existing projects and
activities at the lowest of one of three rates:
the current rate, the budget request where no
action has been taken by elther House, or the
more restrietive amount adopted by either
of the two Houses. The thrust of a resolution
is to keep the Government functioning on a
minimum basis until funds for the full year
are otherwise determined upon. Historically,
the term “current rate” has been the rate of
the prior fiscal year. In those exceptional
cases where a program has been temporarily
continued wunder & continuing resolution
under the policy described above and when,
subsequently, no annual appropriation for
that fiscal year, is made by the Congress in
the regular bill, there is no “current rate”.
Although funds may have been obligated
under & continuing resolution, the fact that
Co: ultimately denied a specific annual
appropriation precludes a “current rate".

There was an appropriation for the for-
elgn military credit sales program for fiscal
year 1969. The continuing resolutions for
fiscal year 1970 continued the program tem-
porarily. However, there was no regular an-
nual specific appropriation for fiscal year
1970 and, consequently, the program was
without obligational authority at the end
of the continuing resolution period, which
was the end of January 1970. The program
stopped as of that date. The continuing
resolution for fiscal year 1971, beginning
July 1, 1970, does not grant authority for
the resumption of this program. The pro-
gram did not have a current rate in fiscal
year 1970 and it is suspended until such
time as the Congress makes a specific ap-
propriation therefor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution is open to amendment. If there
be no amendment to be proposed, the
question is on the third reading of the
joint resolution,

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1328)
was ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the conference re-
port was adopted be reconsidered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
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ident, I move that the motion to recon-
sider be laid on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed too.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN-
ING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
previous order, the Senate will now pro-
ceed to the consideration of routine
morning business, with a limitation of 3
minutes on statements.

RETIREMENT OF EDWARD E. MAN-
SUR, JR., LEGISLATIVE CLERK

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, as we all
know, Mr. Edward E. Mansur, Jr., other-
wise and better known as Ted Mansur,
the legislative clerk of the Senate, is
about to retire. In fact, tomorrow will be
his last day on duty.

I understand there will be time for re-
marks tomorrow on the occasion of his
retirement, but it may be likely that I
shall be away, so I take this occasion to
make my remarks now.

As a8 new Senator, I have only worked
with Ted for about 18 months, but many
of my distinguished senior colleagues
have known him, liked him, and worked
with him for a much longer period. Ted
Mansur has in fact served the Senate and
the country as legislative clerk for 23
years, since December of 1947, Through-
out the postwar period—through this
period of incredible growth and dyna-
mism—years of turmoil and difficulty for
the Republic—Ted Mansur served this
Chamber and its Members with honor
and distinction, with objectivity and
precision.

Ted was only 30 years old when he took
his job in December of 1947. He suc-
ceeded John Crockett, “Uncle” John
Crockett, who had held the post for 40
years—beginning in the first decade of
this century—during the administration
of Theodore Roosevelt. Mr. Crockett, I
am told, was one of the last gentlemen
to wear frock coats into the Senate.

The combined service of Ted Mansur
and his predecessor, John Crockett,
reaches back 63 years in the life of our
Republic—an incredible span of years.

Ted Mansur brought excellent creden-
tials to his post in 1947. He was first in
his class at the University of Missouri
Law School, where he was graduated in
1941, He was a member of Coif, the edi-
tor of the Law Review in his senior year,
and he served as a clerk to a judge of the
Federal Circuit Court of Appeals imme-
diately after graduation.

During World War II, Ted was a navi-
gator with the U.S. Navy, serving on
antisubmarine patrol for 3 years. After
the war, he was in private practice in his
native Missouri until the Senate very
wisely convinced him fto come to Wash-
ington in 1947.

Ted Mansur worked with the great
men who served in the Senate in the
postwar years. Many of these illustrious
Senators who are now deceased were his
personal friends and he was their friend:
Senator Robert Taft; Senator Tom Con-
nally; Senator Arthur Vandenburg; our
late beloved President, who was then
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Senator John Kennedy; Senator Theo-
dore Francis Green; Senator Pat McCar-
ran; Senator Alexander Wiley, and
dozens more. As a matter of fact, as a
private joke, Ted and the late Arthur
Vandenburg used to exchange doodles
each had made during debate—Ted's
were characteristically geometrical and
precise; Senator Vandenburg's were
more free flowing and expansive.

The best word I can use to sum up Ted
Mansur is “professional.” He is a pro in
the sense Mickey Mantle was or Arnold
Palmer is—he does all the right things
all the time—instinetively.

Now Ted Mansur is leaving—for the
rest he deserves. He and his charming
wife, Carolyn, and their daughters, Leslie
and Carter, will keep their Alexandria
home as home base—a base of operations
for their boating trips. I have been told
that his new boat is an extraordinary
craft—at least that is how Ted describes
it—all superlatives.

Ted leaves the Senate rich in friends,
rich in memories, and rich in the respect
of his colleagues and associates. We, his
friends, will miss him. I know that all of
the Members of the Senate, past and
present, are indebted to him for his long
and honorable services in this body, and
we all wish him well as he leaves.

Thank you, Mr. President, and as one
Senator, thank you, Mr. Ted Mansur.

THE PRESIDENT'S POPULARITY
SCORE

Mr. DOLE, Mr. President, I have a copy
of the most recent Gallup poll, and I wish
to call its significant and encouraging
findings to the attention of the entire
Senate.

Briefly, it shows that 61 percent of the
American people now approve of the way
President Nixon is doing his job.

Mr. President, that is a amazing fig-
ure, considering that it is a 6-percent in-
crease over last month and puts approval
of the President at a 5-month high.

The poll shows that beyond question
the President has a significant reservoir
of support in the country for his deci-
sions to settle for nothing less than an
honorable peace in Vietnam and a vie-
tory over inflation and unrest at home.

I think the poll also carries a message
to those who have been sniping at him
from both the left and the right in re-
cent weeks. And that message is that the
American people want a President who
sets out to do the right thing, not the
expedient thing; a President who leads,
not follows; a President who can ignore
the carpers and the critics in order to
make the tough decisions that benefit the
Nation as a whole, not any one special
group.

Mr. President, the Gallup poll carries
a heartening message for those who sup-
port the President in his endeavors. It
carries another kind of message, T am
sure, for those who seek surrender
abroad and division at home.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the article entitled
“Nixon Popularity Increases in Poll,"”
published in the New York Times under
dateline of July 29, 1970.

There being no objection, the article
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was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
NixoN POPULARITY INCREASES IN POLL

PrincETON, N.J.,, July 29—Public confl-
dence in President Nixon is at its highest
level in five months, the Gallup Poll reported
today.

A majority of 61 per cent in the latest
survey say it approves of the way Mr. Nixon
is handling his job as President—a six-point
increase over his rating in the previous sur-
vey conducted June 19 through 21.

The President’s gain In popularity between
the two surveys has occurred in all four ma-
Jor regions of the nation, with the greatest
gain (11 per cent) recorded in the South.
Apparently Mr. Nixon has been little hurt in
the South by the Administration's tougher
stance on school desegregation in that region
in recent weeks.

Nearly 7 in every 10 Southerners polled
saild they approved of the President's per-
formance.

The following question was asked of a rep-
resentative sample of 1,523 adults, inter-
viewed in person in a survey conducted July
10 to 12 in more than 300 sclentifically se-
lected localities across the nation:

Do you approve or disapprove of the way
Mr. Nixon is handling his job as President?

Following are the national results and
trend since the beginning of this year:

[In percent]

Disap- No

Approve prove opinion

July 10-12 61
June 30: All U.S. forces
withdrawn from
Cambodia:
June 19-21.__
May 22-25_

May2-5__.___.
Apr. 30: Decision to send
U.S. forces to Cambodia:
Apr. 17-19__.
ar, 20-22 _ .
Feb. 28-Mar.
jan. 16-19. ..

COMPARISON OF THE LATEST REGIONAL RESULTS WITH
THOSE FROM THE EARLIER SURVEY

[In percent]

East:
Approve.
Desapprove................-
. No opinion
Midwest:
Disapprove.
No opinion
South:
Approve. ..
Disapprove
No opinion
WGstJ:\
prove
D%apgrc_we...
No opinion._.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent—and these bills have
been cleared—that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar Nos. 1042,
1043, 1044, and 1045.

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

88 RBEYg

=344

38

S. SGT. LAWRENCE F. PAYNE,
U.S. ARMY (RETIRED)

The bill (H.R. 14619) for the relief of
S. Sgt. Lawrence F., Payne, US. Army
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(retired), was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HEALTH
IMPROVEMENT ACT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 3648) to provide improvements
in the administration of health services
in the Distriet of Columbia, and for other
purposes, which had been reported from
the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia with amendments, on page 5, line 16,
after the word “the”, to insert “Superior
Court of the”; in line 17, after the word
“Columbia”, to strike out “Court of Gen-
eral Sessions”; in line 20, after the sec-
tion number, to strike out “This title
shall be effective ninety days after en-
actment.” and, in lieu thereof, insert
“This title shall be effective July 1,
1971.”; on page 6, after line 5, to insert
a new section, as follows:

Sec. 302. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to prohibit the administering of a
‘tuberculin test by a private physician li-
censed to practice in the District of Colum-

bia in lieu of a test administered by the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia.

After line 10, to insert a new section,
as follows:

Bec. 303. No vaccination, immunization, or
tuberculin test shall be required of any child
whose parent or guardian objects thereto in
writing on grounds that such vaccination,
immunization, or tuberculin test is con-

trary to his religious teaching and practices.
On page 7, after line 16, to strike out:

TITLE V EXEMPTION OF MEDICAL AND
DENTAL OFFICERS OF THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA FROM THE DUAL PAY
AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST STAT-
UTES

Sec. 501. Subsection (d) of section 5533 of
title 5, United States Code, 1s amended (a)
by striking out “and” at the end of clause
numbered (6); (b) by striking out the pe-
riod at the end of clause numbered (7) and
inserting in lieu thereof “; and”; and (c) by
adding the following clause numbered (8):
“(8) pay received by a medical or dental of-
ficer for employment in public health pro-
grams of the Government of the District of
Columbia."”

Sec. 502. Officers and employees engaged in
rendering medlcal or dental services in pub-
lic health programs of the government of the
District of Columbia and paid in whole or in
part by fees recelved from private practice
or out of funds contributed by medical
schools, or from grants contributed by pri-
vate foundations and the persons, corpora-
tlons, or assoclations paying such fees or
making such contributions, shall not be sub-
Ject to the provisions of section 209 of title
18, United States Code.

On page 8, at the beginning of line 1,
to strike out “Title VI and insert “Title
V*”; and at the beginning of line 4, to
strike out “Sec. 601.” and insert “Sec.
510.”; so as to make the bill read:

8. 3648

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Distriet of Co-
lumbia Health Improvement Act”.
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TITLE I—AMENDMENT TO SECTION 21-
501 OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CODE

Sec. 101. Section 21-501 of the District of
Columbia Code (relating to the hospitaliza-
tion of the mentally i11) Is amended by in-
serting immediately before the period at the
end of the definition of “public hospltal”,
the following: “, and any facility operated
or supervised by the District of Columbia
which is utilized for the care and treatment
of mentally 111 persons”.

TITLE ITI—AMENDMENTS TO THE MILK
ACT

Sec. 201. The Act entitled “An Act to
regulate within the District of Columbia the
sale of milk, cream, and ice cream, and for
other purposes”, approved February 27, 1825
(43 Stat. 1004-1008; D.C. Code, secs. 33-301
through 319), is amended to read as follows:

“SgcrioN 1. None but pure, clean, and
wholesome milk, cream milk products, or
frozen desserts conforming to standards es-
tablished by the District of Columbia Coun-
c¢il, not inconsistent with standards estab-
lished by the United States Government shall
be produced in, or be shipped into, the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

“Sec. 2. As used in this Act—

“(a) The term ‘person’ includes, in addi-
tion to individuals, firms, assoclations, part-
nerships, and corporations.

“{b) The term ‘Commissioner’ means the
Commissioner of the District of Columbia or
his designated agents.

“{e¢) The term ‘District’ means the District
of Columbia.

“Sgc. 3. No person shall keep or maintain
within the District a dairy farm, milk plant,
or frozen dessert plant producing, as the
case may be, milk, cream, milk products,
or frozen desserts for sale in the District,
or bring or send into the District for sale
any milk, cream, milk product, or frozen
dessert, without a permit so to do from the
Commissioner, and then only in accordance
with the terms of said permit. Such permit
shall be valid only for the calendar year in
which it is issued, and shall be renewable
annually on the 1st day of January of each
calendar year thereafter. Application for sald
permit shall be in writing upon & form pre-
scribed by the Commissioner.

“Sec. 4. The Commissioner is hereby au-
thorized and empowered to suspend any per-
mit issued under the authority of this Act
whenever, in his opinion, the public health
is endangered by the impurity or unwhole-
someness of the milk, cream, milk product,
or frozen dessert supplied by the holder of
the permit, and the suspension shall remain
in force until the Commissioner finds the
danger no longer continues. Whenever any
permit is suspended the Commissioner shall
in writing furnish to the holder of said per-
mit his reasons for such suspension, and each
dealer receiving milk, cream, milk product,
or frozen dessert from such holder shall also
be promptly notified by the Commissioner in
writing of the suspension of the permit.

“Sec. 5. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to prohibit the shipment into the Dis-
trict of milk, cream, or milk products from
shipping statlons or plants having a sanita-
tion compliance and enforcement rating of
90 per centum or betier as determined by a
milk sanitation rating officer certified by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare;
or to prohibit the shipment into the District
of milk or cream for manufacture into fro-
zen desserts, and frozen desserts contalning
milk or cream which has been produced and
transported in accordance with specifications
established by a State or Federal regulatory
or certifying agency and approved by the
Commissioner.

“Sec. 6, No milk, cream, milk product, or
frozen dessert shall be sold or offered for sale
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to a customer in the District unless it has
been pasteurized by a method acceptable to
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

“Sgc. 7. The Commissioner is authorized to
selze all milk, cream, milk products, or frozen
desserts which may be brought into the
District in violation of the provisions of this
Act. The owner of any such milk, cream,
milk product, or frozen dessert shall immedi-
ately be notified of such seizure, and if he
shall fail within twenty-four hours from
the time such notice is given to him to re-
move or cause to be removed from the Dis-
trict the seized milk, cream, milk product,
or frozen dessert, the Commissioner is au-
thorized to destroy or otherwise dispose of it.

“Sgc. 8. The District of Columbia Council
is hereby authorized to make from to time
all such reasonable regulations or standards
consistent with this Act as it deems neces-
sary to protect the milk, cream, milk product,
and frozen dessert supply of the District.
Such regulations or standards shall be pub-
lished once in & dally newspaper of general
circulation in the District at least thirty
days before any penalty may be exacted for
violation thereof.

“Sge. 9. No person in the District shall sell
or offer for sale any milk, cream, milk
product, or frozen dessert from any source
until he shall have first determined that the
person providing such milk, cream, milk pro-
duct, or frozen dessert holds a permit from
the Commissioner to ship milk, cream, milk
products, or frozen desserts into the Dis-
trict.

“Sgc. 10. Any person who violates any
provision of this Act or the regulations or
standards promulgated hereunder shall be
punished by a fine of not more than $300 or
imprisonment for not more than thirty days,
or both. Prosecutions shall be conducted in
the Superior Court of the District of Colum-
bia in the name of the District of Columbia
by the Corporation Counsel or any of his
assistants.”

Sec. 202. This title shall be effective July 1,
1971.

TITLE III—TUBERCULIN TESTING OF
SCHOOL CHILDREN

Sec. 301. Section 274 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States relating to the District
of Columbia (D.C. Code, sec. 31-1102) 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “Each child, prior to enrollment
in kindergarten or admission to the first
grade of the public schools, shall be given a
tuberculin test by the government of the
Distriet of Columbia.”

Sec. 302. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to prohibit the administering of a
tuberculin test by a private physician H-
censed to practice in the District of Columbia
in lieu of a test administered by the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia.

Sec. 303. No vaccination, immunization, or
tuberculin test shall be required of any child
whose parent or guardlan objects thereto In
writing on grounds that such vaccination,
immunization, or tuberculin test is contrary
to his religious teachings and practices.

TITLE IV—AMENDMENT OF THE ACT
RELATING TO HOSPITAL LIENS

Sec. 401. The first section of the Act en-
titled “An Act to establish a lien for moneys
due hospitals for services rendered in cases
caused by negligence or fault of others and
providing for the recording and enforcing of
such lens”, approved June 30, 1939, as
amended (D.C. Code, sec. 38-301), is amended
by striking out “or the District of Columbia,™
where such term first appears, and by insert-
ing immediately before the word “which” the
following: “and any hospital, institution, or
facility operated by the government of the
District of Columbia, whether in the District
of Columbia or elsewhere”,
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TITLE V—AMENDMENT OF THE ACT REG-
ULATING THE PRACTICE OF THE HEAL-
ING ART
Sec. 501. Section 25 of the Act entitled “An

Act to regulate the practice of the healing

art to protect the public health in the Dis-

trict of Columbla,” approved February 27,

1929 (D.C. Code 2-121), is amended by strik-

ing out the proviso.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FREE-
WAY AIRSPACE UTILIZATION ACT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 3647) to authorize the Commis-
sioner of the District of Columbia to
lease airspace above and below freeway
rights-of-way within the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes, which
had been reported from the Committee
on the District of Columbia with an
amendment, on page 6, line 8, after the
word “organization”, to strike out the
comma and “such as a hospital, welfare
agency, or the like,”; so as to make the
bill read:

5. 3647

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “District of Colum-
bia Freeway Airspace Utilization Act.”

Sec. 2, When used in this Act—

“Alrspace” means so much of the space
above, on, and below freeway rights-of-way
as is not needed for freeway purposes.

“Commissioner” means the Commissioner
of the District of Columbia.

“District” means the District of Columbia.

“Freeway’”’ means any limited access di-
vided highway within the District.

“Right-of-way” means land, property, or
interest therein acquired for or devoted to
a freeway, including connecting ramps.

“United States’ means the Government of
the United States or any department or
agency thereof, including, without limita-
tion, any agency established or authorized to
be established by Act of Congress or by In-
terstate compact to which consent of Con-
gress 1s given,

“Council” means the Council established
pursuant to part II of Reorganization Plan
Numbered 3 of 1967.

Sec. 3. The Commissioner is hereby au-
thorized—

(a) to make or permit' such use of air-
space in the District for any municipal pur-
pose, including, without limitation, housing
for low-income families, public welfare, pub-
lic works, park, recreational, and vehicle
parking, as will not be detrimental to or
impair the efficient use, operation, and main-
tenance of any freeway;

(b) to enter into contracts or agreements
with the United States for the use of air-
space and for the purpose of receiving, .or
qualifying any permittee or lessee to receive,
grants or other financial assistance under
avallable Federal programs Iin connection
with the construction, use, or operation of
buildings, structures, and other things
therein;

(c) to enter into agreements with the
United States for the granting to the United
Btates of easements to use airspace for the
purpose of constructing therein Federal
public buildings and for such purposeés as
may be agreed upon. Such easements shall,
for the purposes of section 355 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States, as amended
(40 US.C. 2656), be deemed sufficlent and
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valid title in the United States in the areas
in which are to be constructed public build-
ings or other facilities; and

(d) to enter into leases of, or grant revoca-
ble permits for, the use of airspace in the
District, including rights of or for support,
access, utilities, light and air to an extent
not inconsistent with the use of a freeway
by the general public for the purpose of
travel, and, in connection with any such
lease or permit, to impose such terms and
conditions including, but not limited to,
the deposit of bond or other security, and
to provide for the payment of such rents or
fees as the Commissioner may, in his discre-
tion, determine to be necessary or desirable,
but the Commissioner may, in connection
with the entry into a lease, or the granting
of a permit, for the use of such airspace,
provide as conditions of any such lease or
permit (1) that such airspace shall not be
used by the lessee or permittee in such man-
ner as to deprive of its easements of light,
alr, and access any real property not owned
or controlled by such lessee or permittee,
and (2) that upon the expiration of the
lease or permit and of any renewal thereof,
any buillding or other structure which may
have been constructed in such alrspace shall,
at the direction of the Commissioner, be
removed therefrom by and at the expense of
the lessee or permittee or his successor in
interest, and the airspace shall be restored
to the condition which obtained prior to
the construction of such building or other
structure, all to the satisfaction of the Com-
missioner.

Sec. 4. (a) The authority contained in
section 3 shall be exercised by the Commis-
sioner in furtherance of the Comprehensive
Plan for the Natlonal Capital prepared pur-
suant to the National Capital Planning Act
of 1952 (40 U.S.C. 71) and in the following
order of priority:

(1) The Commissloner shall determine
whether such space is required for a munici-
pal purpose, as authorized by subsection (a)
of section 3, and if he determines the space
is so required, he is authorized to make
such use of it.

(2) The Commissioner shall ascertain,
through the Executive Director of the Na-
tional Capital Housing Authority established
by the Act approved June 12, 1934 (48 Stat.
930), whether such space is required for the
construction therein of dwellings for low-
income families at rents in accordance with
their incomes, and if the Commissioner finds
that such space is so required he is author-
ized, with or without charge, to make it avail-
able for such construction by granting an
easement to use such space, and such ease-
ment shall constitute sufficient and valid
title in the Authority or in the United States,
or in any private developer under contract
to convey the completed property to the
Authority, as the case may be, to construct
therein buildings or other facilities. The use
of such space by the Authority shall be sub-
ject to such agreement as the Authority has
entered into with the District respecting
the making of payments in lieu of taxes.

(8) The Commissioner shall ascertain
through the Administrator of General Serv-
ices, whether the United States (other than
the National Capital Housing Authority) re-
quires such space for the construction there-
in of a bullding, other structure, or facility,
and if such space is so required, the Com-
missioner is authorized to make it available
without charge to the United States, or on
the basis of such charge as may be agreed
upon between the Commissioner and the
United States.

(4) The Commissioner shall determine
whether such space should be leased to a
public or private developer to provide housing
for low- and moderate-lncome individuals
and families, and if the Commissioner so de-
termines, he may include in such lease, or
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make such permit subject to, an agreement
whereby a preference In admission to the
housing will be given to low- and moderate-
income individuals and families displaced by
urban renewal activities or as a result of
other governmental action.

(6) The Commissioner shall determine
whether such space should be leased to a
nonprofit organization for the construction
therein of a building, other structure, or fa-
cility to be used in connection with the ac-
tivities of such organization.

(6) The Commissioner shall determine
whether such space should be made available
for business purposes, including, without
limitation, housing for individuals and fami-
lles.

(b) In connection with the lease of such
space either for housing for low- and mod-
erate-income families and families displaced
from urban renewal areas or as a result of
governmental action, or for use by nonprofit
organizations or for business purposes, the
Commissioner is authorized to lease the space
either on the basis of competitive bids or on
a negotiated basis, as the Commissioner de-
termines is in the best interests of the Dis-
trict and of the general public.

8ec. 5. For the purposes of this Act, air-
space, and bulldings, structures, and im-
provements constructed or erected within
such airspace, pursuant to a lease or permit,
shall be deemed to be real property and be
liable to assessment and taxation as such
from the beginniing of the term or period
of such lease or permit. For the purposes
of real property assessment and taxation,
the value of such airspace, other than any
building, structure, or improvement con-
structed or erected therein, shall be deemed
to be the value of the underlying land as if
the same were not occupiled and used for
public purposes. No such tax shall be assessed
with respect to any airspace and buildings,
structures, and improvements therein (1)
for which the United States has been granted
an easement (but nothing herein contained
shall be construed to abrogate such agree-
ment as the United States may have entered
into, or may enter into, with the District
with respect to making payments in lieu of
real property taxes) or used for the purposes
specified in subsections (a), (b), and (e)
of section 3 of this Act; or (2) oceupled and
used by one or more organizations exclu-
sively for a purpose cr for purposes which,
under section 1 of the Act of December 24,
1042 (66 Stat. 1089), as amended (D.C.
Code, sec. 47-801a), would entitle real prop-
erty so occupied and used to be exempt from
taxation. Except as otherwise provided in this
section, for the purposes of this Act the pro-
visions of law applicable to special assess-
ments for public improvements, and the
provisions of law applicable to sanitary sewer
service charges and to water service charges,
shall be applicable with respect to airspace
and builldings, structures and improvements
therein used pursuant to a lease entered into
with, or permit granted to, a lessee or per-
mittee under the authority of subsection (d)
of section 3 of this Act. The leasehold or per-
mit interest in any alrspace so leased or
granted, including any building, structure or
improvement constructed or erected therein,
shall, in cases of nonpayment of real prop-
erty taxes, nonpayment of special assess-
ments for public improvements, and non-
payment of sanitary sewer service or water
service charges, be subject to private, out-
right sale by the District, without any right
in the lessee or permittee to redeem the
leasehold or permit interest so sold: Pro-
vided, That the proceeds from such sale in
excess of such delinquent taxes, assessments,
or charges, or & combination thereof, includ-
ing any interest, penalties and costs relating
thereto, shall be paid by the District to the
lessee or permittee, or to such person as he
may, in writing, designate.
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Skc. 6, (a) Prior to the entry by the Com-
missioner into any agreement or lease, or his
granting of any permit for the use of air-
space, the following actions, except with re-
spect to the construction of public buildings
by the Federal or District of Columbia gov-
ernment, shall be taken:

(1) The Zoning Commission of the Dis-
trict of Columblia, after public hearing and
after securing the advice and recommenda-
tions of the National Capital Planning Com-
mission, shall have determined the use to
be permitted in such airspace and shall have
promulgated regulations pertaining thereto,
including but not limited to, limitations and
requirements respecting the height of any
structure to be erected in such space, off-
street parking and floor area ratio, which
limitations and requirements néed not be
the same as those provided for properties not
within airspace. The provisions of section
10 of the Act entitled “An Act providing for
the zoning of the District of Columbia and
the regulation of the location, helght, bulk,
and uses of bulldings and other structures
and of the uses of land in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes”, approved
June 20, 1938 (52 Stat. 800; D.C. Code, sec.
5-422), shall be applicable to regulations
made pursuant to this section and to viola-
tions of such regulations,

(2) The lessee or permittee shall have sub-
mitted to the Commissioner and the Zoning
Commission for their review and approval,
plans, elevations, sections, and a scale model
for any structure to be erected In such air-
space, and description of the texture, ma-
terial, and method of construction of ex-
terior walls.

(3) The Commissioner shall have deter=-
mined that all necessary precautions will be
taken to insure adequate protection from air
pollution, dirt, noise, light, and glare emitted
by vehicles using the freeway. In making
such a determination, the Commissioner
shall assume a volume of freeway trafiic equal
to capacity.

(b) (1) The provisions of section 16 of the
Act approved June 20, 1938 (52 Stat. 802),
as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 5—428), shall be
applicable to the construction of Federal
public buildings in like manner as if the
buildings were constructed entirely on prop-
erty owned by the United States, and, to the
extent that such section 1is, by subsection
5(c) of the National Capital Planning Act of
1952, as amended (40 U.S.C. Tld(c)), made
applicable thereto, such section 16 shall also
be applicable to the construction by the
District of Columbia of any building.

(2) Plans for construction in airspace by
the Federal or District Governments shall be
subject to consultation, advice, and recom-
mendation of the National Capital Planning
Commission in accordance with the National
Capital Planning Act of 1952, as amended
(40 U.S.C. T1 et seq.).

(3) Plans for construction in airspace
shall be subject to review and recommenda-
tion of the Commission of Fine Arts to the
extent required by, and in accordance with
the Act approved May 16, 1930 (46 Stat. 366),
as amended (D.C. Code, secs. 5-410 and 411),
the Act approved September 22, 1950 (64
Stat. 903; D.C. Code, title 5, chapter 8), and
Executive orders dated October 25, 1910, and
November 28, 1913,

(c) Whenever the Commissioner shall find
that there is any significant change in, or
substantial modification of, the plans for
the proposed structure after such plans have
been approved in accordance with the re-
quirements of the preceding subsections of
this section and of section 3, or if, after the
construction of the structure, he finds there
is any significant change in, or substantial
modification of, the structure or the use
made of it, each such change or modification
shall be subject to approval by the agencies
specified In this section, as their interests

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

may appear, in like manner as s set forth
in subsections (a) and (b) of this section.

SEc. 7. The cost of removing or relocating
publicly owned and privately owned facilities
in a street, highway, or alley, including,
without limitation, water lines and sewers, to
the extent that any such removal or reloca=
tion is required in connection with the con-
struction of a building in airspace under the
authority of this Act, other than a build-
ing constructed by or on behalf of the Dis-
trict, shall not be borne by the District, but
the cost of any such removal or relocation
shall be defrayed by another or by others
than the District in accordance with such
arrangements as may be acceptable to the
Commissioner and be approved by him in
writing. The removal or relocation by the
District of sewers and water mains, and the
removal or relocation of any other facilities
in such space, shall be in accordance with
plans and schedules approved by the Com-
missioner.

SEc, 8. Except as provided in section 6, laws
and regulations now or hereafter In effect in
the District and applicable to the construc-
tion, use, and occupancy of buildings and
premises, including, but not limited to,
building, electrical, plumbing, housing,
health, and fire regulations, shall be ap-
plicable to buildings, structures, and im-
provements erected in airspace under lease
or agreement entered into or permit issued
pursuant to this Act.

Sec. 9. (a) The Council is authorized, after
public hearing, to promulgate regulations to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

(b) Any regulations adopted under the
authority of this section may provide for
the imposition of a fine of not more than
$300 or imprisonment for not more than
ninety days, or both such fine and imprison-
ment, for any violation of such regulations.
Prosecutions for violations of regulations
made pursuant to this section shall be con-
ducted in the name of the District by the
Corporation Counsel or any of his assistants.

(c) Whenever there exlsts any violation or
failure to comply with regulations adopted
under the authority of this Act, or regula-
tions specified in section 8 of this Act, after
notice of such violation or fallure has been
given by the Commissioner, each and every
day such violation exists, or each and every
day beyond a time limit set for compliance
during which there is failure to comply fully
with any of the sald regulations or with
orders issued pursuant to the authority con-
tained therein, shall constitute a separate
offense, and the penalty specified for the vio-
lation of such regulation shall be applicable
to each such separate offense.

SEec. 10. All collections, including rents and
fees, received by the District pursuant to this
Act shall be deposited in the Treasury of the
United States in a trust fund which is here-
by authorized and from which may be pald,
in the same manner as is provided by law
for other expenditures of the District, such
expenditures as are necessary to carry out
the purposes of this Act, including, without
limitation, necessary expenses connected
with the operation, maintenance, and dis-
position of property coming into the posses-
sion of the District by reason of default un-
der leases entered into or permits issued
pursuant to this Act: Provided, That taxes
(including payments in lieu of taxes), spe-
clal assessments, and sanitary sewer and
water service charges shall be deposited di-
rectly to the respective funds to which such
revenues are normally deposited. The un-
obligated balance in such trust fund as of
June 30 of any year which exceeds $100,000
shall be deposited in the Treasury to the
credit of such special funds or the general
fund of the District in such proportions as
the Commissioner shall, in his discretion,
determine.

Bec. 11. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
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strued so as to affect the authority vested in
the Commissioner of the District by Re-
organization Plan Numbered 3 of 1967 (81
Stat. 948). The performance of any function
vested by this Act in the Commissioner or
in any office or agency under the jurisdic-
tion and control of sald Commissioner may
be delegated by the Commissioner in ac-
cordance with section 305 of such plan.

Sec. 12. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as modifying or superseding title 23,
United States Code: Provided, That the use
of public space under the authority of this
Act shall not be deemed to deprive the Dis-
trict of its eligibility for financial assistance
under any federally assisted program, re-
gardless of the fact that the District may, in
the case of a privately owned building, re-
celve rental for the use of such public space.

Sec. 13. If any provision of this Act or of
the regulations promulgated under the au-
thority of this Act is held invalid, such in-
validity shall not affect other provisions
either of this Act or of the sald regulations
which can be effected without the invalid
provision, and to this end the provisions of
this Act and the sald regulations are sep-
arable.

Sec. 14. Appropriations to carry out the
purposes of this Act are hereby authorized.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

EXTENSION OF THE HIGH-SPEED
GROUND TRANSPORTATION ACT

The bill (S, 3730) to extend for 1 year
the act of September 30, 1965, as amended
by the act of July 24, 1968, relating to
high-speed ground transportation, and
for other purposes was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed, as fol-
lows:

5. 3730

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
Ameriea in Congress assembled, That (a) the
first sentence of section 11 of the Act en-
titled “An Act to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to undertake research and
development in high-speed ground transpor-
tation”, approved September 30, 1865 (Pub-
lic Law 89-220; 79 Stat. 893; 49 U.S.C. 1631-
1642), as amended, is amended by striking
out “, and” and the period at the end thereof
and inserting a semicolon and the follow-
ing: “and $21,700,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1971.”.

(b) The first sentence of section 12 of
such Act of September 30, 1965, as amended,
is further amended by striking out “1971" and
inserting in lleu thereof “1972".

SENATE RESOLUTION 436—RESOLU-
TION TO AUTHORIZE THE AP-
POINTMENT OF COUNSEL TO REP-
RESENT THE SENATE IN AMICUS
CURIAE CAPACITY IN JUDICIAL
PROCEEDINGS INVOLVING THE
CONSTITUTIONALITY OF PUBLIC
LAW 91-285

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, at the
direction of the Democratic Policy Com-
mittee and with its unanimous approval,
I send to the desk a resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CransTON) . The resolution will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
resolution, as follows:
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S. Res. 436

Resolution for appointment of counsel to

represent the Senate in amicus curiae ca-

pacity in appropriate judicial proceedings

wherein constitutionality of the statute

lowering the voting age to 18 is contested,

and for other purposes

Whereas section 302 of Public Law 91-285
provides in pertinent part that “Except as
required by the Constitution, no citizen of
the United States who is otherwise quali-
fled to vote in any State or political sub-
division in any primary or in any election
shall be denied the right to vote in any such
primary or election on account of age if
such citizen is eighteen years of age or
older”; and

Whereas by vote of 64-17 the Senate had
approved section 302 of Public Law 91-285 as
an amendment to the Voting Rights Act
Amendments of 1970, thus overwhelmingly
affirming its conclusion that this action could
be (;:aken under the Constitution by statute;
an

Whereas it is in the national interest that
constitutional issues inherent in section 302
of Public Law 91-285 be judicially decided
expeditiously and It is anticipated that pro-
ceedings contesting these issues will soon
reach the Supreme Court; Therefore, be it
hereby

Resolved, That counsel be appointed by the
President pro tempore to represent the United
States Senate in an appropriate manner in
any judicial proceedings wherein the con-

stitutionality of Public Law 91-285 is con-
tested.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is my understanding
correct that if an objection were raised at
this time, the resolution would automat-
ically go on the calendar?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
g0 over under the rule, and would come
down during the morning hour on the
following legislative day, be debated un-
til 2 o'clock, if not agreed to, and then go
to the calendar.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that there was a pos-
sibility that a certain Senator would have
been present in the Chamber today, had
he not been detained on official business,
and might have raised an objection.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the pending resolution be placed on
the calendar, as it would have been had
an objection been raised under the stipu-
lations stated by the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I do not
think I shall object—I have a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Would it not be gen-
erally in order for such a resolution to be
referred to a committee?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If no Sen-
ator asked for its immediate considera-
tion, and no objection were made, it
would go to a committee.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a gquorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will ecall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Is there objection to the request of the
Senator from Montana? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered. The resolution
will be placed on the calendar.

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that the day before
yvesterday, on Tuesday, the Committee on
Foreign Relations considered the Geno-
cide Treaty which has been pending be-
fore that committee for more than 20
years. This is, in point of history, the
oldest human rights treaty that has been
pending before the Senate.

Every President of the United States
since President Truman, including Presi-
dent Nixon, has pleaded with the U.S.
Senate to ratify that treaty. President
Nixon has made a fervent eloquent ap-
peal to the Senate to ratify it.

The Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) was appointed by the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT), as
chairman of a subcommittee to consider
the Genocide Treaty. He did so and held
hearings on it, and on Tuesday the
Foreign Relations Committee discussed
whether or not to report the treaty at
that time to the floor. I regret to say
that it was the decision of the Foreign
Relations Committee to defer reporting
the treaty. It was clear that there was
majority sentiment in the committee in
favor of the treaty. But, the feeling was
that they should await implementing
legislation from the administration and
that they should wait for other reasons
before the treaty actually comes to the
floor.

My judgment, however, is that there
is an excellent chance that the treaty
will be reported. I think it will be report-
ed later this year, and I hope that if we
do not act on it this year, we may act
on it early next year. It has been a long
wait.

There is no question that the over-
whelming majority of Americans, in my
view, would enthusiastically support this
treaty. Every major country in the
world has already ratified the treaty., We
stand alone among the great nations of
the world that has not ratified the
Genocide Treaty, although we were the
country that secured the action by the
United Nations setting the treaty ratifi-
cation process in motion.

I think we are making progress, and I
think there is a real chance that, at
long last, the Senate will take the step
for which I have pleaded on the floor of
the Senate every day for three and a
half years.

IS NOT PEACE, IN THE LAST
ANALYSIS, BASICALLY A MATTER
OF HUMAN RIGHTS?—JOHN F.
KENNEDY, 1963
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the

closeness of our modern world and the
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interrelationship of public policy has
forced all of us to see the interde-
pendencies of our actions on this floor.
As President Kennedy once said, we
must be able and willing to sense the ef-
fects of our actions and reactions. World
peace, at best, is a most fragile, volatile,
and tenuous commodity whose preserva-
tion requires an awesome degree of per-
ception and sensitivity from us all.

The Genocide Convention is yet an-
other example of a stepping stone to
peace for all, through an acknowledge-
ment of the inherent worthiness and dig-
nity in all of the world’s children. Mr.
President, Senate ratification of the Gen-
ocide Convention is a forward step, an
initiative, a move of conscience, by a
nation whose actions, as a world power,
must match its all too frequent rhetoric.

We all have a stake in the quest for
world peace. Insofar as we are all part
of the family of man, we must share the
responsibilities. Ratification of the Con-
vention on Genocide by the Senate
would take us one step further in the
quest for world peace through confi-
dence in the integrity and sense of hu-
manity of the United States. We have a
great responsibility, Mr. President, to
place our power behind the words of our
late President when he asked:

Is not peace, in the last analysis, basically
a matter of human rights?

THE OIL IMPORT QUOTA PROGRAM

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the con-
firming vote by the House Ways and
Means Committee on the oil import
quota program is a vote in favor of the
U.S. consumer in spite of opposition
cries to the contrary.

It is a matter of simple arithmetic that
oil product prices would be even higher
than they are had the tariff plan recom-
mended by a majority of the Oil Import
Task Force been adopted.

I cannot believe that the President
would ever approve such a plan, but the
advocates of the tariff plan seem to be
adamant in their continued insistence on
trade policies that would depress and
control prices without regard to costs or
capital requirements of domestic in-
dustries.

The vote of 17 to 7 by the committee
in nailing the quota program into the
national security clause upon which the
oil import program is based indicates to
me that the committee members are
more concerned or, at least, better in-
formed about the effects of imports than
are some administration spokesmen.

If a serious natural gas or heating oil
shortage develops this winter, it will be
the oil and gas companies who will get
the blame rather than the Government
policies that have been the real cause.

Those who say that the very reason-
able quota legislation proposed by the
Ways and Means Committee will result
in higher prices, fewer product choices,
reduced competition and a limited sup-
ply of imported products apparently have
not studied the effects of quota laws or
agreements that now apply to a wide
range of products. These include, in ad-
dition to oil, sugar, cotton and cotton
textiles, wheat and dairy products. The
prices of products that are “protected”
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by import quotas have risen af rates be-
low average increases and, far behind
prices on some products not under im-
port quota limitation.

Mr. President, those who ery that im-
port gquotas would be costly to consumers
should examine some other causes. A
good example is the case of beef which
is under quotas, although the limit was
exceeded this year.

Beef prices have risen since the quota
law was passed in 1964. But the price the
farmer and rancher receives for the cat-
tle from which this beef comes gets no
more today than they did 20 years ago.

Infiation is robbing all of us and is the
real cause of higher prices.

For too long we have seen what little
protection American industry has had
from cheap imports whittled away. It is
time that Congress took a more realistic
look at what our free trade advocates
have done and what they propose.

They call it protectionism, although
the proposed legislation would not stop
or severely limit imports but merely set
some reasonable levels above which im-
ports could be controlled if found to be
injuring a domestic industry or its
workers.

Mr. President, if there is any doubt
about the need for insurance for the
American consumer of a dependable fu-
ture supply of oil and gas, it is supplied
by a letter I have just received from the
Chairman of the Council of Economic
Adyvisers, Paul W. McCracken, who still
advocates the tariff plan for oil imports
and, apparently, Federal regulation of
the price of domestic crude oil.

I will quote that part of his letter and
Senators can draw their own conclusions
as to just what he has in mind in the
way of price control.

The letter states:

The Oil Import Task Force concluded that
there was a national security justification
for the crude oll price to be higher in the
United States than abroad. The question is,
who shall determine the level of crude oil
prices appropriate for the national security?
The producers together with the producing
states? Or the Federal government?

I am sure some Senators will be curi-
ous, as I am, as to what authority, what
law passed by the Congress or what stat-
ute he would apply to ‘“determine the
level of crude oil prices appropriate for
the national security?” It is my under-
standing that the President has rejected
wage-price controls in the inflation fight.

He asks whether the producers to-
gether with the producing States or the
Federal Government should fix the price
of crude oil. :

This is a man who is an adviser to the
President, so I believe it is well that the
Ways and Means Committee has taken
action, at least to head off implementa-
tion of the tariff plan designed to force
the price of domestic crude oil' down to
some predetermined level in no way re-
lated to normal market place fluctuations
or without regard to costs or capital re-
quirements of the domestic petroleum
industry.

It is questionable whether such prac-
tice, once started, could be confined to
the oil industry alone. Once such a phi-
losophy of government takes rcot, where
will it end?
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There are few items produced in
America that ecannot be imported
cheaper. The philosophyof using for-
eign imports to control domestic prices
should be examined from the standpoint
of whether it is the kind of government
we want, This deserves as much thought
as the factual evidence that so-called
consumer savings would, at best, be in-
significant and, in the longer run, with
greater dependence on foreign oil could
be completely illusory—as now proved by
the price of oil from North Africa and
the Middle East.

Mr, President, not only is such a pro-
posed price control policy unsound and
with no legal basis that I know of, but
it is completely inconsistent with the re-
cent recognition by the Federal Power
Commission of the fallacy of Federal
price fixing policy.

The FPC, in the face of a critical nat-
ural gas shortage, now says it will aban-
don its price-fixing policies of the past
decade in favor of a policy which con-
siders such factors as rate of return for
producers, as well as consideration of
supply and demand factors. The new
policy, according to FPC, will result in
higher consumer prices as well as higher
returns to producers.

Should those who advocate a reduc-
tion in erude prices through import con-
trols succeed in implementing their plan,
they would be working at cross purposes
with the Federal Power Commission in
attempting to stimulate exploration and
development of domestic natural gas
supplies through adequate returns and
incentives.

The tariff plan would have the opposite
effect by depressing domestic prices, re-
ducing returns and incentives for ex-
ploration and development of new sup-
plies and, thereby, discouraging develop-
ment of gas. :

A large part of our gas is developed
and produced along with oil.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
letter from Dr. MeCracken to which I
have referred.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

CoUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS,
Washington, D.C., July 24, 1570.
Hon. CLIFFoRD P, HANSEN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR HaANSEN! This is in response
to your letter of June 10 regarding Mr.
Houthakker's views on market-demand pro-
rationing.

Whatever the legal status of market-
demand prorationing, there can. be little
question that by limiting production the
state prorationing authoritles support oil
prices. It is true that they do not set prices
in the sense of deciding exactly what prices
will be. That is done by the producers them-
selves. However, by restricting production to
the. quantities of crude oll demanded at
producer-set prices they ratify those prices. If
production were limited only by.considera-
tions of conservation, production would be
greater and the producer-set prices could not
be maintained.

The Oil Import Task Force concluded that
there was a national security justification for
the crude oll price to be higher in the United
States than abroad. The question is, who
shall determine the level of crude oil prices
appropria.:e for the national secunty? The
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producers together with the producing
states? Or the Federal Government?

The petroleum industry is so important to
our economy that the Council of Economic
Advisers cannot be indifferent to the regula-
tion of production and prices there. If you
feel that Mr. Isodore Cohen has a better an-
swer to our problems, I can only hope that
you will give the matter some Ifurther
thought.

Sincerely yours,
PavL W. McCrACKEN, Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. So, inasmuch as these
Presidential advisers are unable or un-
willing to understand or recognize the
basic facts involved in the energy crisis
now developing, I again congratulate
the members of the Ways and Means
Committee in taking the action they did
to preclude adoption of a plan that would
be disastrous to our basic energy indus-
try.

EXTENDING THE EFFECTIVENESS
OF THE DEFENSE PRODUCTION
ACT OF 1950 TO AUGUST 15, 1970

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on House Joint Resolution 1336.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Jorpan of Idaho) laid before the Senate
House Jeoint Resolution 1336, to extend
the effectiveness of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950 to August 15, 1970, which
was read twice by its fitle.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 1336) was consid-
ered, ordered to a third reading, was read
the third time, and passed.

TAX SECRECY ORDER ON AIRLINE
TICKETS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, on
July 21, 1970, the Mobile Register pub-
lished an editorial entitled “Tax Secrecy
Order Insult to Citizens.” I had read a
day or so before that a provision had
been made that, in selling airline tick-
ets, the airline was forbidden to include
any showing as to what tax had been
made on that ticket, that it would show
only the gross amount. The editorial
deals with that situation.

Frankly, I knew nothing of any such
provision being included in the Airport
and Airway Development Act of 1970.
According to the editorial, this provision
did not appear in either the House or
Senate version of that act, but it came
in somehow, by some kind of insertion
in the conference report.

Mr. President, I see absolutely no jus-
tification for prohibiting the airlines
from showing the tax charged on the
ticket. Goodness knows, if I go anywhere
and buy something, or if I send a mes-
sage by Western Union, or make a tele-
phone call, when the bills come back,
they show what tax has been charged to
me. I do not see why such tax should
not be shown on airline tickets also.
Aftér-all, such a tax is deductible: I do
not see how anyone can keep his records
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straight, for the purpose of claiming de-
guctions, without knowing what the tax

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the editorial printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Tax SECRECY ORDER INSULT To CITIZENS

Congress has become dangerously haphag-
ard,
Without the knowledge of “most mem-
bers,” 1t has committed a superduper tax
secrecy outrage against the American people.

Alr travelers are the express victims in this
instance, but if Congress, can perpetrate an
outrage of this kind against one group, it can
deal the same treatment to other groups and
to the whole population.

Rep. Morris K. Udall of Arizona has ex-
posed the “mysterlous” insertion of alrline
ticket tax secrecy into a bill and its enact-
ment largely in an atmosphere of congres-
sional ignorance,

This happened in passing the “Airport and
Alrway Development Act of 1970,” recently
signed into law by President Nixon. The of-
fending section—72556—is entitled “Penalty
for offenses relating to certain airline tickets
and advertising,” and Congressman TUdall
says of it:

““This section of the new law Is an outrage.
It was not contained in the blll when it
passed the House. It was not contained in
the bill when it passed the Senate. But it
somehow mysteriously found its way into
the conference report and became law before
most members even knew of its existence.

“According to this section . . . it is a crime
to inform travelers or would-be travelers
what portion of their airline fares is going
to federal taxes. A ticket clerk found guilty
of such a heinous act would be subject to a
fine of $100.

“Slmilarly, this section of the new law pro-
hibits such disclosure in airline advertising,
even in the tiniest type at the bottom of the
page. Any statement concerning the price
of an airline ticket must show the over-all
price with tax included. The amount of the
tax itself must be kept secret. Presumably it
is not in the public interest for the public
to know the true cost of our new  airport
program.

“What an insult to the American people.
What an embarrassment to the Congress.”

An insult to the American people, indeed.
An insult and an outrage. Whether an em-
barrassment to Congress or not, this sec-
tion of the act is an indictment of Congress
for becoming dangerously haphazard on
legislation.

And what of President Nixon's action in
signing the bill into law with this outra-
geous section on tax secrecy? Did he know or
not know the bill contalned a tax secrecy
provision that “mysteriously” got into a con-
gressional conference report and became law
in alarming circumstances of congressional
ignorance?

"Mr_ Udall is calling for repeal of the offend-
ing section. Unless it is repealed in double
quick time, the Indictment Congress has re-
turned against itself for haphazardness to
a dangerous extreme will loom still uglier
and more ominously.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I yield.

Mr. HANSEN. I have not seen the edi-
torial to which the Senator refers, but
I share his concern and dismay that, ac-
cording to the editorial, neither the
House nor the Senate included the lan-
guage that finally wound up in the bill,

This seems to me to be most unusual.
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As I read the editorial, I gather that this
particular provision must have been add-
ed by some staff people afterwards or
came out of the conference report.

I certainly agree with the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama that it
ought to be investigated. I share his feel-
ing that all of us would be better ad-
vised and better apprised of what our
government is doing if we were made
aware of the taxes that apply to our
activities. I see no reason at all to try
to keep this information hidden from
the American publie.

I am told that one of the things which
came out of the legislation was a round-
ing off to the nearest dollar of the cost
of tickets with tax. I do not object to
that. But I agree completely with my
distinguished friend, the Senator from
Alabama, that it makes good sense to let
American people know how much of the
cost of that airplane ticket is levied in
the form of a tax.

Mr, President, I would hope very much
that the distinguished Senator would
pursue this matter and see what can be
developed in the way of finding out what
brought it into being in the way in which
it was accomplished.

I will offer my support if my support is
useful.

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming for his contribution.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT oN TRANSPORTATION OF LETHAL
CHEMICAL AGENTS

A letter from the Acting Assistant Secre-
tary of the Army (Installations and Logis-
tics), reporting, pursuant to law, on the
transportation of lethal chemical agents; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

REPORT OF ACTUAL PROCUREMENT RECEIPTS FOR
MEDICAL STOCKPILE OF CIviL DEFENSE EMER-
GENCY SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT
A letter from the Secretary of Health, Ed-

ucation, and Welfare, reporting, pursuant to

law on actual procurement receipts for medi-
cal stockpile of civil defense emergency sup-
plies and equipment for the quarter ended

June 30, 1970; to the Committee on Armed

Services,

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF THE TARIFF ACT OF
1930

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, transmitting a draft of proposed legisla-
tion to amend the Tariff Act of 1830 to grant
to the transferee of merchandise in bonded
warehouse the right to administrative review
of customs decisions (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Finance.

PROPOSED TAX LEGISLATION

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, transmitting three drafts of proposed
legislation, the first to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to extend exclse taxes
on communication services and on automo-
biles, the second to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to accelerate the collection
of estate and gift taxes, and for other pur-
poses, and the third to amend the Internal
Revenue code of 1954 by imposing a tax upon
the sale of lead additives used In the manu-
facture or production of gasoline, providing
for payments to producers of gasoline for lead
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additives used during a transitional period,

and for other purposes (with accompanying

papers); to the Committee on Finance.
ProrPoseD INDIAN PoLicY

A letter from the Secretary of the Intetlor,
transmitting four drafts of proposed legisla-
tion, the first to amend acts entitled “An
act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to arrange with States or Territories for the
education, medical attention, relief or dis-
tress, and social welfare of Indians, and for
other purposes”, and "To transfer the main-
tenance and operation of hospital and health
facilities for Indians to the Public Health
Service, and for other purposes,” the second
to provide for the creation of the Indian
Trust Counsel Authority, and for other
purposes, the third to provide for the as-
sumption of the control and operation by
Indian tribes and communities of certain
programs and services provided for them
by the Federal Government and for other
pburposes, and the fourth to retain cov-
erage under the laws providing employee
benefits, such as compensation for injury,
retirement, life insurance, and health bene-
fits for employees of the Government of the
United States who transfer to Indian tribal
organizations to perform services in connec-
tion with governmental or other activities
which are or have been performed by Govern-
ment employees in or for Indian communi-
ties, and for other purposes (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs,

PETITION

A petition was laid before the Senate

and referred as indicated:
By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A petition, signed by sundry citizens of the
State of California, praying for the return of
U.S. troops home, and the cessation of fur-
ther military involvement in Indochina: to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The VICE PRESIDENT announced
that on today, July 30, 1970, he signed
the enrolled bill (H.R. 16916) making
appropriations for the Office of Educa-
tion for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1971, and for other purposes, which had
previously been signed by the Speaker
of the House of Representatives.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of commitiees
were submitted:

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, without amend-
ment:

H.R. 15118. An act to provide for the strik-
ing of medals in commemoration of the one
hundredth anniversary of the founding of
Ohio Northern University (Rept. No. 91—
1042).

By Mr, EAGLETON, from the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, with an
amendment:

H.J. Res. 589. A joint resolution expressing
the support of the Congress, and urging the
support of Federal departments and agencies
as well as other persons and organizations,
both public and private, for the interna-
tional biological program- (Rept. “No. 91-
1043).

By Mr. BURDICEK, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

H.R. 14563. An act for the relief of Capt.
Melvin A, Eaye (Rept. No. 91-1044);

H.R. 1697. An act for the relief of Jack
Brown (Rept. No. 91-1045) ;
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HR. 1703. An act for the relief of the Clay-
ton County Journal and Wilber Harris (Rept.
No. 91-1046) ;

H.R. 1728. An act for the rellef of Capt.
Norman W. Stanley (Rept. No. 81-1047);

H.R. 2209. An act for the rellef of Carlo
DeMarco (Rept. No. 91-1048);

H.R, 2241, An act for the relief of John T.
Anderson (Rept. No. 91-1049);

H.R. 2407. An act for the relief of Elbert C.
Moore (Rept. No. 91-1050);

H.R. 2458, An act for the relief of Frank
J. Enright (Rept. No. 91-1051);

H.R. 2481. An act for the relief of Comdr.
John W. McCord (Rept. No. 91-1052);

H.R. 2950. An act for the relief of Edwin
E. Fulk (Rept. No. 91-1053);

H.R. 3558. An act for the relief of Thomas
A. Smith (Rept. No. 91-1054) ;

HR. 3723, An act for the relief of Robert
G. Smith (Rept. No. 91-1055) ;

HR. 5337, An act for the relief of the late
Albert E. Jameson, Jr. (Rept. No, 91-1056);

H.R. 6375. An act for the relief of Amalia
P. Montero (Rept. No. 91-1057);

H.R. 6377. An act for the relief of Lt. Col.
Earl Spofford Brown, U.8. Army Reserve (re-
tired), (Rept. No. 91-1058) ;

H.R. 8850. An act for the relief of Ma).
Clyde Nicholas (retired) (Rept. No.91-1058);

H.R. 9092, An act for the relief of Thomas
J. Condon (Rept. No. 91-1060);

HR. 9591. An act for the rellef of Elgle L.
Tabor (Rept. No, 91-1061);

H.R. 106862. An act for the rellef of Walter
L. Parker (Rept. No. 91-1062);

HR. 11890. An act for the relief of T.Sgt.
Peter Elias Gianutsos, U.S. Air Force (re-
tired) (Rept. No. 91-1063);

H.R. 12176. An act for the rellef of Bly D.
Dickson, Jr. (Rept. No. 81-1064);

H.R. 12622, An act for the relief of Russell
L. Chandler (Rept. No. 91-1065);

HR. 12887. An act for the relief of John
A. Avdeef (Rept. No. 91-1066); and

HR. 15354. An act for the relief of An-
thony P. Miller, Inc. (Rept. No. 91-1067).

By Mr. BURDICE, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment:

HR. 8470. An act for the relief of Capt.
Jackle D. Burgess (Rept. No. 91-1068) .

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. MONTOYA:

B. 4147. A Dbill to declare that 3.308 acres,
more or less, of federally owned land are held
by the United States in trust for the Pueblo
of Cochitl; to the Committee on Interlor
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. STENNIS:

8. 4148. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide special health care
benefits for certain surviving dependents;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

S. 4149. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Gulf Islands National Sea-
shore, in the States of Alabama, Florida,
Louisiana, and Mississippl, for the recogni-
tion of certain historic values at Fort San
Carlos, Fort Redoubt, Fort Barrancas, and
Fort Pickins in Florida and Fort Massachu-
setts in Mississippi, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

8. 4150. A bill for the relief of Sergio Ver-
gani; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPARKMAN:

8. 4151. A bill to create the National Credit
Union Bank to encourage the flow of credit
to urban and rural areas In order to provide
residents thereof with greater access to con-
sumer credit at reasonable interest rates; to
amend the Federal Credit Union Act; and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.
By Mr. INOUYE:

5.4152. A bill for the rellef of Soledad

Cabagay; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. METCALF:

5.4163. A bill to authorize the U.S. Office
of Education to carry out certaln activities
concerning consumers’ education; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey (for
himself and Mr. Moss) :

5.4154. A bill to assist in the provisions
of housing for the elderly, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

(The remarks of Mr, Wirriams of New
Jersey when he introduced the bill appear
In the Recorp under the appropriate head-
ing.)

By Mr. EAGLETON (for himself, Mr,
BavyH, Mr., BENNETT, Mr. BROOKE,
Mr. BusbDICE, Mr. CrANsTON, Mr,
FonG, Mr. GoobeELL, Mr. GURNEY,
Mr. Harris, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr.
HUGHES, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. JaviTs,
Mr. McINTYRE, Mr. MoNDALE, Mr,
MurPHY, Mr. Packwoop, Mr. PEAR-
80N, Mr. Peri, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr.
Saxse, Mr. Scorr, Mr. THURMOND,
and Mr. WiLLiams of New Jersey):

S.J. Res. 223. A joint resolution to author-
ize and request the President to issue an-
nually a proclamation designating the month
of January of each year as “National Blood
Donor Month"; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

({The remarks of Mr, EAcLETON when he in-
troduced the joint resolution appear later in
the REcorp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. MATHIAS:

S.J. Res. 224, Joint resolution to provide
for the awarding of a medal to be known as
the President's Award for Exceptional Serv-
ice; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

(The remarks of Mr, MarHIAS When he in-
troduced- the joint resolution appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate head-
ing.)

S. 4154—INTRODUCTION OF THE
HOUSING FOR ELDERLY ACT

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr,
President, on behalf of myself and the
Senator from Utah (Mr, Moss), I intro-
duce for appropriate reference, a bill to
provide for the establishment of an As-
sistant Secretary for Housing for the
Elderly in the Department of Housing
and Urban Development.

Today our Nation has a tremendous
need for more suitable housing for all
age groups. Particularly disadvantaged
are older Americans who must spend
proportionately more on housing than
younger persons.

Many now live in ramshackle homes
or apartments that are cold in the win-
ter and steaming hot in the summer.
Some of these substandard units are
structurally unsafe for human occu-
pancy; others are completely beyond re-
pair.

Housing costs now represent about
34 percent of the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics budget for a typical elderly couple;
it is no wonder that many subsist in sub-
standard units. Moreover, their housing
problems are further complicated be-
cause of substantially reduced income
in retirement, chronic health problems,
limited mobility, and a sense of despair.

Yet, in our youth-oriented society, the
elderly have been left behind under our
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housing programs. For example, only a
very small percentage of FHA home
mortgages include principal mortgagors
who are 60 or older. From 1960 to 1968
only 1.1 percent of the mortgagors were
60 or over—about 37,000 out of 3.5 mil-
lion.

In some cases, there even appears to
be a predisposition against the con-
struction of housing units for the aged.
At the Senate Committee on Aging's
hearing on “Sources of Community Sup-
port for Federal Programs Serving Older
Americans,” Rev. Everett Luther of
Phoenix, Ariz,, told us:

The Phoenix office of HUD-FHA in the past
year has had authority for over 700 units
under the FHA program 236 and not a single
unit of these 700 is avallable as housing
for the elderly.

Unfortunately, this is not an isolated
incident. Other witnesses expressed sim-
ilar concern about long waiting lists for
housing projects for the aged. In typi-
cal cases the ratio of applicants to units
available was often 5 to 1.

Today, approximately 5 percent of our
senior citizens—nearly 1 million indi-
viduals—Ilive in public or private special
care facilities. But, about 95 percent—
approximately 19 million persons—still
live independently in their communities.

Most of these individuals want to con-
tinue to live an active life. They do not
want to enter institutions prematurely.
For these persons, institutionalization
can be as debilitating as disease itself.

However, many are finding themselves
in a “no-man’s land” with regard to
housing. Prohibitive property taxes and
rising maintenance costs have forced
large numbers to sell their homes. Yet,
it is becoming increasingly difficult to
locate suitable alternative housing at
reasonable prices.

This emergency has now reached crisis
proportions, and must be dealt with im-
mediately.

For these reasons, I introduce this bill
today to establish a new Assistant Sec-
retary in the Department of Housing and
Urban Development—an Assistant Sec-
retary for Housing for the Elderly—to
administer and coordinate housing pro-
grams and related facilities for older
Americans. In addition, this office would
provide a central source and clearing
house of information with respect to
housing for the elderly.

In the context of present HUD deci-
sionmaking policy, the aged and spon-
sors of housing for older persons en-
counter two major problems. First, there
is the difficulty of dealing with a large
bureaucracy which is often not as sym=-
pathetic to their needs as with other
age groups. Second, they must often-
times cut through tangles of redtape to
have their applications considered.

As a consequence, their housing needs
are frequently overlooked or ignored.

To rectify this neglect, the elderly need
someone in a high-level position who
will be an articulate spokesman for their
problems—someone who will make sure
that they are part of the action.

They also need in a very special way
someone who will be interested in them
and in their full participation all across-
the-board in existing and new programs.
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We on the Senate Committee on Aging
are fully aware that there is an excep-
tionally qualified and devoted Program
Advisor for Housing for the Elderly and
Handicapped in HUD at this time. How-
ever, she has only one assistant to han-
dle about 2,000 inquiries a year as well
as numerous other responsibilities. Es-
tablishment of an Assistant Secretary
would help assure that more personnel
would be available to zero in on the el-
derly’s housing needs.

From an administrative standpoint,
the reasons are compelling for placing
these responsibilities under the authority
of an Assistant Secretary. An Assistant
Secretary would be in a better position
to consolidate housing programs affect-
ing the elderly and to provide a central
focus for more effective administration
and coordination.

Another important aspect, which
should not be overlooked, is that housing
programs for olders persons should be
more than just bricks and mortar. Un-
like younger families, many elderly per-
sons spend most of their time in their
homes or apartments.

Mere housing is not enough if the aged
are to live with dignity in their homes,
rather than being warehoused. Equally
important is the need for considera-
tion of the social components of their
housing.

‘We must not only build housing units
for the elderly; we must also build a
liveable environment. This requires ade-
quate planning and coordination to con-
sider their social, recreational, medical,
transportation, and other special needs.
Only with such a comprehensive ap-
proach can their overall well-being,
comfort and secuirty be adequately con-
sidered.

Because these crucial matters are
within the authority of several agencies,
an Assistant Secretary would be in a
much better position to shape the essen-
tial components into a coherent housing
program.

Let there be no mistake, the Federal
commitment to housing for the elderly
stands in serious jeopardy today. Evi-
dence of this was provided in the recent
apparent rescue of the successful section
202 housing for the elderly program.

Earlier this month, I introduced an
amendment calling for $25 million for
this direct loan program to prevent its
total abandonment by the administra-
tion. Thanks to the capable leadership of
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PasTore) and the cosponsor-
ship of the Senators from Vermont (Mr.
ProuTy) and Utah (Mr, Moss), funding
in the HUD-independent offices confer-
ence bill was maintained for 202—at $10
million.

This action signifies that the Congress
has once again expressed its intent that
the 202 program be continued, and not
be swept aside by an unworthy substi-
tute—the section 236 interest subsidy
program.

But this last-ditch effort to save 202
is clear evidence that high-level atten-
tion must be given to the needs of the
aged at HUD. This program was nearly
lost, although it is probably the most ef-
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fective program providing housing for
older Americans.

My bill would also provide for the
establishment of an infergovernmental
task force—headed by the Assistant See-
retary for Housing for the Elderly—to
report on several possible means of help-
ing States provide property tax relief to
elderly homeowners. One possibility
would be Federal income tax credits.
Moreover, the task force would consider
ways to make Federal assistance avail-
able to States providing full or partial
exemptions from property taxes for per-
sons whose taxes exceed a specified por-
tion of their income.

In my own State of New Jersey, the
voters will decide on November 2 whether
they will raise the real property tax ex-
emption from $80 to $160 for older home-
owners with incomes under $5,000. This
would certainly provide welcome relief
for the aged.

However, is should be emphasized that
New Jersey and other States can only go
so far before their revenue sources are
depleted. Other measures must also be
considered—as authorized in this legisla-
tion—to provide relief for overwhelmed
elderly property owners and States
struggling to make financial ends meet.

Another major problem affects those
older persons who must leave their homes
and move into nursing homes—not be-
cause they are ill but only because failing
health prevents them from shopping for
food or cooking. Many potential appli-
cants for public housing fail to qualify
for this very reason.

My bill would help make it easier for
these individuals to live in a home, rather
than in a nursing home. It would do this
by broadening public housing coverage—
not only to provide suitable residential
living but also services for central dining
facilities for the poor elderly who cannot
cook their own meals. For these needy
persons, this would provide a new alter-
native to institutionalization.

One of the tests of a great Nation is
the compassion and respect it shows to
its senior citizens. Today, too many el-
derly live empty and neglected lives in
blighted, rundown areas.

Unfortunately, the existing adminis-
trative apparatus has not responded ade-
quately to this pressing challenge.

But, with the approach offered by this
bill, we can be more confident that more
urgently needed housing will be built for
the elderly—not merely to store them—
but to restore them to an active life in
their communities.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this bill be printed
in the REcorbp.

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

The bill (S. 4154) to assist in the pro-
visions of housing for the elderly, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr, WiL-
L1aMs of New Jersey (for himself and Mr.
Moss), was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Commitiee on Bank-
ing and Currency, and ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:
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8. 4154

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Housing for Elderly
Act”,

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HOUSING
FOR THE ELDERLY

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section
4(a) of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development Act is amended by strik-
ing out *“six” and inserting in lieu thereof
“seven”,

(b) Subsection (b) of section 4 of such
Act is amended by inserting *“(1)" after
“(b)"” and by adding at the end thereof a
new paragraph as follows:

“(2) One of the Assistant Secretaries pro-
vided for in subsection (a) shall be desig-
nated Assistant Secretary for Housing for the
Elderly. All of the programs administered by
the Department to provide aid or assistance
in behalf of the elderly shall be administered
by and through the Assistant Secretary so
designated. In addition the Assistant Secre-
tary shall—

“(A) be regularly consulted with respect
to all other programs of the Department to
the extent that they provide or otherwise in-
volve housing for the elderly;

“(B) provide a central source and clear-
ing-house of information with respect to
housing for the elderly; and

“(C) coordinate housing programs for the
elderly and seek ways to consolidate pro-
grams which overlap.”

CONGREGATE HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY

Sec. 3. Section 15 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 is amended by adding at
the end thereof a new paragraph as follows:

“(12) The Secretary shall encourage pub-
lic housing agencies, in providing housing
predominantly for elderly familles, to design,
develop, or otherwise acquire such housing
to meet the special needs of the occupants
and, wherever practicable, for use in whole
or in part as congregate housing. As used in
this paragraph, the term ‘congregate hous-
ing" means low-rent housing (A) in which
some or all of the dwelling units do not have
kitchen facllities, (B) such units are reserved
for elderly families whose infirmities are
such that they are not readily capable of
preparing their own meals, and (C) con-
nected with which there is a central dining
facility to provide wholesome and economi-
cal meals for such families under terms and
conditions prescribed by the public housing
agency to permit a generally self-supporting
operation. Expenditures incurred by a public
agency in the operation of a central dining
facility in connection with congregate hous-
ing shall be considered one of the costs of
administration of the project.”

ETUDY

Sec. 4. The Assistant Secretary for Housing
for the Elderly, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury (or his designee), and the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare (or his desig-
nee) shall undertake a joint study and in-
vestigation of (1) the feasibility of provid-
ing under the Federal income tax laws a
credit for real property taxes paid by elderly
persons, and (2) practicable ways of provid-
ing Federal assistance to States, or political
subdivisions thereof, in reimbursement of
revenue losses as a result of granting tax
relief to elderly persons whose real property
taxes exceed or would exceed five per centum
of their incomes. A report of such study and
investigation shall be made to the President
and to the Congress at the earliest practica-
ble date, In no event later than June 30, 1971,

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I am most
pleased to cosponsor the bill introduced
today by the distinguished chairman of
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the Senate Special Committee on Aging,
Senator HARRISON WILLIAMS.

The Senator and I have stood shoulder
to shoulder on many ocecasions in an
effort to improve the standard of living
for our 20 million senior citizens, Our
latest effort was the battle to save the
FHA section 202 program which provides
direct loans to nonprofit sponsors pro-
viding housing for the elderly. Yester-
day’s REcorp refiects our success in get-
ting $10 million appropriated as well as
firm language in the conference report
indicating the intent of Congress that
this program be continued.

There is, of course, no guarantee that
the administration will reverse its direc-
tion and reinstitute the direct loan pro-
gram even in the face of the strong lan-
guage of congressional intent in this
year’s appropriation bill or in last year's
Housing Act.

The unfortunate part is that 202 is
the only program we have left which
was specifically designed to meet the
needs of the elderly. This section has its
own architectural criteria which, for ex-
ample, commands that housing for the
elderly be built adjacent to shopping cen-
ters and close to bus stops and medical
facilities.

The proposed replacement for section
202 is FHA section 236 which is an in-
terest subsidy section of general applica-
tion with no special provisions built in
for the elderly. This is a source-of great
discontent to sponsors who would pro-
vide housing for our senior citizens.

What is also a reason for great dis-
satisfaction is that there is no office
within HUD which coordinates housing
for the elderly; there is no clearinghouse
for information within HUD.

A classic example once again is pro-
vided by section 202. Nonprofit sponsors
and, indeed, even Members of the Con-
gress have been unable to find out the
status of section 202 during 1969-70.
Telephone calls to HUD brought a variety
of answers—some telling of the demise
of 202 and others telling that it was alive
and well.

Another central problem in the field
of housing for the elderly concerns the
effect of escalating real estate taxes and
their effects on senior citizens. As States
continue to raise taxes in order to pay
for increased Government services the
pinch on seniors has become severe—so
much that many States have exempted
senior citizens from property taxes. This
exemption of seniors has caused other
homeowners to charge the State govern-
ments with disecrimination. The States,
too, are reluctant to part with their
much-needed revenues which is the re-
sult of the senior citizen exemption.

Mr. President,. these are precisely the
problems this new hill seeks to solve. It
seeks to provide an Assistant Secretary
for Housing for the Elderly within HUD
to give sponsors and the elderly a focal
point and a clearinghouse within that
Department. If is hoped that this As-
sistant Secretary will help coordinate
present programs which provide for the
elderly. This provision would counter the
charge from seniors that their needs
have been totally neglected by the new
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administration by providing a forum
where seniors could be heard with regard
to their housing needs.

The need of congregate living arrange-
ments for the elderly has been spelled
out by our recent hearings on “Home
Ownership Aspects of the Economics of
Elderly.” Public housing agencies should
develop housing predominantly for the
use of the elderly. Especially should such
facilities provide central dining facilities
featuring wholesome and economical
means under the supervision of the Pub-
lic Housing Agency. Senior citizens
should not have to enter a nursing home
simply because they are not readily capa-
ble of preparing their own meals.

This new bill also authorizes a study
to be conducted by the new Assistant Sec-
retary to find alternatives to the rapidly
increasing property taxes which are so
problematic to seniors. This study, I am
sure, would be welcomed by the States as
well as the seniors who currently are
lined up on both sides of this housing
dilemma.

Mr. President, I urge prompt and
favorable consideration of this bill.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 223—
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES-
OLUTION DESIGNATING THE
MONTH OF JANUARY OF EACH
YEAR AS NATIONAL BLOOD
DONOR MONTH

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a joint resolution declaring Jan-
uary of each year as National Blood
Donor Month.

Each year, nearly 6 million units of
blood are needed for transfusion in the
United States. This number increases ap-
proximately 10 percent annually. The
United States has repeatedly faced criti-
cal shortages of blood in the month of
January when the number of potential
donors is reduced by various wintertime
illnesses.

The voluntary blood donor is the chief
source of human blood, but only 3 to 5
percent of those eligible to donate blood
in the United States are donors. Others
would become donors if they were made
aware of the blood requirements, the fa-
cilities available for blood donations, and
the protection against future blood needs
available to donors and their families.

The Association of Blood Banks has
indicated to me that the National Blood
Donor Month campaign last January was
very successful in reducing the critical
shortage of blood during this period, and
I hope that the Congress will vote to
make this campaign an annual oc-
currence.

I am pleased to be joined in introduc-
ing this resolution by 25 of my distin-
guished colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Jorpan of Idaho). The joint resolution
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 223) to
authorize and request the President to
issue annually a proclamation designat-
ing the month of January of each year
as National Blood Donor Month, intro-
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duced by Mr. EacrLeETON, for himself and
other Senators, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

INTRODUCTION OF SENATE JOINT
RESOLUTION 224 TO PROVIDE FOR
THE AWARDING OF A MEDAL TO
BE KNOWN AS THE PRESIDENT'S
AWARD FOR EXCEPTIONAL SERV-
ICE

Mr, MATHIAS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce and ask for reference to the appro-
priate committee a joint resolution to
provide for the awarding of a medal to
be known as the President’s Award for
Exceptional Service. Let me say at the
outset that we must do better by all our
law enforcement officers; better training,
better equipment, better pay. But in spite
of all the assistance we can provide, some
of these men will still be asked to give
their lives in the line of duty.

Throughout history man has given
special respect to those who sacrifice
their lives for the safety and security of
their fellow man. In the United States
we pay respect to those who give their
lives for the country in more rational
and restrained ways. One is through our
national cemeteries, the best known of
which is Arlington National Cemetery
where many of the Nation’s heroes are
buried, where the unknown dead of three
wars are laid to rest and where people
from throughout the world come in pil-
grimage. Most of these hcnored dead
gave their lives for society on the field
of battle. Their deaths represent a high
sacrifice, a kind of dedication to the Na-
tion and her people. Their sacrifice
should be an example and an inspiration
for every succeeding generation.

But sadly, there are Americans who
have given their lives for society, for the
survival of our ideals and our way of life
but whose deaths have received only
passing notice. These men are the police
who protect our citizens in cities and
States throughout the country. More
than 100 of these public servants lose
their lives in the line of duty every year.
They get passing notice in the cities
where they serve but for the most part
they are forgotten. These men are heroes
in the same sense as those who die fight-
ing a war. Men who die alone in the
streets often give greater illustration of
self sacrifice and dedication to service
than those who go out with large march-
ing bands and flying banners to meet
foreign enemies because these men are
with the enemy every day that they are
on duty. Their common enemy, an
enemy who sometimes appears with the
face of a friend, is danger to the public
safety. It is an enemy which may appear
suddenly from around any corner fo
snatch life from these men.

I believe we should establish a system
of national recognition of our heroic po-
lice who die for their country so that
their sacrifice is properly recognized. The
example set by these brave men should
be preserved for future generafions to
study and follow.

Today, I am proposing legislation that
would authorize the President of the
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United States to conduct an annual rec-
ognition day for the fallen heroes of our
city streets, the police who die while pro-
tecting the American public. I am also
proposing that an appropriate medal be
struck, a medal which would be pre-
sented by the President to the families
of such brave men killed in the previous
year., No medal can replace a lost loved
one for the families of these men, but
such a gesture would demonstrate the
thanks of a grateful nation for the
sacrifice not only of these men killed on
duty but of the thousands and thousands
of law enforcement officers throughout
the country whose devotion to the cause
of justice is so vital to the maintenance
of a truly free society.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Packwoopn). The joint resolution will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the joint reso-
lution will be printed in the RECORD.

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 224) to
provide for the awarding of a medal to be
known as the President's Award for Ex-
ceptional Service, introduced by Mr.
MaTHIAS, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, and ordered to he
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S.J, REs. 224

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That there is hereby
established a medal, to be known as the
President’s Award for Exceptional Service, in
honor of law enforcement officers of the Fed-
eral Government or any State, county or
local government in the United States who
give their lives in the line of duty.

Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury
is authorized and directed to design, strike,
and furnish to the President an appro-
priate and distinctive medal for presenta-
tion to the next of kin of such law enforce-
ment officers.

() The President is authorized and re-
quested to designate an appropriate date
each year on which to honor such law en-
forcement officers and to present the medal
to the next of kin of such officers.

Sec. 3. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this jolnt reso-
lution.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
S. 368

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that, at the next printing,
the name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. BErLmoN) be added as a cosponsor
of S. 368, to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to make disposition of geo-
thermal steam and associated geothermal
resources and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JOR-
pan of Idaho). Without objection, it is
50 ordered.

B. 3724

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Senator from Wy-
oming (Mr. McGee), I ask unanimous
consent that, at the next printing, the
name of the Senator from California (Mr.
MurrHY) be added as a cosponsor of S.
3724, to amend the Internal Revenue
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Code with respect to ammunition record-
keeping requirements.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so'ordered.

SENATE RESOLUTION 436—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELAT-
ING TO APPOINTMENT OF COUN-
SEL TO REPRESENT THE SENATE
IN AMICUS CURIAE CAPACITY IN
APPROPRIATE JUDICIAL PRO-
CEEDINGS WHEREIN CONSTITU-
TIONALITY OF THE STATUTE
LOWERING THE VOTING AGE TO
18 IS CONTESTED

Mr. MANSFIELD submitted a resolu-
tion (8. Res. 436) relative to appoint-
ment of counsel to represent the Senate
in amicus euriae capacity in appropriate
judicial proceedings wherein constitu-
tionality of the statute lowering the vot-
ing age to 18 is contested, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to be placed
on the calendar.

(The remarks of Mr. MaNSFIELD when
he submitted the resolution appear ear-
lier in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970—
AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENTS NOS. 800, BO2, 803, 804, 805, AND
806

Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. BROOKE
and Mr. Case) submitted six amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to the bill (H.R. 16311) to au-
thorize a family assistance plan provid-
ing basic benefits to low-income families
with children, to provide incentives for
employment and training to improve the
capacity for employment of members of
such families, to achieve greater uni-
formity of treatment of recipients under
the Federal-State public assistance pro-
grams and to otherwise improve such
programs, and for other purposes, which
were referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. Javits when he
submitted the amendments appear later
in the Recorb under the appropriate
heading.)

AMENDMENT NO. 801

Mr., JAVITS «(for himself and Mr.
Case) submitted an amendment, intend-
ed to be proposed by him, to House bill
16311, supra, which was referred to the
Committee on Finance and ordered to
be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. Javits when he
submitted the amendment appear be-
low.)

THE FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1970—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 800 THROUGH 8086

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I submit
today a number of amendments to H.R.
16311, Administration’s Family Assist-
ance Act, now pending in the Commit-
tee on Finance. I ask that the amend-
ments be printed and referred to the
Committee on Finance.

. _The PRESIDING OFFICER K (Mr.
CRaNSTON) . The amendments will be re-
ceifved and, appropriately referred.
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The amendments were referred to the
Committee on Finance.

Mr. JAVITS. The Family Assistance
Act would provide, for the first time, a
national minimum payment and would
also call for a more substantial assump-
tion of local welfare costs by the Federal
Government.

In March of 1968—more than two
years ago—the President’s Advisory
Commission on Civil Disorders (the Ker-
ner Commission) strongly recommended
that effiorts be made to develop a system
of income supplementation to provide
“for those who can work or who do work,
any necessary supplements in such a way
as to develop incentives for fuller em-
ployment.” The President and this Re-
publican administration has advanced
the first comprehensive legislative pro-
posal to meet that objective. This legis-
lation marks a substantial beginning in
dealing with the inequities of the pres-
ent system which is characterized by dis-
crepancies in the amount of assistance
and treatment of individuals between
regions of the country, families headed
by males and females and between the
working and nonworking poor.

The administration’s proposed bill de-
serves every suppbort and our best efforts
to refine it in every feasible way to in-
sure that a beginning in this policy is
made in this session—and that it is the
best beginning possible. In that con-
nection I am pleased to note the state-
ment made by Senator Long, Chairman
of the Committee on Finance on July 22
in resuming hearings, to the effect that
the “Senate should be, and will be, given
an opportunity to vote on weliare reform
this year.”

To accomplish that objective will take
the full and sustained personal support
of the President and the administration.
I am pleased by recent reports that the
President intends to exercise that kind
of personal leadership and I hope that
he will do so in the clearest of ways so
that this historic proposal will become
law,

This legislation constitutes a most
commendable initiative, yet is only a be-
ginning, Accordingly, I introduce today,
a series of amendments to strengthen the
measure in a number. of ways which I
think the Senate should adopt under the
circumstances.

The amendments I offer today are as
follows:

First. I submit an amendment to in-
crease the $1,600 Federal eligibility and
payment standard to-50 percent of the
poverty level beginning in fiscal year
1974, and to revise the basis for deter-
mining the poverty level to reflect more
adequately the amount which a poor
family actually requires to meet food and
nonfood costs. On the basis of current
costs, the application of this new criteria
would resuit in a’ Federal standard of
$2,400 for a family of four in fiscal year
1974.

Second, I submit an amendment to in-
crease the Federal eligibility and pay-
ment standard by-an additional 10 per-
cent of the poverty level for each year
after fiseal year 1974 so as to reach the
poverty level in fiscal year 1979 and in
substance take over State welfare costs,
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My third amendment would provide
an incentive for all States to raise their
levels of supplementation by providing
immediately upon the effective date of
the act for Federal sharing in State sup-
plementary payments on a variable basis,
ranging from 50 to 83 percent depending
upon State fiscal capacity, rather than
on the 30-percent basis presecribed for all
States under the proposed House bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a
table entitled “Percentage Applicable to
States Under Medicaid Formula (Title
IX, Social Security Act).”

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

Percentages applicable to States under

medicaid formula
(TITLE IX, SOCIAL SECURITY ACT)*

Title XIX percentages
.64
. 00
.76
.00
.24
.00
.00
. 00
.10
.48
.75
.91
.00
.82
.27
.78

.88

* Prepared by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a fourth
amendment would require a level of sup-
plementary payments in all States suf-
ficient to provide during fiscal years 1972
and 1973—the first 2 years of opera-
tion—a net total Federal-State payment
of $1,800 for a family of four which has
no other income.,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp a
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table submitted by the Department of
HEW entitled “State Supplemental Pay-
ment to an Eligible Family of Four with
No Other Income,” so that we will have
an idea as to what States supplement
and by how much.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

State supplemental payment to an eligible
family of 4 with no other income?

Distriet of Columbia
Florida

Eansas _
Kentucky
Louisiana —___
Maine
Maryland

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana .-
Nebraska __.__
Nevada

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota

Vermont ._--
Virginia

Washington —__
West Virginia...

1Under H.R. 16311 as amended June 1970.
Based on April 1970 AFDC payment levels.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, my fifth
amendment would exempt mothers with
school-age children from the work re-
quirements of the bill.

The sixth amendment would insure
that each child receiving child care un-
der the administration’s commendable
plans also receives the educational,
health, nutritional, and related services
necessary to help such a child achieve
his full potential,

The seventh amendment would direct
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to (a) establish reporting pro-
cedures and to submit annually to the
Congress a detailed report indicating
child-care needs and the extent to which
existing facilities are adequate to meet
those needs; (b) authorize allowances for
child-care costs to mothers who choose
to participate in job training; (e) au-
thorize the provision of child-care serv-
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ices for mothers who wish to accept or
continue work on a part-time, as well
as full-time, basis; and (d) directs the
Secretary of HEW to establish in his
department an office with a means for
affording technical assistance and in-
formation sufficient to encourage Amer-
ican business to go into the development
of child care facilities.

Mr. President, my colleague from New
Jersey (Mr. Case) joins me in each of
the proposed amendments.

Mr. President, my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. BrookEe) has joined me
in proposing amendment 1 and amend-
ments 3 through 7.

Mr. President, the Family Assistance
Act’s proposed $1,600 minimum payment
and eligibility standard for a family of
four is a significant first step, but even
with the addition of food stamps, it will
not provide an adequate level of support.
Moreover, the Federal assumption will
not be sufficient to relieve the States and
localities of much of the additional
heavy welfare costs in the coming years.

As the administration itself has ac-
knowledged, a $1,600 payment, even tak-
ing into account food stamps will—

. . not, of course, be a sufficient amount
to sustain an adequate level of life for those
who have no other income; it is nevertheless
a substantial improvement and can be made
more adequate as budget conditions permit.

The first two amendments which I pro-
pose are designed to attain the twin goals
of providing a higher level of assistance
to individuals and to grant further fiscal
relief for the States and localities. And
both amendments would link those goals
to a realistic poverty standard, with an
eventual full Federal assumption of wel-
fare costs.

Until these goals are reached, we must
retain, and indeed expand the food stamp
program. This program is degrading to
the poor in many respects, but it cannot
be sacrificed in exchange for any level
of cash payment short of a truly ade-
quate amount.

As I stated last August 12, 1969, in
commenting upon the President’s orig-
inal message concerning welfare reform:

An income-malntenance program at an
adequate level may yet replace the food
stamp program, but it would be folly to even
consider initiating the transition before that
level is established. Under the present cir-
cumstances, our Natlon's poor require an
“expansion”—not a phaseout—of food stamp
and related programs until a clearly adequate
family allowance plan is phased in . ..

Accordingly, I have cosponsored Sen-
ator McGoverN's amendment to provide
for distribution of food stamps with fam-
ily assistance payments, and I am
pleased that the administration, in its
resubmitted Family Assistance Act, has
taken some steps to interlock adminis-
tration of the two programs.

1. AMENDMENT TO INCREASE FEDERAL PAYMENT

AND ELIGIBILITY STANDARD TO 50 PERCENT OF

THE POVERTY LEVEL IN FISCAL YEAR 1974

Under the proposed amendment, the
Federal eligibility and payment standard
would be increased to 50 percent of a re-
defined poverty level beginning in fiscal
year 1974 (the third full year of admin-
istration). The application of the new
criteria based upon current costs would
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result in a standard of $2,400 for a fam-

ily of four in 1971.

The so-called *“poverty index” was
originally developed in 1964. At the core
of the definition of poverty was the
“Economy Food Plan” designed by the
Department of Agriculture for “emer-
gency or temporary use when funds are
low.” The Department of Agriculture has
itself deseribed the plan as “not a rea-
sonable measure of basic money needs
for a good diet.” In determining the pro-
portion of total family income that
should be expended to meet food require-
ments, the Social Security Administra-
tion has determined that the percentage
of income expended for such necessities
reflect the relative wellbeing of both in-
dividuals and the society in which we live.

For families of three or more persons
the poverty level has been set at three
times the cost of the “Economy Food
Plan.”

Last fall, in adopting the substitute
food stamp program, supported by Sen-
ator McGovern and myself, the Senate
established a new schedule of benefits
on the basis of the “low-cost” food plan
designed by the Department of Agricul-
ture to provide a nutritional diet. It is
this plan—and not the economy food
plan—which is more indicative of what
it actually costs to purchase nutritional
food necessities.

Currently, the “Economy Food Plan”
cost has been set at $1,316 for a family
of four while the “low-cost” diet has
been established at $1,603.20.

In order to establish a more adequate
basis for determining a standard upon
which to base future increases of the
Federal standard and eligibility level, my
proposed amendment would define the
poverty level as three times the “low-
cost” food budget for a family of four,
adjusted by any rises in the Consumer
Price Index since the cost of the “low-
cost” plan was last determined.

Under the amendment, the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare would
be empowered to make adjustments for
families of various sizes and for regional
differences.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare estimates the net cost of the
proposed amendment to be $4.5 billion
in fiscal year 1974 and $4.8 billion in
fiscal year 1975.

2. AN AMENDMENT TO FPROVIDE FOR ADDITIONAL
INCREASES IN FEDERAL PAYMENT AND ELIGI-
BILITY STANDARD SO AS TO REACH A POVERTY-
LEVEL STANDARD IN FISCAL YEAR 1879

Under the proposed amendment, the
Federal eligibility payment standard
would be increased to 50 percent of the
poverty level in 1974, then increased by
an additional 10 percent of such level in
each fiscal year. A poverty level stand-
ard (and therefore, a full Federal as-
sumption of welfare costs), would be
reached in fiscal year 1979.

The goal of an eventual full Federal
assumption of welfare costs has been ad-
vanced by Governor Nelson Rockefeller
and endorsed by the National Governors
Conference.

Early this year, the Committee for
Economic Development, composed of
200 leading businessmen and educators,
conducted a comprehensive study of the
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welfare system, and in a report dated
April 1970, entitled “Improving the Pub-
lic Welfare System” concluded:

The concept of a truly uniform national
system of public assistance based on income
maintenance requires that the federal gov-
ernment not only assume an increasing share
of the necessarily increasing cost, but that
it eventually undertake the entire burden.
As an objective to be attalned as soon as
fiscally feasible, we recommend that the fed-
eral government undertake a substantially
higher proportion of the financing of public
assistance with a phased take-over by the
federal government of state and local public
assistance costs over the next five years as
the goal.

Even after the proposed Federal as-
sumption of the cost of maintaining the
$1,600 level, the States and cities during
the first year of operation, will have to
pay more than $2 billion just to main-
tain supplemental payments at current
levels, which are themselves inadequate
to individual needs in most States.

If the Federal Government assumes
welfare costs, then local governments
will be able to apply their resources to
those efforts in education, health, man-
power, nutrition, child care, and social
services that hold the promise of elim-
inating welfare dependency.

We need not fear a standard of as-
sistance at the poverty level for those
who are unable to provide for them-
selves, nor need we assume that we will
be faced with astronomical costs—if we
are confident that our efforts in the area
of social services will bear fruit.

Under my amendment, full Federal
administration of programs would be ef-
fected when the poverty level and a full
Federal assumption is reached.

In order to maintain incentive at
higher eligibility and payment levels, the
amendment would authorize the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
to change the amount of earned income
that could be exempted in determining
the amount of family assistance pay-
ments beginning in fiscal year 1975.

3. AMENDMENT TO PROVIDE FOR GREATER FEDERAL
SHARING IN STATE SUPPFLEMENTAL PAYMENTS
ON A VARIAELE EASIS
In addition to the fiscal relief which

will arise from Federal assumption of

payments up to the $1,600 standard, the

administration proposes to assume 30

percent of the cost of State supple-

mentary payments. According to the

Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare, those payments will exceed $2

billion by fiscal year 1972.

Under my third proposed amendment,
State governments would be provided
with Federal sharing of at least 50 per-
cent of supplemental costs, while some
States would receive a larger amount of
Federal assistance, depending upon State
fiscal ability.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at the end of my
remarks, a table prepared by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
indicating the percentages now applica-
ble under medicaid.

4., AMENDMENT TO REQUIRE SUFPLEMENTATION
BY LOW-PAYMENT STATES TO INSURE A TOTAL
PAYMENT IN ALL STATES OF £1,800 IN FISCAL
YEARS 1972 AND 1973
The third amendment should provide

an incentive for many States to increase
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the level of payments. Under this fourth
amendment, I propose that all States be
required to attain a specified minimum
level of supplementation.

While the Family Assistance Act has
been proposed for the purpose of elimi-
nating the “gap” between payment levels
from one State to another, the combina-
tion of the Federal floor and the varying
degrees of State supplementation will
leave a substantial range of from more
than $1,600 in Mississippi to more than
$3,700 in New York State. I ask unani-
mous consent that a table prepared by
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare showing expected levels of
supplementation in each State be printed
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

This amendment would require all
States to maintain a supplementation
sufficient, with the family assistance
Federal cash payment, to provide a pay-
ment level of $1,800 for a family of four
in order to achieve a higher national
standard during fiscal years 1972 and
1973. The requirement would be eliminat-
ed as to fiscal year 1974 and subsequent
years, when a higher Federal standard
would be reached under the first amend-
ment which I have proposed.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare estimates the cost of pro-
posed amendments 3 and 4 at $800 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1972 and $900 million
in fiscal year 1973.

5. AMENDMENT TO EXEMPT MOTHERS OF SCHOOL

AGE CHILDREN FROM THE WORK REQUIRE-

MENTS OF THE BILL

Under the proposed Family Assistance
Act, female heads of household with
school age children are required to en-
gage in work or training or forfeit their
Family Assistance payments.

According to estimates of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
there will be 1,560,000 female-headed
families eligible in 1971 for the Family
Assistance Plan. In those families will be
more than 3 million children under 16.

Only mothers or pre-school children
are exempted from the work require-
ments of the proposed act.

I propose that all mothers with chil-
dren under 16 be exempted from the
work requirement of the bill. I do so be-
cause I consider such a requirement gen-
erally undesirable as a matter of policy,
unrealistic in terms of the availability of
child-care facilities, and unnecessary in
light of experience under existing re-
quirements and the strong incentive
provisions proposed in the administra-
tion bill.

It has been established that welfare
mothers do want to work. In a study of
families on welfare in New York City
conducted by Dr. Lawrence Podell in
1966, it was documented that seven
mothers in 10 would prefer to work and
more than eight in 10 had already had
some employment experience.

We can expect even a higher degree
of motivation under the administration’s
bill since it contains incentives much
stronger than those applicable under
current law. Under the proposed act, the
first $720 per year of earned income and
one-half of the remainder would be ex-
empted in determining the amounf of
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the family assistance payments rather
than $360 and one-third of the remain-
der as generally applies under existing
law.

But despite these motivated factors,
welfare mothers are frequently unable to
participate in training or employment
because of a lack of child-care facilities
for their children during hours when
they are away from home. The report of
a joint review carried out by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
and the New York State Department of
Social Services issued in September,
1969, documented an increased interest
of mothers in training and employment,
but cited the long waiting lists for child-
care centers. Lack of child-care facili-
ties was indicated throughout the report
as one of the prime obstacles in the path
that leads away from welfare depend-
ency. The report concluded that:

Additional day care facilitles serving
school-age children and pre-school children
are urgently needed in neighborhoods
where AFDC and other low-income families
live to enable those women to take advan-
tage of WIN and other training and employ-
ment programs,

The provisions for child-care set forth
in the administration’s bill underscore
the increasing realization that lack of
child-care facilities—not lack of initia-
tive—represents for millions the primary
obstacle to economic independence. But
we must face the fact that even on the
most ambitious of schedules, we cannof
expect child-care services to become
available in the near future in any
significant number for millions of poor
school-age children. Under the Family
Assistance Act, 450,000 child-care slots
would be made available initially in the
Nation. New York Governor Rockefeller,
in testifying before the House Ways and
Means Committee, noted that in New
York State alone we need 250,000 addi-
tional child care places representing a
construction cost of $500 million.

Mr. President, as to school age chil-
dren who are not suitable age for child
care, the mother on welfare—like any
other mother—is in the best position to
determine whether her participation in
employment or training will serve the
interests of her family.

And I might add that no guidelines
can be formulated that could express
adequately for more than 3 million
school-age children in poor households
headed by women, the circumstances un-
der which participation in employment
or training will be a long-term benefit
rather than a long-term liability for the
child, the family, and society because of
neglect or inattention.

But this does not mean that we should
fail to encourage such mothers to ac-
cept work and training opportunities. Ac-
cordingly, although my ‘amendment
would eliminate the work requirement
for mothers of school-age children, it
would leave unchanged the requirement
that they register for manpower services,
training or employment. By requiring
registration, the mothers will become
aware of work and training opportuni-
ties, but would not be forced to accept
them if she determined that they would
interfere with her care for her child.

We must give welfare mothers the re-
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spect to which they are entitled. We
should rely in the first instance upon
their own desires to provide for their
own children, and upon a thoughtfully
constructed incentive system, a mean-
ingfully developed manpower training
and employment program, and expand-
ing comprehensive child-care services,
to close the gap, in time, between our
efforts to help the poor and our success
in eliminating the rise in welfare de-
pendency.
6. Amendment to insure that the needs of
children are met under the child-care pro-
visions of the Family Assistance Act

I think that one of the most exciting
initiatives taken by this administration—
comparing even with its breakthroughs
on combatting hunger in America—has
been its proposals for child care with the
underlying recognition that such facili-
ties bridge the gap between welfare de-
pendency and employment. As the author
of almost the earliest legislation to en-
courage the development of such centers,
I approve of the commitment which ac-
companies this bill, to provide 450,000
slots in the first year.

While the limitations on availability of
child-care facilities are apparent, never-
theless it is essential, in providing child
care, that we never sacrifice quality. In
short, we must make clear in this legis-
lation that we are just as concerned with
the needs of the child as we are with the
needs of the mother to work.

The administration has indicated, and
the House report has noted, the neces-
sity of providing each child with educa-
tion, health, nutritional and related ser-
vices. But I think that it is appropriate
that the Senate write that intention into
law since—despite all good faith and good
intentions—there remains the possibility
that efforts to provide more “slots” will
prompt the evolution of an inferior custo-
dial system of child care for welfare
mothers.

Under the sixth amendment which I
propose, the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare would be required to
insure that all children receiving care
under section 436 of the Family Assist-
ance Act receive the education, health,
nutritional, and related services, ‘‘neces-
sary to help each child achieve his full
potential.”

Unless this requirement is written into
this legislation we could perpetuate ironi-
cally the cycle of poverty through these
very actions which seek to arrest it.

7. AMENDMENT TO IMPROVE CHILD-CARE
PROVISIONS IN OTHER RESPECTS

The final amendment seeks to sup-
plement the child-care provision of the
administration’s bill in a number of ad-
ditional ways.

First, if we are to bridge the ‘“child-
care gap” we must have an accurate fig-
ure on the number of welfare mothers
who wish to work but are precluded from
doing so by lack of child-care facilities.

The proposed amendment would direct
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Weliare in consultation with the Secre-
tary of Labor, to establish reporting pro-
cedures and to submit annually to the
Congress a detailed report indicating the
extent of the need for: child-care facili-
ties among persons covered by the Fam-
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ily Assistance Act, and the extent to
which existing child-care facilities are
adequate to meet such needs, so that the
Congress will be in a better position to
respond.

Second, this amendment would make
it clear that child-care services provided
under the act will be made available to
mothers who wish to work part, as well
as, full time. From the point of view of
the child’s development, it may be desir-
able for the mother to work only part
time. For the school age child, unless the
work requirement is eliminated, the ef-
fect of the proposed legislation may be
to inerease the number of “latch key”
children who, having no adequate super-
vision at home, are often swept up in the
activities of the peer group, becoming
vietims of the destructive social pres-
sures which such groups often exert on
their members.

Third, the administration has shown
great foresight in providing under sec-
tion 443(a)(3) for an exemption of an
amount of earned income for portions of
the cost by a family member for child-
care which the Secretary deems neces-
sary to securing or continuing in man-
power training, vocational rehabilitation,
employment, or self-employment.

However, while this provision in effect
will give an allowance for child-care for
families with some income to enable the
mother to engage in work or fraining, it
will not benefit the family which has no
income , whatsoever, where the parents
are engaged strictly in training.

In order to cover such circumstances,
the proposed amendment would author-
ize the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to provide, through the Sec-
retary of Labor, allowances for child-
care costs of mothers under section 432
of the act for costs “which are necessary
to and directly related to his participa-
tion in training,.

The administration’s bill wisely pro-
vides for the financing of child-care
projects conducted by private as well as
by public agencies. But if we are to re-
spond adequately to the Nation's needs,
we must view the role of the private sec-
tor not only in terms of providing child-
care facilities as part of a strategy to
eliminate welfare dependency, but in the
larger sense of encouraging business,
labor, and industry to make independent
efforts to establish child-care facilities
for employees.

Title IV B of the Economic Opporfu-
nity Act of 1964, which I authored, was
enacted with a focus on the development
of child-care centers at, or in association
with, places of business, but its imple-
mentation has been hindered by lack of
information in the private sector. Com-
panies represented at a conference on
industry and day care, sponsored by the
Urban Research Corporation and held in
Chicago on March 18, 1970, repeatedly
indicated an interest in child-care, but
underscored the need for information
and technical assistance.

Mr. President, there are now more than
24 million poor in the country—more
than the entire population of Canada and
one-half that of France and the United
Kingdom.

A census of those on public assistance
conducted by the Department of Health,
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Education, and Welfare in 1967, indi-
cated that of the 7.3 million persons de-
pendent solely on welfare, only 50,000—
or less than one-tenth of 1 perceni—
were employable men, Of the remainder,
2.1 million were over 65—most of them
women with a median age of over 72. A
further 700,000 were physically incapac-
itated. Three and one-half million were
children. Nine hundred thousand were
mothers. Most of the poor were doing
what they could to provide for them-
selves, considering their age, health, lo-
cation, and employment opportunities.

Poverty is not a chosen way of life. A
typical welfare family of four spends all
but $9 of its average monthly income of
$284 on the elemental neeessities of life—
generally inadequate food, clothing, and
shelter.

The time has come for us to set two
goals in connection with this legisla-
tion—one relating to those efforts in
education, manpower training and child
care that will reduce welfare depend-
ency; and the other that will provide
adequately for the poor if those efforts
fail. This legislation represents a com-
mendable beginning on the part of this
administration reaching toward the ex-
pectations of those who have, for too
long, suffered in poverty. I hope eventu-
ally this effort will assure that many
deprived Americans will have the oppor-
tunity to rise above the level of economic
despair and to achieve a standard of liv-
ing commensurate with that minimum
level necessary to sustain a dignified ex-
istence reflecting the economic well-be-
ing of 85 percent of all Americans—the
greatest achievement of all the preced-
ing ages.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JoR-
paN of Idaho). Without objeetion, it is so
ordered; and the amendments will be
printed in the RECORD.

The texts of the amendments are as
follows:

AMENDMENT No. B0O

On page 5, strike out lines 12 through 15,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“{A) in the case of any fiscal year prior to
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974—

(1) $500 per year for each of the first two
members of the family, plus [

“(il) $300 per year for each additional
member, and

“(B) in the case of the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974 and any fiscal year ending
thereafter, the applicable eligibility stand-
ard (as determined under subsection (I)),
and™.

On page 8, strike out lines 1 through 3,
and insert in Heu thereof the following:

“(1) in the case of any fiscal year prior to
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974—

“({1) 8500 per year for each of the first two
members of the family, plus

“(il) 300 per year for each additional
member, and

“(2) in the case of the fiscal year ending
June' 30, 1074 and any fiscal years ending
thereafter, the applicable’ family assistance
benefit amount (as determined under sub-
section (f)), and”. . ;

On page 7, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following new subsection:

“Applicable Eligibility Standard and Family
Assistance Benefit Amount

“(f) (1) For the fiscal year beginning

July 1, 1873, and for each fiscal year there-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

after, the Secretary shall determine the ap-
plicable eligibility standard and family assist-
ance benefit amount for families of different
size,

“(2) The applicable eligibility standard
and family assistance benefit amount for a
family of any given size shall be determined
on the basls of the poverty level (as deter-
mined under section 4563(c) ).

“(3) In the case of any fiscal year be-
ginning after June 30, 1973, the applicable
eligibility standard and family assistance
benefit amount for a family of any given size
shall be 50 per centum of the poverty level
(as determined for such year under section
453 (c) ) for a family of such size.”

On page 98, line 22, insert “(a)” immedi-
ately after “Sec, 403."”.

On page 100, between lines 9 and 10, insert
the following new subsection:

“(b) Section 1108(e) of the Social Security
Act (as amended by subsection (a) of this
section) is further amended, effective with
respect to fiscal years commencing after
June 30, 1973—

“(1) by striking out ‘the 8500, $300, and
$1,500 in such section 422(a), the $500 and
$300 in such section 442(b)' and inserting
in lieu thereof *‘the applicable eligibility
standard and family assistance benefit
amount referred to in such sections 442(a)
and 442(b), and the $1,500 in such section
442(a)"; and

“(2) by striking out ‘such §500, 300, $1,500,
$500, #300' each place it appears therein
and inserting in lleu thereof ‘such applica-
ble eliglbility standard and family assistance
benefit amount or such $1,600"; and .

On page 28, line 12, insert ' (A)” immedi-
ately after ““(1)".

On page 28, line 15, strike out *(2)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(B)".

On page 28, line 16, strike out *(2)" and
insert in lleu thereof “(B)".

On page 28, lines 16 and 17, strike out
“each year, beginning with 1970" and insert
“1970 and 1971,

On page 28, line 19, strike out “paragraph
(1)” and insert in lieu thereof *subpara-
graph (A)".

On page 20, line 8, strike out *(3)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(C)".

On page 29, between, lines 11 and 12, in-
sert the following:

“(2) (A) In the case of fiscal years after
1971, the ‘poverty level’, for purposes of
this part and part D, for a family group of
any given size shall be the amount deter-
mined with respect to such year by the Secre-
tary pursuant to subparagraph (B).

“{B) (1) The Secretary shall determine
the poverty level for families of various sizes
for any fiscal year during the month of Feb-
ruary of the preceding fiscal year. The pov-
erty level for a family of more or less than
4 members shall be designed to enable such
family to enjoy a standard of living equiva-
lent to that enjoyed by a family of 4 mem-
bers which 1s at the poverty level.

“(ii) The poverty level for a family of 4
members shall be a yearly amount equal (I)
to the amount produced by multiplying by
3 the low-cost food budget for a year (as
most recently determined by the Secretary
of Agriculture for a family of 4 members),
plus (II) a per centum of such amount
equal to the per centum of increase, if any,
which has occurred in the average cost-of-
living (as determined by the price index)
during the period commencing with the date
that the data with respect to such budget
was obtained and ending on the last day of
the month preceding the February in which
such poverty level is established. In deter-
mining the poverty level, the Secretary may
take into account regional differences in the
cost of living.”

AMENDMENT No. 801

On page 5, strike out lines 12 through
15, and insert in lieu thereof the following:
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“(A) in the case of any fiscal year prior
to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974—

“(1) $500 per year for each of the first two
members of the family, plus

“(ii) $300 per year for each additional
member, and

“(B) In the case of the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974 and any fiscal year ending
thereafter, the applicable eligibility stand-
ard (as determined under subsection (f)),
and”,

On Page 6, strike out lines 1 through 3,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

*(1) in the case of any fiscal year prior to
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974—

*{1) 8500 per year for each of the first two
members of family, plus

*(i1) #300 per year for each additional
member, and

“(2) in the case of any fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, and any fiscal year ending
thereafter, the applicable family assistance
benefit amount (as determined under sub-
section (f)), and ",

On page 7, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following new subsection:

“Applicable Eligibility Standard and Family
Assistance Benefit Amount

“{f) (1) For the fiscal year beglnning
July 1, 1973, and for each fiscal year there-
after, the Secretary shall determine the ap-
plicable eligibility standard and family as-
sistance benefit amount for families of dif-
ferent size.

“(2) The applicable standard and family
assistance benefit amount for a family of any
given size shall be determined on the basis
of the poverty level (as determined under
Sectlon 4563(c) ).

*(3) In the case of any fiscal year begin-
ning after June 30, 1973, and prior to July 1,
1974, the applicable eligibility standard and
family assistance beneflt amount for a fam-
ily of any given size shall be 50 per centum
of the poverty level (as determined for such
year under Section 453(c) for a family of
such size.

“(4) In the case of any fiscal year begin-
ning after June 30, 1974, and prior to July 1,
1975, the applicable eligibility standard and
family assistance benefit amount for a fam-
ily of any given size shall be 60 per centum
of the poverty level.

“(56) In the case of any flscal year begin-
ning June 30, 1975, and prior to July 1, 19786,
the applicable eligibility standard and fam-
ily assistance benefit amount for a family
of any given size shall be T0 per centum of
the poverty level (as determined for such
year under Section 453(c) for a family of
such size,

“(6) In the case of any fiscal year begin-
ning after June 30, 1976, and prior to July
1, 1977, the applicable eligibility standard
and family assistance benefit amount for
a family of any glven size shall be B0 per
centum of the poverty level (as determined
for such year under Section 453(c)) for a
family of such size.

“(7) In the case of any fiscal year hegin-
ning after June 30, 1977 and prior to July
1, 1978, the applicable eligibility standard
and family assistance benefit amount for a
family of any given size shall be 90 per cen-
tum of the poverty level (as determined for
such year under Section 453(c)) for a family
of such size,

“(8) In the case of any flscal year begin-
ning after June 30, 1978 the applicable eligi-
bility standard and family assistance bene=-
fit amount for a family of any given size
shall be 100 per centum of the poverty level
(as determined for such year under Section
453(e) ) for a family of such size.’

On page 9, line 21, insert (A) as to ‘any
fiscal year prior to the fiscal year 1975,"” im=
mediately after “(4)".
¢ On page 9, after line 25 insert the follow=
ing: “(B) as to any fiscal year after the fis-
cal year beginning July 1, 1974 such amounts
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and percentages of the total income as the
Secretary may by regulation prescribe.”

On page 98, line 22, insert “(a)"” imme-
diately after "Sec. 403."

On page 100, between lines 9 and 10, Insert
the following new subsection:

“{b) Section 1108(e) of the Soclal Security
Act (as amended by subsection (a) of this
section) is further amended, effective with
respect to fiscal years commencing after June
30, 1973—

“{1) by striking out ‘the $500, $300, and
$1,500 in such section 442(a), the $500 and
$300 in such section 442(b)’' and inserting
in lleu thereof ‘the applicable eligibility
standard and family assistance benefit
amount referred to in such sections 442(a)
and 442(b), and the $1,500 in such section
442(a)"; and

*(2) by striking out ‘such $500, $300, $1,500,
$500, 8300’ each place it appears therein and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘such applicable
eligibility standard and family assistance
benefit amount or such $1,500; and”.

On page 28, line 12, insert “(A)" imme-
diately after ““(1)".

On page 28, line 15, strike out “(2)"” and
insert in lieu thereof “(B) ".

On page 28, line 186, strike out “(2)"” and
insert in lieu thereof “(B) ™.

On page 28, lines 18 and 17, strike out
“each year beginning with 1970" and insert
1970 and 1971"".

On page 28, line 19, strike out “paragraph
(1)"” and insert in lieu thereof “subparagraph
(a)™.

On page 29, line 8, strike out *(3)" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “(C) ™.

On page 29, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

“{2) (A) In the case of fiscal years after
1971, the ‘poverty level’, for purposes of this
part and part D, for a family group of any
given size shall be the amount determined
with respect to such year by the Becretary
pursuant to subparagraph (B).

“{B) (1) The Secretary shall determine the
poverty level for families of various sizes for
any fiscal year during the month of Febru-
ary of the preceding fiscal year. The poverty
level for a family of more or less than 4
members shall be designed to enable such
family to enjoy a standard of living equiva-
lent to that enjoyed by a family of 4 members
which is at the poverty level.

“(ii) The poverty level for a family of 4
members shall be a yearly amount equal (I)
to the amount produced by multiplying by 3
the low-cost food budget for a year (as
most recently determined by the Secretary
of Agriculture for a family of 4 members),
plus (II) a per centum of such amount equal
to the per centum of increase, if any, which
has occurred in the average cost-of-living (as
determined by the price index) during the
period commencing with the date that the
data with respect to such budget was ob-
tained and ending on the last day of the
month preceding the February in which such
poverty level is established. In determining
the poverty level, the Secretary may take
into account regional differences in the cost
of llving.”

AMENDMENT No. 802
On page 27, line 13, strike out “80 per
centum” and insert in lieu thereof “the Fed-

eral medical assistance percentage (as defined
in section 1905(b) )”.

AMENDMENT No. 803

On page 23, line 21, insert “(1)"” immedi-
ately after “(a)”.

On Page 24, beginning on line 3, strike out
“by application of the standard for deter-
mining need under the plan of such State
as in effect for January 1970 (which stand-
ard complies with the requirements for ap-
proval under part A as in effect for such
month) or, If lower, a standard equal to the
applicable poverty level determined pursuant
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to section 453(c) and in effect at the time
of such payments, or such higher standard
of need as the State may apply,” and insert
in lieu thereof “by the application of a stand-
ard for determining need which meets the
requirements of paragraph (2),”.

On page 24, line 25, insert after the period

the following: “Such regulations shall re-
quire that payments shall not be less than
payments which would have been made by
any State if the standard of such State met
the requirements of paragraph (2)(A) (i1)
and if 100 per centum of need were met un-
der such standard.”
- On page 24, after line 25, insert the follow-
ng:
“(2) A standard for determining need of
any State meets the requirements of this
paragraph if—

“(A) such standard is not less than which-
ever of the following is the higher—

“(1) the standard for determining need
under the plan of such State as in eflect for
January 1970 (which standard complies with
the requirements for approval under part A
83 in effect for such month), or

“(i1) in the case of any period prior to
July 1, 1973, a standard for determining need
under which a family of 4 members, having
no other imcome or resources, will be de-
termined to need $1,800 per year, and under
which families having more or less than 4
members will be determined to have a need
which will enable such families to enjoy a
standard of living equivalent to that enjoyed
by such a family of 4 members or

“(B) if lower than the higher of the stand-
ards referred to in subparagraph (A), which
are applicable, a standard equal to the ap-
plicable poverty level determined pursuant
to section 453(c) and In effect with respect
to the period in question, or

“(C) if higher than the standard deter-
mined under this paragraph without regard
to this subparagraph, such standard as the
State may provide.”

AMENDMENT No. 804
On page 20, line 18, insert *“(except a
mother or other relative of a child, under the
age of sixteen, who is caring for such child)"
immediately after “individual”,

AMENDMENT No. B0O5

On page 43, beginning with the word
“Such” on line 11, strike out all before the
period on line 13, and insert in lieu thereof
“The Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare shall take such measures as may
be necessary to assure that each child re-
ceiving care under any project receiving as-
sistance under this section will receive such
educational, health, nutritional, and related
Bervices, as may be necessary to help such
child achieve his full potential”.

AMENDMENT No. 806

On page 42, line 23, after the period in-
sert: “The terms ‘tralning’ and ‘employ-
ment’, as used in the preceding sentence,
include training or employment on a part-
time basis as well as on a full-time basis.”

On page 43, line 14, insert *(1)” immedi-
ately after “(b)".

On page 43, between lines 20 and 21, insert
the following:

(2) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare (after consultation with the
Becretary of Labor) shall collect, publish,
and disseminate information, and shall
(after such consultation) supply technical
assistance, for the purpose of encouraging
and assisting employee groups, labor organi-
zations, joint labor-employer organizations,
as well as business interests to become in-
volved in the development and operation of
child care facllities. Sums appropriated to
carry out this section shall be avallable for
the purpose of carrying out this paragraph.”
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On page 44, between lines 2 and 3, insert
the following:

“(d) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare shall, in accordance with regu-
lations, pay to any member of a family partic-
ipating in manpower training under part C,
an allowance to defray the costs incurred by
such member for child care which such Secre-
tary deems necessary to enable such member
to participate In such training. The Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare is au-
thorized to enter into an agreement with the
Becretary of Labor under which the Secretary
of Labor, will as agent of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, make the
actual payment of allowances under this
subsection in the same manner as he makes
payment of the allowances authorized to be
made under section 432(a)(2). Funds ap-
propriated to earry out this section shall be
available for the payment of allowances under
this subsection,

“(e) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, in consultation with the Secre-
tary of Labor, shall establish such reporting
procedures as may be necessary or appropri-
ate to enable him to furnish the information
required to be provided to the Congress under
this subsection. The Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare shall submit with
respect to the fiscal year ending June 30,
1972, and each fiscal year thereafter to the
Congress a detailed report indieating (1) the
extent of the need for child care and related
services by individuals referred to in sub-
section (a) (1), and (il) the extent to which
existing child care and related services are
adequate to meet such need.”

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT IN IN-
CREASES IN BENEFITS UNDER
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. BO7

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I sub-
mit an amendment to H.R. 17550, the
bill which, besides increasing social se-
curity benefits makes certain changes
in the medicare and medicaid programs.
The amendment is proposed by me and
by my colleage, Senator ALLEN. One of
the changes proposed in the bill would
seriously and adversely affect skilled
nursing home care of elderly people
throughout the country.

The provision to which I refer is con-
tained in seetion 225 of HR. 17550, and
would reduce Federal matching funds
by one-third after a patient has been in
a skilled nursing home for more than
90 days in any given year.

Mr. President, this proposal is en-
tirely unrealistic. Patients who enter
skilled nursing homes are, on the aver-
age, not candidates for substantial re-
habilitation. Seven out of 10 such pa-
tients in the United States are T4 years
of age or older. Nearly half of them need
assistance in walking, and 25 percent
cannot walk at all. One-half of them
are confused mentally most of the time.
The average length of stay in a skilled
nursing home in the United States is
in excess of 2 years. It is sad, but true
that, in most instances, the skilled nurs-
ing home is the last home the patient
knows.

Mr. President, as I understand the
purpose of section 225, it must be to en-
courage the removal of patients from
skilled nursing homes into intermediate-
care facilities or back to their homes. I
think that this is highly desirable in
those cases where intermediate care or
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home care fits the needs of the patient
involved. But where a patient needs
skilled care, he should be able to get it.

Under our amendment, Mr. President,
the 90-day limitation would apply, ex-
cept in those cases where, pursuant to
the medical review provided for in other
sections of the bill, it is determined that
the patient needs skilled nursing home
care for a period longer than 90 days.

Mr. President, if our amendment is not
adopted, a few States might be able to
provide the funds necessary to finance
the long term care that is needed. Not
many States will be able to do that, how-
ever, and the result will be that skilled
nursing homes will not be able to con-
tinue operating, and skilled care will not
be available to those of our citizens who
need it.

I hope that the Senate Finance Com-
mittee will give its careful consideration
to this matter as it considers H.R. 17550.
It is our hope that the committee will see
fit fo write into the bill a provision such
as that proposed in our amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PACK~
woobp). The amendment will be received
and printed, and will be appropriately
referred.

The amendment (No. 807) was referred
to the Committee on Finance.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 808

Mr. PROXMIRE submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize ap-
propriations during the fiscal year 1971
for procurement of aircraft, missiles,
naval vessels, and tracked combat ve-
hicles, and other weapons, and research,
development, test, and evaluation for the
Armed Forces, and to prescribe the au-
thorized personnel strength of the Se-
lected Reserve of each Reserve compo-
nent of the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. PROXMIRE when he
submitted the amendment appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

AMENDMENT NO. 811

Mr. Muskie (for himself, Mrs. SMITH
of Maine, Mr, AIKEN, Mr. HarT, Mr. PELL,
Mr. ProxmIRE, Mr. WiLLiams of New Jer-
sey, Mr. Younc of Ohio, and Mr. Mc-
INTYRE) submitted an amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to House bill 17123, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be printed.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WEL-
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATION  BILL, 1971—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 809 AND 810
FULL FUNDING FOR MIGRANT HEALTH

Mr. WILLTAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I wish to commend Senator
MonpaLE for the outstanding series of
hearings conducted last week by the
Subcommittee on Migratory Labor. Sen-
ator MonpaLg, chairman of the Migra-
tory Labor Subcommittee, has brought to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

publie attention another powerful re-
minder that our national priorities must
be reordered and made to focus on
human problems as they exist today in
our own country.

Fortunately, we have already on the
law books, an appropriate and invalua-
ble vehicle for changing one of these pri-
orities: the Migrant Health Act of 1962.
And the shocking revelations in last
week’s hearings by the Field Founda-
tion's physician team tell us in no un-
certain terms that this act must be put
to work—that an all-out public com-
mitment—a new national priority—is
required to respond to the enormous
health needs of migrant children and
the migrant family generally,

The need for a massive effort in this
area is not news to me. As chairman of
the Migratory Labor Subcommittee from
1959 to 1969, I traveled in more than a
dozen States, visiting the migrant fami-
lies in their homes, in the fields, along
the roads and ditches, and thereby
learned firsthand of their critical health
needs.

My findings from these efforts, along
with the recommendation which became
the Migrant Health Act of 1962, were
set fortl. in the 1961 report of the Migra-
tory Labor Subcommittee. The impor-
tance of good migrant health to the pub-
lic at large, aside from humane concern
for migrants, was emphasized in that
report, and I quote:

Thelr needs for health services are far
from being met even though the conditions
under which they live and work are such
that their need for health services is greater
than normal, and even though their poor
health conditions Ifrequently pose a real
health hazard t0 communities through
which they travel * * =

A recent diphtheria epldemic in Hale
County, Texas, involving 72 cases of which
20 were among migratory farm families,
needlessly exposed the 37,000 residents of
Hale County to an expensive battle against
this dreaded and highly contagious disease,

On extraordinarily high infant mor-
tality rates among migrants, the 1961 re-
port stated:

The high migratory infant death rates pro-
vide further alarming evidence of the serious
health problems confronting the migratory
farm family. That the migratory infant
death rate is about double the normal death
rate can scarcely be attributed to anything
other than the lack of ordinary, proper
prenatal and postnatal care. Strong corrobh-
oration of this fact is found in the March
1960 report by the Ameriean Journal of Pub-
lic Health, which states that the mortality
rate of newborn infants whose mothers re-
ceived no prenatal care (48.8) was almost
214 times greater than the mortality rate of
all newborn infants (20.8).

This kind of evidence led to the enact-
ment of the 1962 Migrant Health Act,
which, in turn, led to additional facts
and information showing the great sever-
ity and scope of the migrant health
problem.

In opening the hearings on the 1968
extension of the Migrant Health Act, I
stated:

It is still the exception rather than the
rile, for the migrant farmworker and his
family to have avallable even the barest
minimum of medical services,

I also pointed out that 750,000 mi-
grants live and work outside the areas
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served by migrant health projects exist-
ing in 1968.

Our hearing record on the 1968 exten-
sion showed that this large group of
migrants, 750,000, not covered by the
health projects, but who incidentally
travel into 48 of the 50 States, had a
most alarming health profile. The group
included, by conservative estimates—

First, over 6,500 persons with diabetes
who are without adequate medical care;

Second, over 5,000 migrants with tu-
berculosis who are traveling and work-
ing with their disease undetected and un-
treated;

Third, over 300 children under the age
of 18 who have suffered cardiac damage
as a result of rheumatic fever. These
children are unlikely to receive treat-
ment for prevention of reinfection and
further cardiac damage. Such treatment
is ordinarily readily available to most
nonmigrant children in their commu-
nities;

Fourth, approximately 9,800 children
who have undiagnosed and untreated
iron deficlency anemia., This increases
their susceptibility for childhood infec-
tion and interferes with their normal
grow h and development;

Fifth, over 250 infants who will die in
the first year of life as a result of con-
genital malformation of disease. Early,
adequate medical care will not be avail-
able for these infants;

Sixth, over 16,000 expectant mothers
who will find it dificult to obtain pre-
natal care. Infant and maternal mortal-
ity can be expected to be significantly
higher under such conditions; and

Seventh, between 20,000 to 30,000 in-
dividuals who have enteric parasitic in-
festations—resulting in most cases from
poor sanitation. Such a problem is almost
r.onexistent in the general public.

The Field Foundation physicians, in
last week’s hearings, brought fresh and
direct corroboration of the severity and
the large-scale proportions of the mi-
grant health problem. Their report of
disease—much of it preventable, tuber-
culosis, for example, adds further to the
record of neglect that has been com-
piled for over a decade.

Yet, despite this massive and mount-
ing evidence of need, the migrants have
been consistently shortchanged in ob-
taining health justice. For the current
fiscal year, they are being shortchanged
under the Migrant Health Act by $5 mil-
lion.

The administration’s proposed $15
million—$5 million less than the $20
million authorized for fiscal 1971—means
thathealth justice for migrants amounts
to $15 per man, woman, and child when
the national per capita health expendi-
ture is nearly $300.

I propose that the administration’s re-
quested $15 million for migrant health
be exactly doubled, this year, to $30 mil-
lion. As mentioned earlier, we have a ve-
hicle on the law books which can be
readily used fo bring health justice to
migrants now, this year. In fact, we have
two vehicles, the Migrant Health Act of
1962 and the Migrant Assistance Pro-
visions of the Economic Opportunity
Act. Recognizing that public health re-
sources are unevenly organized through-
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out the country, those of us interested in
the migrant problem successfully ad-
vanced the migrant assistance provisions,
including migrant health, in the 1964
Economic Opportunity Act. So present-
ly, we have two instruments through
which the Congress and the administra-
tion can extend health care to migrants.

The amendments to H.R. 18515 which
I submit would increase the section 310
migrant health program of the Public
Health Service Act from $15 to $20 mil-
lion, the full amount authorized for
fiscal 1971; and would add $10 million
for migrant health to the OEO appro-
priation.

The increase of $15 million proposed
by these amendments would yield a total
migrant, health program of $30 million
for fiscal 1971. This would amount to
only $30 per migrant man, woman, and
child, compared to the national per
capita health expenditure of $300, or
roughly 10 percent of the cost of the
average citizen’s health care. While the
$30 million figure is obviously lower than
the national standard, the American
Public Health Association believes it
would establish a tolerable minimum
floor with which to provide necessary
services for those seasonal farmworkers
who require primarily emergency and
maternal care. For my part, I view the $30
million minimum as something to im-
prove upon in the very near future.

To label the plight of the migratory
workers as a “national disgrace” is, in
my mind, the classic case of understate-
ment. The English language is truly in-
adequate to describe the callous indiffer-
ence, the criminal neglect, of which our

society has been guilty in respect to this
problem.

They are the inheritors of Tohacco Road,
and there is a strong flavor of slavery in
thelr lives—

As a Sunday, July 26, Washington Star
editorial put it.

The Washington Star editorial suc-
cinctly stated my view on another point,
and I quote:

There is documentation aplenty—the need

now is for commitments by Congress and
the White House.

As a starter, the new White House Coun-
cill on Rural Affairs should develop an in-
terest in salvaging the migrants, It might
begin by pushing for improved delivery of
present underefficient and wunderfinanced
health, education and antipoverty assistance
which migratory workers are supposed to
be recelving.

Financial help for the underfinanced
health program is precisely what my
amendments would provide, and I sin-
cerely hope these amendments will be
sympathetically received by the Appro-
priations Committee and the full Sen-
ate. T know they will be energetically
supported by numerous Members of this
body who share my concern for the peo-
ple who labor so hard to harvest our
crops and get so little in return. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Packwoop). The amendments will be
received and printed, and will be appro-
priately referred.

The amendments (Nos. 809 and 810)
were referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENTS NOS. 606, 687 AND 698

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent on behalf of the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. ProuTy), I ask unanimous
consent that, at the next printing, the
names of the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Scort), the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. CorTon), and the Sena-
tor from Hawaii (Mr. Fonc) be added
as cosponsors of Amendments Nos. 696,
697, and 698, to H.R. 17550, to amend the
Social Security Act to provide increased
benefits.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Packwoon) . Without objection, it is so
ordered.

CORRECTION OF RECORD FOR AN-
NOUNCEMENT OF HEARING: SEN-
ATE COMMITTEE ON AGING

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, the July 28, 1970, CoNGRES-
s1oNAL REecorp failed to list the date of
the Senate Committee on Aging's hear-
ing—in conjunction with the 93d annual
meeting of the American Bar Associa-
tion—in St. Louis, Mo., on “Legal Prob-
lems Affecting Older Americans.”

Testimony at the hearing will begin at
2:30 p.m. on August 11 at the Stouffers
Riverfront Inn.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOS-
PHERIC ADMINISTRATION

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on
July 9, 1970, the President transmitted
to Congress Reorganization Plan No. 4,
which proposed a National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration under the
Department of Commerce. Last year, I
introduced legislation to create an inde-
pendent NOAA. Extensive hearings were
held on this bill before the Oceanog-
raphy Subcommittee of the Commerce
Committee. As chairman of that sub-
committee, I have made an in-depth
review of the various proposals and, con-
sequently, I am very familiar with the
aspects of the reorganization plan. There
has been, in my judgment, unjustified
criticism of this reorganization plan; and
on July 28, a reselution was introduced
by Senator NeELsow to reject Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 4—Senate Resolution 433.

Senator Nerson testified before the
Subcommittee on Executive Reorgani-
zation of the Senate Government Op-
erations Committee, regarding his op-
position. I also testified before that sub-
committee in support of the plan; and,
to point out why I feel the objections
made to it are unjustified, I ask unani-
mous consent that a copy of my testi-
mony be printed in the REcorD.

There being no objection, the testi-
mony was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

TESTIMONY BY SENATOR ERNEST F HoLLINGS

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportu-
nity to appear before this distinguished Sub-
committee to speak about Reorganization
Plan No. 4, to establish a National Oceanic
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and Atmospheric Administration in the De-
partment of Commerce. I agree with the
President that it 18 a “sound and significant
beginning”, And I support the proposed re-
organization.

Congressional interest In strengthening
our Nation’s ocean programs dates back at
least to 1069. At that time the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Commerce,
Senator Magnuson, began attempts to
strengthen our national marine programs.
We went from complete disarray and lack
of coordination of Federal marine programs
in the late 1950’s, to administrative steps
within the Executive Branch to coordinate
oceanographic programs through the Inter-
agency Committee on Oceanography, begin-
ning in 1962. When the Interagency Commit-
tee on Oceanography proved Insufficient to
the task, we moved to the establishment of
the Cabinet-level National Councll on Marine
Resources and Engineering Development in
1966, But the Council was conceived as a
temporary expedient until a more permanent
structure could be created.

Concurrent with the creation of the Coun-
cil was establishment of the Commission on
Marine Scilence, Engineering and Resources
to study our national oceanic needs, and
charged with a responsibility to recommend
a Federal civil marine organization, In Janu-
ary 1969, after two full years of study, the
Marine Sclence Commission submitted its
report, “Our Nation and the Sea” to the
President and the Congress. The Commission
recommended creation of an Iindependent
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency.
That Agency, or NOAA, would be composed
of most of the agencies and programs that
the President now proposes to place In the
Department of Commerce, plus the Coast
Guard. Based on fiscal year 1970 employ-
ment and budget, the Marine Science Com-
mission’s independent agency would contain
55,000 people and have an $800 million budg-
et. By contrast, the present proposal is for
an administration consisting of 13,000 people
and a budget in excess of $300 million when
reimbursable expenses are taken into ac-
count.

The type of leadership we need for our
marine and atmospheric programs was rec-
ommended by the Marine Sclence Commis-
slon and spelled out in detall in a bill T in-
troduced earlier in this Congress, 8. 2841,
Essentially we need an agency with a broad
range of responsibilities and capabilities in
the marine and atmospheric environments.
NOAA is not conceived solely as an oceano-
graphic agency, devoted only to the science
of the ocean. NOAA is conceived as a socially
and scientifically relevant agency. The devel-
opment of sclentific and technological ca-
pabilities and services for the Natlon will be
important functions for the new admin-
istration. But equally important are the eco-
nomie, environmental, legal, political, diplo-
matic, and other soclal activities relevant to
NOAA's responsibilities. Its responsibilities
would begin in the coastal zone of the United
States and extend to the global seas.

Mr. Chairman, without trying to preempt
the jurisdiction of this Subcommittee over
Reorganization Plan No. 4, the Subcommittee
on Oceanography held a closed briefing ses-
sion Monday morning, July 27, at which the
Under Secretary of Commerce answered many
questions posed by our Subcommittee. I have
a copy of the transcript of that briefing ses-
sion which I would like to offer for the use
of your Subcommittee, We do not plan to
make this transeript public until the Sub-
committee on Executive Reorganization has
had an opportunity to complete its hearings
and to make whatever use it wishes of the
information contalined in it. I think that you
may find it particularly helpful for its in-
quiry into the organizational structure of
the new NOAA, as presently contemplated by
the Department of Commerce.
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Yesterday, Mr. Chairman, Senator Nelson
introduced a resolution to reject Reorganiza~
tion Plan No. 4, and in his testimony before
you stated that “Congress should thoroughly
consider all of the ramifications not only of
this proposal but of the numerous alterna-
tives that have been proposed in high level
reports and in legislation now pending in
Congress."” Senator Nelson stated that the
purpose of Reorganization Plan No. 4 was not
clear to him, and Senator Muskie observed
in response that he feels that it Is incon-
sistent to combine both environmental pro-
tection and development in the same agency.
I want to address most of my remaining re-
marks to these concerns and hope to con-
tribute to a thorough understanding of the
proposal.

The NOAA concept had its genesis in the
Marine Science Commission, chaired by Dr.
Julins A. Stratton, the Chairman of the
Ford Foundation, and formerly President of
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

The Marine Science Commission included
fifteen members from government, industry,
academic institutions, and represented not
only the oceanographic sciences but also
legal, economic, and political interests. Mr,
Chairman, I would like to insert here in the
record a list of the members of the Commis-
sion. In addition to those members, close
lalson was maintained with both the House
and the Senate. Senators Magnuson and Cot-
ton were advisers from the Senate, and Con-
gressmen Lennon and Mosher were the House
advisers.

The Commission approached its work by
establishing seven panels to examine and
assess areas of marine activity: baslc sclence;
marine engineering and technology; mariné
resources; environmental monitoring and
the management of the coastal zone; indus-
try and private investment; international

issues; and education, manpower, and train-
ing. These panels traveled throughout the
country, heard and received statements and

advice from over 1000 people, and after two
years of study published their report, “Our
Natlon and the Sea."” But in addressing the
matter of Federal organization assigned to
them in the enabling legislation, the Com-
mission did so only after a list of specific
national objectives In the marine environ-
ment had been compiled.

The Marine Science Commission recom-
mended creation of an independent Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency con-
sisting of: Coast Guard; the Environmental
Science Services Administration; the Bu-
reau of Commercial Fisheries; the powers,
function, and duties of the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife regarding marine and
anadromous fisheries; the U.S. Lake Survey
of the Corps of Engineers; the Natlonal
Oceanographic Data Center; and the Sea
Grant Program fof the National Sclence
Foundation.

Last year I introduced S, 2841 to implement
the Stratton Commission recommendation
and to create a National Advisory Committee
for Oceans and Atmesphere. The Commerce
Committee’s Subcommittee on Oceanography
held extensive hearings on 8. 2841 this past
spring, and recently published them in a 771-
page volume. I would be pleased to have
coples of the hearings made available to your
Subecommittee, for the rationale for such an
agency and the need for a strong national
oceanic and atmospheric program is clearly
expressed throughout the many pages of
testimony.

Senator Nelson stated yesterday that the
purposé of Reorganization Plan No, 4 is un-
clear to him. I can well understand why in
lght of what has appeared so far, and would
like to offer nine objectives of the new
NOAA, taken from S. 2841 and consistent
with the recommendations of the Stratton
Commission. The new NOAA should encour-
age, develop, and sustain a national pro-
gram in the marine and atmospheric en-
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vironments, conducted so as to contribute
to these objectives:

1. The accelerated development and use
of marine resources consistent with sound
resource management practices and in
knowledge of the effects of such develop-
ment and use on the marine environment.

2. The expansion of human knowledge of
the marine and atmospheric environments.

3. The encouragement of private invest-
ment enterprise in exploration, technologi-
cal development, marine commerce, and eco-
nomic utilization of the resources of the
marine environment, consistent with sound
resources management practices.

4, The development and improvement of
the capabilities, performance, use, and effi-
clency of vehicles, equipment, and instru-
ments for use in exploration, research, mon-
itoring and prediction, surveys, the recovery
of resources, and the conversion and trans-
mission of energy in the marine and at-
mospheric environments.

5. The advancement of education and
tralning in marine and atmospheric science,
technology, and technical services, and so-
cial studies related to the marine and atmos-
pheric environments,

6. The advancement of capability to ob-
serve and predict environmental changes,
and ultimately to modify the environment,
in order to enhance the safety and welfare
of the public and to permit more efficient
use of the oceans and the atmosphere.

7. The effective use of scientific and engi-
neering resources of the Nation, with close
cooperation among, all interested agencies,
public and private, in order to avoid un-
necessary duplication of effort, facilities, and
equipment in marine and atmospheric pro-
grams.

8. The preservation of the role of the
United States as a leader In marine and at-
mospheric activities and in marine resource
development and conservation,

9. The coooperation by the United States
with other nations and with international
organizations in marine and atmospheric ac=
tivities when such cooperation is in the na-
tional interest.

Mr, Chairman, there is nothing inherent
in the creation of a new NOAA in the De-
partment of Commerce that would prevent
acomplishment of these objectives. The Sub-
committee on Oceanography would actively
seek to have these objectives fulfilled by the
new NOAA if the Congress approves Reor-
ganization Plan No. 4. A blueprint for them
was lald out by the Stratton Commission.
They show a great concern for the quality of
the marine environment. And that was one
of the main reasons the Stratton Commis-
slon recommended creation of a NOAA. Ma-
rine programs have been in such disarray
that to attempt to harvest the riches of the
oceans without better Federal organization
and national programs for wise resource
management could only lead to environmen-
tal disaster.

Senator Muskie’s concern that environ-
mental protection and resource development
not be lodged in the same agency is cer-
tainly well founded when one looks at the
difficulties that the Department of the In-
terior has had over the years. But, Mr, Chair-
man, the problem of Santa Barbara, the
problem of Machiasport and Hilton Head,
is how are we going to provide for the needs
of our people without destroying the very
environment on which we rely to survive?
The problem is not going to be solved by one
Federal agency. Not by an Environmental
Protection Agency alone. Not by a NOAA
alone. And certainly not by the Corps of En-
gineers alone! Just as the bumper stickers
say that “The population bemb is everybody's
baby”, environmental quality is every-
body's responsibility. As we develop resources
for the well-being of our people, we must all
be involved in understanding what adverse
impacts that development will have, and
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move to avold those adverse impacts or mini-
mige them. We must draft our laws to re-
quire that those adverse impacts will be
avolded or minimized. We must insist that
our laws, our Federal and national programs,
be'administered with environmental impacts
fully in mind, All of us are involved—the
Executive Branch; the Congress in its legis-
lative and oversight functions; our courts;
our State and local governments; our indus-
try; all of us. And if we find that agencies
charged both with developing and protecting
resources do not adequately protect the en-
vironment, there are many ways to call them
to task. Certainly Senator Muskie’s Subcum-
mittee on Air and Water Pollution has been
ingenious in devising legislative checks and
balances to enhance environmental guality.
The Section 21(b) authority of the Water
Quality Improvement Act of 1870 is an ex-
cellent example. The Subcommitee on Ocean-
ography approves Reorganization Plan No. 4.

Shortly after the proposed reorganization
was inadvertently made public, Mr. Chair-
man, the Subcommittee on Oceanography
made a survey of reaction in key commit-
tees in the Senate and the House, and can-
vassed many top members of the oceanog-
raphy and conservation communities. There
was a surprising unanimity of response; they
were pleased that the proposal i1s as strong
ag it is; disappointment that the agency is
not proposed to be independent and include
the Coast Guard, but favorable nonetheless.
Dr, Stratton and Dr. Edward Wenk, former
Executive Secretary of the National Council
on Marine Resources and Engineering Devel-
opment, were among those we consulted and
who responded favorably to the proposal.
One observer in the National Academy of
Sciences summed up the responses well
when he sald it is a “damned good begin-
ning.” Certainly important in my own deci-
sion to support the proposal was the degree
to which support for an independent NOAA
disappeared in the House of Representatives
when the President made his proposal. And
that is the situation today.

I support a strong national oceanic and at-
mospheric program, Mr. Chairman. The pro-
posal sent to the Congress by the President
has been well thought out. It makes substan-
tive sense. But I am a political pragmatist
also, and this is what we can attain now.
And after more than ten years of Federal
disorganization, the President’s proposal is
an important beginning. I urge that the Sen-
ate support creation of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration in the De-
partment of Commerce.

Thank you for this opportunity to appear
before you this morning, Mr. Chairman.

MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION ON MARINE
SCIENCE, ENGINEERING AND RESOURCES

Chalirman: Julius A. Stratton, Chalrman,
The Ford Foundation.

Vice-Chairman: Richard A. Geyer, Head,
Department of Oceanography, Texas A&M
University.

David A. Adams, Commissioner of Fish-
eries, North Carolina Department of Conser-
vation and Development,

Carl A. Auerbach, Professor of Law, Uni-
versity of Minnesota.

Charles F. Baird, Under Secretary of the
Navy.

Jacob Blaustein, Director,
Company (Indiana).

James A, Crutchfield, Professor of Eco-
nomics, University of Washington.

Frank C. DiLuzio, Assistant Secretary, Wa-
ter Pollution Control, Department of the In-
terior.

Leon '  Jaworskl, Attorney, Fulbright,
Crooker, Freeman, Bates & Jaworski.

John A. EKnauss, Dean, Graduate School of
Oceanography, University of Rhode Island.

John H. Perry, Jr., President, Perry Publi-
cations, Inc., Florida.

Taylor A. Pryor, President, The Oceanic
Foundation, Hawaii.

Standard Oil
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George E. Reedy, President, Struthers Re-
search & Development Corp., Washington,
D.C.

George H. Sullivan, M.D., Consulting Seci-
entist, General Electric Reentry Systems.

Robert M. White, Administrator, Environ-
mental Science Services Administration, De-
partment of Commerce.

Congressional Advisers: Norris Cotton, U.S.
Senator; Warren G. Magnuson, U.S. Senator;
Alton A, Lennon, U.S. Representative;
Charles A. Mosher, U.S. Representative.

GREAT JOB IN RESPONSIBLY CUT-
TING DEFENSE WASTE BY REPRE-
SENTATIVE MINSHALL

Mr, PROXMIRE, Mr, President, the
Subcommittee on Department of Defense
Appropriations of the House Appropri-
ations Committee has saved the tax-
payers more money than has any other
subcommittee in Congress. I say this
with full respect for the excellent work
done by the Senate Defense Appropri-
ations Subcommittee. As the top ranking
Republican on the subcommittee, Rep-
resentative BrL. MINsHALL plays a key
role in making these savings, along with
the great work of the chairman, Repre-
sentative GEorGE MAHON.

There is no magic in the accomplish-
ments of the committee. Long, hard hours
of study, research, analysis, and inter-
rogation of generals, admirals, secre-
taries, and others from the Pentagon
are required to get the job done. The 11-
man subcommittee has a permanent staff
of only six to assist it, but the years of
experience of the members have given
them sufficient experience and insight
into Defense Department programs to
enable them to sponsor reductions total-
ing billions without cutting the muscle
of our Nation’s military forces.

In the past 3 years alone, in acting on
the annual defense appropriation bills,
a total of $11.4 billion in savings has
been recommended by the Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee and subse-
guently enacted by Congress.

When the supplemental bills, of which
there are one or two every year, are in-
cluded, the reductions in the past 3 years
made by the subcommittee total $12,437,-
724,000.

Representative MinNsHALL became a
member of the Defense subcommittee in
January of 1959. Since then, he has par-
ticipated in making reductions totaling
almost $15.5 billion in this subcommittee
alone. In addition, he has served on
other subcommittees, such as Independ-
ent Offices, in which the NASA budget
is included, and the Department of
Transportation Subcommittee. Impor-
tant savings have been made by those
subcommittees.

Bror MinsHALL and the Subcommittee
on Defense Appropriations have played
a major role in the termination of such
unneeded or unworkable military pro-
grams as the F-111B Navy fighter, the
Manned Orbiting Laboratory, and the
BOMARC unmannec interceptor of the
Air Force and the Mauler mobile anti-
aircraft missile of the Army. Numerous
contributions have been made in the
areas of personnel utilization, logistics
management, and financial procedures.

Many reductions made by the commit-
tee have been relatively small amounts
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but have stopped unnecessary programs
which would have cost billions if allowed
to continue. A recent example is the Mal-
lard communications system which was
terminated last year with a cut of only
$5 million, but which would have cost
$2.5 billion if continued to completion.
Such savings would total several times
more than the $15.5 billion in actual dol-
lars deleted from the budget.

The hard scrutiny given by the sub-
committee to requests for spending has
undoubtedly deterred the Pentagon from
ever requesting billions of dollars worth
of low priority or uncertain programs.

The Government, under our system of
checks and balances, only works well
when the watchdogs of the public purse
really watch and know how to bite as
well as bark. Only men of experience,
only men who fully understand and have
put in the long hours required, can
cope with the pressures for unneeded
expenditures.

The caliber of the men on the Defense
Appropriations Subcommittee is evi-
denced by the fact that one of them was
chosen by President Nixon to be his Sec-
retary of Defense. Mel Laird gained his
knowledge of defense matters in the
same room and in the same time period
as BiLn MiwsHALL, This is indicative of
the high regard which not only the Presi-
dent but official Washington generally
hag for the Members and the work of the
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria-
tions.

DETROIT MEETING'S RESOLUTION
ON CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it was
my privilege to serve as a member of the
Captive Nations Week Committee spon-
sored by the Captive Nations Committee
of Metropolitan Detroit and American
Friends of Anti-Bolshevik Bloc of Na-
tions.

The recent observance of Captive Na-
tions Week was concluded in Detroit with
a mass meeting at which a resolution
pledging continued support for the peo-
ples of the captive nations was adopted.

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

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION

Whereas: The people of Detroit having
gathered for a mass meeting on July 18, 1970,
at the Veteran’s Memorial Building to con-
clude the observance of the Captive Nations
Week which included appropriate prayers,
ceremonies, and activities; expressing their
sympathy with and support for the just
aspirations of captive peoples for freedom
and independence; and

Whereas: The desire for liberty and inde-
pendence by the overwhelming majority of
peoples presently enslaved in Poland, Hun-
gary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Cgzechoslovakia,
Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Rumania,
East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland China,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North Eorea,
Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia,
Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, North Vietnam,
Cuba, and others; and

Whereas: The freedom loving peoples of
the captive nations look to the United States
as the citadel of human freedom and to the
people of the United States as leaders in
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bringing about freedom and independence;
and

Whereas: The majority of the peoples of
Detroit are linked to these captive natlons
through the bands of family and who
through nativity or ancestry, treasure the
heritage which endowed them with the cul-
ture and industry which are theirs:

Now therefore, be 1t resolved: That we
pledge our support to our President and his
policy to contain the spread of communism
in Southeast Asia and other parts of the
world; and

We request the President to Initiate a
strong program against imperlalistic policies
of Russlan Communists who have enslaved
and subjected millions of people; and

We condemn the commemorations held
under the auspices of the United Nations
honoring the centennial birthday of Lenin,
thus highlighting and honoring the father of
terror and genocide; and

We request the United Nations De-Coloni-
allzation Committee to fulfill its duty and
take up the case of Soviet Colonialism in the
world; and

We request our government to increase and
expand the operations of the United States
Information Agency, especially increasing the
number of hours of broadcast by the Voice
of America to the peoples of the captive na-
tions; and

We further request the United States Con-
gress to create a special committee on the
Captive Nations in the House of Representa-
tives; and

We pledge to avail ourselves and our
organized activities to combat communistie
imperialism on all moral and legal grounds,
as spokesmen for the oppressed, until the
captive nations are free again; and

Be it resolved that copies of this Resolu-
tion be sent to the President, Secretary of
State, United States Ambassador to the
United Nations, United States Senators from
Michigan, members of the United States
House of Representatives from Michigan, the
Governor of the State of Michigan, and the
Mayor of the City of Detroit.

U.S. PATIENCE WEARS THIN AS
SEATO ALLIES COP OUT

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, re-
cently I read a wise and constructive edi-
torial entitled “U.S. Patience Wears Thin
as SEATO Allies Cop Out,” written by
John S. Knight.

In that Mr. Knight's column expresses
much of my own thinking, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD,

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

U.S. PATIENCE WEARS THIN As SEATO ALLIES
Cop OUT

Secretary William P. Rogers, the State De-
partment's traveling man, is just discover-
ing what the rest of us have known for a
long time,

He learned at a Manila meeting of the
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization from
South Vietnam, South Korea, Thailand and
the Philippines that the United States must
not reduce its military, political or economic
“commitments” in the Pacific region in any
serious way.

According to Tad Szulc of the New York
Times, this view is likewise shared by Aus-
tralla, New Zealand and Japan although it
appears to be in conflict with the Nixon Doc-
trine for Asia which calls for a decline in
the American presence as Aslan countries
develop the ability to defend themselves.

SEATO, a collective defense pact devised by
the late John Foster Dulles in 1954, has been
used by Lyndon Johnson, Dean Rusk and now
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the Nixon administration as the rationaliza-
tion for our involvement in Indochina.

It is this so-called “commitment” which
has cost 42,919 American lives and another
282,966 wounded, to say nothing of countless
billlons in U.8. resources.

The treaty, despite the clalms of its sup-
porters, is not a binding legal instrument
and has no force or effect upon the United
States. Nevertheless and notwithstanding our
failure to act “in accordance with constitu-
tional processes,” each administration from
Kennedy to Nixon has upheld the fiction of
SEATO while ignoring the requirement to
consult with the Congress.

Members of SEATO, other than the United
Btates, are Britain, France, Australia, New
Zealand, Philippines, Pakistan and Thai-
land—all presumably interested In saving
Boutheast Asla from communism.

Since 1954, Britain and France have made
no contributions in men or money; Austra-
lia, New Zealand and the Philippines pro-
vided only token forces; Pakistan is disin-
terested and Thalland is miffed over U.S.
refusal to pay for Thal activities in
Cambodia.

In 1964, I warned that any involvement
In Vietnam would find the United States
without significant support from its allies
who had the most to lose in Indochina.

The U.S. casualty statistics and the pres-
ent plight of America will attest to the accu-
racy of that prediction.

But now come our frlends to beg us not
to leave, or even to reduce the “American
presence.” Secretary Rogers has reiterated
that the United States intends to remain a
Pacific power, and that the Nixon Doctrine
does not mean isolation but simply read-
Justment to the new realities of world and
domestic politics.

Even Japan, the strongest power in Asia,
would like to see us stay. Yet the Japanese
have made no contribution to the war—nor
are they bound to—while their cheaply pro-
duced exports are flooding American markets
to the detriment of U.B. industry and labor.

So we stand virtually alone, saddied
by a South Vietnamese economy in dis-
array and needing—according to President
Thieu—at least another §200 million to
achieve stability.

So the Nixon Doctrine of “Asians helping
Aslans” remains largely a myth. We can hire
mercenaries to assist the shaky government
of Camhodia but the Cooper-Church amend-
ment recently passed by the Senate may put
a stop to that, if the Senate conferees can
swap it for the House's Military Sales Bill.

Of incidental interest is the intelligence
that Thalland, which always has its hand
out, fought with Japan against the United
Btates in World War II.

Though our Mr. Rogers stated in Saigon
that the time has come for “real negotia-
tions—to end this war and bring to the peo-
ple of South Vietnam a fair and lasting
peace,” there is absolutely no hard evidence
to indicate that President Thieu and his gov-
ernment have the slightest interest in reach-
ing an accommodation with Hanoi.

As Parade magazine says in foday’s is-
sue, “The American public has not been told
the full truth about the extent of the US.
involvement in Cambodia any more than it
was told the truth about our military role in
Laos or how much it cost the U.S. taxpayer
to get the Filipinos, the South Eoreans, the
Thals and the Australians to support us in
Vietnam."

Although our incursion into Cambodia
has been heralded “as the greatest victory of
the war,” we have actually widened the area
of conflict and doubt.

What remains utterly incomprehensible is
the large body of opinion in the United States
which still prates about winning the war
even as President Nixon insists that we have
no such objective in mind.

Still others want to “draw a line” over
which no communist may trespass. Remem-
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ber the McNamara Line just below the de-
militarized gone in Vietnam? Or had you
forgotten about that fiasco?

A majority of the American people will side
with President Nixon so long as they are
convinced that he means to bring our
troops home on a definite timetable.

Yet public patience and falth are wearing
thin as the Asians beg for our continuing
presence and an endless flow of U.S, dollars.

The tragedy of our Indochina adventure
is that it will be recounted in history as an
egregious blunder.

Must we destroy America in a vain effort
to bring peace and brotherhood to an area
of the world where dissident peoples have
heen warring for centurles?

Are we willing to pay the price?

Are you?

THE MASS TRANSIT MUDDLE

Mr. BROOKE. Mr, President, once
again the talented columnist, James J.
Kilpatrick, has entered an eloquent plea
for a sensible transportation system.

There are few if any among us who
have not, at some point over the last few
weeks, struggled with the summer week-
end traffic. Whether it be in a short frip
to the airport on a Friday afternoon, or
a long trip to a function somewhere on
the eastern seaboard, we have encoun-
tered the tremendous traffic jams which
plague millions of our countrymen in
their efforts to travel from home to work,
or from work to a weekend of rest. The
population of our country, particularly
of the “megalopolis” which covers much
of the eastern half of the Nation, has in-
creased enormously. The ownership of
private automobiles has increased as well.
But what has not grown is the transpor-
tation system to accommodate all of the
people who want or need to travel.

Mr, Kilpatrick is performing a great
public service in pursuing this problem
through his widely-read column. I com-
mend it to the attention of Senators and
ask unamous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD,

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

TriP TOo BEaACH CoUuLp END TRANSIT IMPASSE
(By James J. Kilpatrick)

A great blow for progress might have been
struck this past weekend, if only it had been
possible to send the Congress, by private
automobile, to the Eastern Shore beaches.
Their eminences would have struggled back
to their chambers on Monday and roared
a mass transit bill to immediate enactment.

As 1t happens, members of the House and
Senate have too much sense to get on the
highways headed east out of Washington,
especially on a Baturday morning in July.
This past Saturday produced a traffic jam
that was stalled bumper to bumper on Route
50, over a stretch of 12 steaming miles, for
upwards of three hours.

Consider that monumental jaw: It offers
a spellbinding picture of America the afflu-
ent, America the addle-headed. Here were
a quarter of a million human beings, more
or less, shoe-hormed Iinto thelr cars with
inner tubes, beach umbrellas, bath towels
and bathing suits. They were plunging like
lemmings toward the sea.

Only they weren't plunging. They were
inching along, mostly in low gear, with tem-
pers and radiators boiling. Two-thirds of
these people were little people, and they all
had to go to the bathroom. They finally made
it to the beach by mid-afternoon. The bulk
of them stayed overnight, Then they fought
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their way back on Sunday afternoon. These
are presumptively Iintelligent people, not
idiots, and most of them will try it this
weekend again.

But this is lunacy, and the same lunacy
obtains across our land. For want of a bal-
anced transportation policy, we have become
captives of our own machines, hostages to
a national obsession that sees a net 10,000
automobiles added to our clogged highways
every day. In the process of building ever
wider freeways, we have ravished the coun-
try and ripped up our cities. And every day
it gets worse.

‘When do we come to our senses? On June
30, a House committee finally reported the
administration’s new mass transit bill, au-
thorizing $3 billion over the next five years
in loans and grants for improving public
transportation systems. It is a useful sum—
it is about double what the Senate has pro-
posed—but it is only a little more than the
federal government provides for highway
construction every 12 months. It is only a
patch on what needs to be done.

An answer has to be sought in a complete
reversal of transportation policies, by which
mass transit comes first and private autos
come second. Such a shift in emphasis won't
be easily achieved—the idea has little popu-
lar support but it has to come. Otherwise we
are caught on an expressway to chaos,

The plcture is not wholly bleak. Over the
past five years, the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Administration has provided $685 mil-
lion in capital grants, and another $105 mil-
lion for techniecal studies. With local match-
ing money, this has meant a billion-dollar
shot in the arm. Some Interesting possibili-
ties are taking shape. In September, the
UMTA will receive the results of a 15-month
Intensive study of mass transit prospects in
Dallas, Denver, Atlanta, Seattle and Pitts-
burgh. Such citles as Cincinnati, Dayton,
Los Angeles, Minneapolis, New Haven and
Philadelphia recently obtained grants to ex-
periment with new ideas in their urban
corridors. Here and there, in bits and dabs,
a good deal is being done.

Yet the situation does not really improve.
The transit industry is In deep trouble. Its
profits before taxes have dropped from $313
million in 1945 to a loss of $31 million in
1968. Passenger volume this year is running
nearly 6 percent below 1969 levels. Ten years
ago only 48 systems were publicly owned;
now there are 127. The more fares are in-
creased, the more riders are lost.

Maybe the House bill will help. Maybe.
But nothing of significant value will be
achieved until we get our priorities straight,
which is to say, until we decide that life
has to hold more than five broiling hours on
the road to Rehoboth Beach.

RESULTS OF U.S. OPERATIONS IN
CAMBODIA

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I in-
vite the attention of the Senate to an
article concerning the results of U.S.
operations in Cambodia, written by T. D.
Allman, and published in the Far East-
ern Economic Review of July 9. Mr. All-
man sums up the results in this way:

The fact remains that the U.S.-South Viet-
namese invasion was a blunder. Like some
gigantic personification of Gresham’s Law, 1t
seems to have achieved the exact reverse of
what was intended.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,

as follows:
EvEr WiDER

(By T. D. Allman)
Panvom PeEna.—Men were still dylng in
Cambodia last week and another nation—
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Thailand—was lusting after a piece of the
action.

In Peking, Prince Norodom Sihanouk, back
from a trip to Pyongyang, was confidently
pointing to the North Eoreans as military
allies if required. In the US, Richard Nixon
applauded his Cambodian excursion by deftly
making the successful withdrawal deadline
sound more significant than the invasion. In
Phnom Penh, Premier Lon Nol played poll-
tics and the red sodden soil of Cambodia,
which American bombers now may bomb but
which American boots may not tread, almost
certainly was home once again for the Viet-
cong and the North Vietnamese.

The problem the US now faces in Cam-
bodia—shoring a third front in an expand-
ing quicksand war while following the Nixon
Doctrine and keeping a “low posture”—is
rather like the dilemma confronting an archi-
tect commissioned to design a short sky-
scraper.

The fault, to be sure, does not lie 100%
in Washington, or even at American head-
quarters in Saigon. The CIA did not, as the
communists now aver, overthrow Sihanouk
on March 18. The US did not even rock the
boat first. It was only after the Cambodians
bad ousted Sihanouk themselves and North
Vietnamese and Vietcong troops had ad-
vanced to within 20 miles of Phnom Penh
that US and South Vietnamese troops
plunged in.

The fact remains that the US-South Viet-
namese invasion was a blunder. Like some
gigantic personification of Gresham’s Law,
it seems to have achieved the exact reverse
of what was intended. It:

Inflamed antiwar seniment at home rather
than reduced it, and made continued US in-
volvement in a wider Indochina war a cer-
tainty, rather than speeding, as hoped, a
withdrawal from that war

EReduced North Vietnam's interest, already
minimal, in the Paris talks by driving Hanol
and Sihanouk still deeper into Peking'’s arms

Drove communist troops deeper into Cam-
bodia, thus increasing pressure on the Lon
Nol government rather than, as intended,
reducing it.

The consequences of this latter backfire
have been particularly conspicuous in the
weeks surrounding the April 30 withdrawal
of US ground forces from Cambodia.

The withdrawal, unlike the invasion itself,
offered hawks and doves rare ground for com-
mon emotion, unhappiness. Observers tended
to divide themselves, between those who
thought America never should have come in,
and those who felt America should never
leave. The two positions, of course;, are not
mutually exclusive. And to the mutual un-
happiness, there was added an additional
element of unanimity. Except for those es-
pecially paid to deny it, it was universally
obvious that Cambodia had become, some
time between April 30 and June 30, America's
third Indochinese client state.

The relationship originally could have been
avoided with conséquences only less ago-
nising than those which probably will result
from it. On April 30, it was obvious that the
Vietnamese communists were on the verge
of turning the Lon Nol regime into a 100-
day Reich, and restoring Sihanouk with his
neutralist credentials reduced to the ap-
proximate value of Confederate savings
bonds.

America was faced with the choice of ac-
cepting a minor geopolitical disaster or risk-
ing a major one by trying to pull Lon Nol's
chestnuts out of the fire. Nixon made the
cholce, and from the moment the first Amer-
ican soldier crossed the frontier the US was
bound Irrevocably to make Cambodia, If
not an honest, at least a kept woman.

Nixonisation, as it currently is being prac-
tised in Cambodia, departs from the Nixon
Doctrine in that the US in fact continues to
pick up the tab and shoulder the responsi-
bilities, or pay others to seem to share them.
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It differs from the original US commitment
in Vietnam in that ft is unadmitted and all
the hope and moral conviction and real bellef
that the skin can, or should, be nailed to the
wall is gone. It differs from the US commit-
ment to Laos in that it can't be kept hid-
den, even for a short time.

Nixonisation, for all that, 1s produced by
the same factors that brought Vietnam and
Laos to the television screens of America: a
bureaucratic and military impulse to expand
rather than to contract; an unwillingness to
accept small defeats even at the risk of bigger
ones; and a really tragic Inability to assign
meaningful priorities’ of national interest.
And a power vacuum.

There is not, for the moment, a US AID pro-
grammee or a budget subsidy, or a support
fund to underwrite the increasingly worth-
less riel. But there is an economic attaché,
whose staffl will grow too. USIS now confines
itself mostly to showing films for the amuse-
ment of an expanding corps of resident jour-
nalists. But the possibility of libraries and
Cambodian-American associations *is under
study”. And won't the Cambodians need &
little help in psy-war too?

And the savings. “The appropriation (for
military expenditures) cannot be that big,”
says one important US officials. “'It is coming
out of the MAAG budget, which is only US
$350 million for the whole world.”

So the official aid total will be $20 million
or $30 million or maybe even $70 million if
the Nixon administration feels the senate
will swallow it.

But who is paying for the South Viet-
namese troops, and out of which allocations?
And for the Ehmer Erom? For the tactical
support missions? For the Thai and South
Vietnamese equipment that will come in from
Balgon and Bangkok, and be replaced in the
“donor” countries? It will come, all told, to
about $500 million. More next year.

For the moment, however, Nixonisation,
like Vietnamisation before if, s undoubtedly
having its impact. The Phnom Penh rickshaw
drivers are learning English; the Cambodians
officers are going off for training in America;
there are a lot of dead Vietcong out in the
woods; and for the moment, US fire-power
and South Vietnamese troops are keeping the
communists from Phnom Penh's door.

All this is being done as inconspicuously
as possible, For example, the US Embassy can
call or veto American alr strikes in Cambodia
but doesn’t boast about it. The military
attachés don't wear uniforms.

It's a great deal to do inconspicuously.
And what it really means is that Nixon ad-
ministration is grasping for victory, less and
less limited, as the way out. It is a tremen-
dous gamble, because now the whole of Indo-
china, not just South Vietnam, is at stake.

The short skyseraper is already the biggest
building in Phnom Penh, and it has just be-
gun to grow. But we shall have to walt a time
now to find out if hiding in the grass Cam-
bodian-style is any less sterile than the older
tactics of Laos and Cambodia, and was worth
forsaking the genuinely “low profile” Richard
Nixon promised when he took office.

SERIOUS PROBLEMS IN NORTH
VIETNAM

Mr, DOLE. Mr. President, it has be-
come obvious that the faint hearts in our
Nation would quit and surrender in
South Vietnam without ever considering
what the situation might be like in North
Vietnam.

They would have a nation of 200,000,-
000—a nation that is the strongest on
earth—knuckle under to a few million
rice farmers whose chief weapons are
courage and determination—things some
Americans appear to be short on.

July 30, 1970

But despite their courage and deter-
mination, all is not well with the North
Vietnamese.

A Japanese newsman who recently
toured that nation tells us, in fact, that
it suffers from serious problems.

United Press International published a
story yesterday, that I did not see in the
local newspapers, that quotes the Japan-
ese reporter.

In the hope that it may give new cour-
age to many who have felt the United
States must quit, accept defeat, sur-
render, and abandon the South Vietnam-
ese, I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the REcorb.

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

TorYo—A Japanese newsman who toured
North Vietnam and interviewed its leaders
sald Monday Hanol faces serious labor and
logistical problems and might be in real
trouble if the United States resumes bomb-
ing.
ngshigeru Usami of the Mainichl newspapers
said In a luncheon address that North Viet-
nam speaks hopefully of victory but, “I no~
tice there are serlous problems they have to
face.”

Usami, a China expert for the Mainichi,
one of Japan's national newspapers, spent
40 days in North Vietnam in May and June
and interviewed Premier Pham Van Dong
and Prince Norodom Sihanouk, the deposed
Cambodian ruler. He visited Hanol,
Haiphong, Vinh and other points,

“There Is a danger of the slackening of
morale of the people,” he said. “North Viet-
nam has a very serious labor shortage in
factories, Transportation is a bottleneck.

“In the agricultural area, the labor short-
age is very evident. I visited North Vietnam
at the busiest time of the year for farmers,
and I heard that agricultural cooperatives
could not handle thelr work.

“] saw many old men and old women,
housewives and young girls in their low teens
and young boys doing farm work. Judging
from such manpower shortages, there must
be a limit in human resources in their ex-
panding the war beyond Vietnam."

Usaml said the one-man concrete air raid
shelters placed every five yards on Hanol
streets are not-being maintalned.

“A year ago, the Hanol shelters were
cleaned once a week or so,” the Japanese
newsman said. “But in my 40 days, I saw
none of them cleaned. Terrible odors came
from the shelters and there was a general
abandonment. After rains, they are filled with
water and earth.”

Speaking of the shelter neglect, he said,
“if America resumes bombing of the north,
maybe North Vietnam will be in very serious
straits.”

SOURCES OF DISSENT — COM-
MENCEMENT ADDRESS BY ROB-
ERT S. MICHAELS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, it is
vitally important for all of us to know
the thoughts of emerging leaders of the
oncoming generation of Americans.

I was struck by the clear, strong views
set forth in the commencement address
delivered recently at the University of
California at Los Angeles by a young
citizen of my State.

Many will find much in his words that
they will disagree with, and certainly
much in his speech is controversial. I
trust, however, that no one of any age,
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of any generation, will quarrel with his
effort to relate the principles associated
with the founding of our Republic to the
challenges and crises of our time, nor
with his expressed devotion to “the very
form of government we all cherish so
deeply today.”

I ask unanimous consent that this
commencement address by Robert S.
Michaels, delivered June 18 at UCLA,
be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

SOURCES OF DISSENT

On July 4, 1776, a group of young men,
with high ideals, and long hair, met together
to determine the fate of this country. Their
purpose was to start a revolution .. . a rev-
olution which fostered the very form of gov-
ernment we all cherish so deeply today. They
recognized that men are endowed by their
Creator with certain inalienable rights, that
all men are created equal—that these truths
were self-evident. The very essence of their
beliefs, the nucleus of their protest was the
conviction that governments are instituted
among men to secure the rights of the popu-
lace—that these governments derive their
Jjust powers from the consent of the gov-
erned, and that when ever any form of gov-
ernment becomes destructive of that way
of life, that it is the obligation of the peo-
ple to alter or abolish it, and institute a new
government.

We, the youth of today, are not unlike our
founding fathers, in that both groups are
the idealists of their day. Our numbers are
greater, our arguments more pressing, our
purpose is to preserve the American way,
rather than to destroy it.

We are thinkers, foremost. Our best ap-
proach to change is through reasoned ar-
gument. The fodder for this rhetoric comes
from you, our parents, our teachers, and
from the generations that have come be-
fore us. You have raised us, directed our
thoughts and established within us the
frame of reference from which we will view
life. Our thoughts and actions are a direct
reflection of you—of what we see in you, of
what you really are. If you find us a contra-
diction, then the contradiction is in you!

All our lives we have been taught of the
glorious heritage that is ours as Americans,
and of how we must not forsake it. You
have given us the privilege to think and learn
in a free soclety, and for this we are most
appreclative. However, this opportunity has
made us selfish—we have been Immersed in
the idealism on which this country was
founded, and we do not intend to give it
up easily. The ideal citizen is more than an
individual who pays his taxes, or is willing
to sacrifice his life for the preservation of
the system. For you see, a long hard battle
was fought in the 1700's—a battle to estab-
Iish this as a government of the people. A
government controlled by the people through
their elected representatives. A government
in which you and I are to be consulted at
every step. Our forefathers sacrificed effi-
ciency solely to prevent one man from gain-
ing the power to rule millions. It was not
intended that the people blindly believe in
the president and do as he says, but rather
that the president consult all the people and
do as they request. The ideal citizen must
insure the preservation of our system of gov-
ernment as our forefathers intended it to be.
Now, we reach out to embrace this idealism,
this essence of America—Iit isn’'t there. We
cannot forsake this idealism, we cannot ac-
cept the bastardization of our government
by those who are entrusted with its pres-
ervation. Our beliefs will not be diluted by
life’'s experiences. We shall not yleld!

Thus, we protest. Protesting is an exten-
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sion of our thought processes. It is a tradi-
tional method of vocalizing our ideas, of
making democracy responsive, of fulfilling
our duty as citizens. In fact, it has been the
students protests which have brought about
the rapid mobilization for a quick and last-
ing peace abroad and a deep concern and
sensitivity to the domestic problems that
plague our society.

Education has been our foundation—seek-
ing to establish peace between man and
nature, and man and man has been our goal.
But the knowledge we have gained, has
brought with it fear, fear and insight into
what misunderstanding and lack of com-
munication is doing to our country. We see
what the public reaction Is to the small
amount of violence committed on the cam-
puses, yet there is little concern shown for
the blatant lack of due process exhibited
every day in the ghetto by the local author-
ities. We do our best to peacefully convey our
concern to you, yet we are branded as bums,
effite snobs, and threatened with a blood
bath. Our President has adopted the slogan,
“Bring us together"”, yet he and Vice Presi-
dent Agnew are dividing the country, per-
petrating a polarization of which they seem
to. have no appreciation. At a time when a
united front is of the essence, the president
is joining forces with the “hard hats” and
refusing to speak, let alone listen, to those
expressing dissatisfaction with his policies.
Our. president is surrounding himself with
advisers who share only his view point. This
has two important consequences . . . it does
not insure us of the best possible leadership
in a time of great need, and it prevents the
president from hearing the views of all the
people. Is our president a leader, or is our
president a ruler? We see a purposeful at-
tempt by our nations leaders to frustrate
minority interests, to slow down our strug-
gle for equality for all. We see our leaders
capitalizing on the hatreds and prejudices
of our citizens to elect a repressive govern-
ment. Americans are not a hostile or hateful
people . . . but if someone yells Nigger loud
enough, we elect George Wallace. If someone
yells student loud enough, we elect Ronald
Reagan. We view with horror the attempts
of our country to control dissent, to prevent
free speech—to choke the most cherished
right of our people.

We watch the Regents of this great Uni-
versity, who have chosen not to listen to
those who are best gualified to judge, mor
to obey the law of the land, but rather to
irrationally and arbltrarily restrict the in-
puts which we may receive in our quest for
knowledge—to fire a professor for her po-
litical beliefs.. This we cannot stand for!
The entire ugly mask of censorship looms
over our heads threatening to envelop every-
thing we cherish, repressing all creative in-
tellectual activity and stifiing the very brains
of our country. But most we fear the chang-
ing role of our nation in world affairs from
one of big brother, used in the sensec of one
who helps a smaller brother to become self-
sufficient, to one of being big brother in the
Orwelllan concept, as expressed in his novel,
“1984."

The heightened campus protests this
Spring might have gone the way of other
previous demonstrations, suffering a death
due to apathy and frustration. But then
came Kent State. It was no longer blacks in
Augusta, students at Orangeburg or Jack-
son State. It was white students in Ohlo,
It was you and me, all of us, anyone trying
to think and question in a peaceful way.
We have been wounded, we have tasted
blood, and we are no longer the same.

In every stage of these oppressions we
have petitioned for redress in the most hum-
ble terms; our separated petitions have been
answered only by repeated injury. The pres-
ent conditions are not without warning.
There is still time to work with us, to make
America a real democracy—to promote un-
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derstanding among all men—to bring equal-
ity to all peoples. We wait no longer. Join
us . . . we are America.

We seek justice, equality and the freedom
which is ours as Americans.

All we ask is peacel

A LESSON IN REVERSE

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, during
the past few months we have witnessed
an amazing and heartening demonstra-
tion of political awareness and involve-
ment on the part of many young Amer-
icans. Particularly during the month of
May, many of our offices were visited by
delegations of college students and other
yvoung people concerned by the course of
the war in Southeast Asia. At that time,
many Members of Congress praised this
youthful participation in the political
process and urged in the strongest terms
that that activity and future endeavors
remain within the system. This advice
almost became a cliche—work hard for
your beliefs, but work within the system.
The implication, of course, is that the
system will be responsive to this type of
activity.

Fortunately, most of the students have
followed our advice and stayed within
the so-called system. But I invite atten-
tion to the type of situation which, if it
persists and becomes typical, may make
our advice appear fraudulent.

A controversy currently exists in
northern Virginia concerning the use
that will be made of a piece of land
known as the Burling tract. Without dis-
cussing the details or the merits of the
case, let me simply state that a develop-
ment firm purchased this land, which
lies on the Virginia shore of the Potomac
downstream from Great Falls, from pri-
vate owners last year and announced
plans to erect 309 homes on the 336-acre
tract. At this point, students and area
residents interested in conservation be-
gan a move to involve the county gov-
ernment in order to preserve Burling
tract. As a result of these efforts, mu_ch
has happened. Secretary of the Interior
Walter Hickel has pledged half of the
purchase price to the county government
to keep the land as a park or a recreation
area. As the result of a referendum held
at the time of the Virginia primary elec-
tion a few weeks ago, the citizens of the
district voluntarily voted to raise their
taxes to contribute to the purchase of
the land. The county board of super-
visors, has also embraced the cause of
Burling tract and has voted to make an
offer to the development firm.

All of this activity, let me repeat, re-
sulted in large part from the voluntary
efforts of a group of high school and
college students from Virginia. Current-
ly, negotiations are underway but, I re-
gret to say, bulldozers are at work at the
same time. The development firm has
seen fit to proceed with the bulldozing
of streets through the wilderness area
and, even now, are carving streetways
through the trees. Of course, this action
is irreversible. The wilderness, once dis-
turbed, can never be replaced. And, while
negotiations continue, the firm has
stated that it will continue with its de-
velopment plans.
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Mr. President, what disturbs me is the
negative impact, the lesson in disap-
pointment, that this will have on the
young people who have become involved
in trying to save the Burling tract. They
have worked within the system and they
have worked well. They have presented
their case in an orderly manner, and
have won converts to their point of view.
They have pressed for an election, and
have won it. And now, those efforts seem
to have been in vain. The system ap-
pears to have been unresponsive. The
public welfare, the expressed wishes of
the people, the best efforts of the local
government, all appear to have been in-
effective.

Those who have worked so hard and
so well to make the system work deserve
something better than frustration and
disappointment. Nor is this incident
unique. I fear it has been repeated too
many times across the land.

I make no judgment about the merits
of this particular case. I only bring it to
the attention of the Senate as an ex-
ample and, perhaps, as a warning to all
of us. We all will have to enforce our
advice to stay within the system with
an equal effort to insure the sensitivity
and responsiveness of that system on all
levels. It is a problem that no one can
afford to ignore.

TRANSITION IN AMERICAN PUBLIC
OPINION

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, For-
eign Service Journal for July 1970 con-
tains a most perceptive and interesting

article entitled “An American Foreign
Policy: Imperative—Responsible Re-
straint.” The article was written by
Marshall Wright, a Foreign Service
officer.

Mr. Wright discusses the transition
that has taken place in American public
opinion in recent years from an attitude
supporting an “activist foreign policy”
to one that favors what Mr, Wright calls
“a policy of deliberate but responsible
restraint in national security matters”
which, he says, does not mean “a return
to isolationism of the pre-World War II
variety.”

I commend Mr. Wright's thoughtful
article to the attention of Senators and
other readers of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorn who are interested in foreign
policy matters and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the REecorp.

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

AN AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY: IMPERATIVE—
RESPONSIBLE RESTRAINT
(By Marshall Wright)

(NoTE—FSO-2 Marshall Wright authored
“An American Forelgn Policy: Imperative—
Responsible Restraint” during the year he
Just completed as the first State Depart-
ment Senior Fellow at the National War
College. As we go to press Mr. Wright is
beginning his second assignment on the
stafl of the National Security Council where
he had served previously in 1967-68. During
his career, which Mr. Wright describes as
“at best, checkered,” he has served abroad
in Canada, Burma and Thailand, and in the
Department in a variety of slots.)

An era is at an end.
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For more than two decades, the essence
and the heart of our behavior as a nation
has been an activist foreign policy. It is
through our assertion of world leadership
that we have expressed our national purpose
and identity. We have judged our national
leaders primarily against the standard of
their performance in the international
arena. Our sense of well-being and accom-
plishment has been, to a great extent, a
measure of the apparent success or fallure
of our international role. Our government’s
best minds, and the better part of our gov-
ernmental energies, have gone into creating,
protecting, and applying American influence
to the course of world affairs.

Our international role has dominated the
intellectual climate of American life to such
an extent that for several decades, the first
criterion of an intelligent, responsible, and
informed American citizen has been his ready
acceptance of the necessity for our active as-
sertion of world leadership. He who chal-
lenged or resisted the activist thrust of Amer-
iean forelgn policy was—by definition—
either unwise, irresponsible, or uninformed.

It 1s no mystery how international af-
fairs achieved this overweening role in our
national life. At the beginning of the era,
our society came to believe several proposi-
tions which, in retrospect, made such
dominance almost inevitable:

The era began with a world conflagration
which was seen as the more or less direct
result of the failure of the United States
after World War I to shoulder its interna-
tional responsibilities. Americans generally
accepted the proposition that when the
United States turned its back on the League
of Natlons—on collective security—on an ac-
tive role In world affairs—we condemned the
world and ourselves to the tragedy of World
War II.

We came out of World War II with a vir-
tual monopoly of the kind of national
strength which could be used effectively to
influence the nature of the world in which
we live. No one else could even attempt the
task of creating a world order conducive to
peace and prosperity. We, alone, possessed
the potential for benevolent leadership. Not
to use our potential was tantamount to say-
ing that the course of world events did not
matter, that it could safely be left to blind
fate. That proposition obviously was un-
tenable In the aftermath of World War II
with its 30 to 40 milllon dead and its intro-
duction of the atomic bomb.

Most important of all, we became con-
vinced that there existed an intense and
urgent threat to our national well-being. A
united world communist movement was
working with profound determination and
frightening skill to take advantage of the
general instability that followed World War
II. Our strength and our influence stood as
the only effective barrier to the broad exten-
sion of communist power, A prime commu-
nist goal, therefore, was the destruction of
our strength and influence. Simple survival
demanded that we defend ourselves by con-
testing with the communists for the future
of the world.

These three propositions, I belleve, con-
stituted the philosophical foundation for the
American assertion of world leadership after
World War II. They were the reasons why the
United States Government declded upon, and
the American people assented to, this depar-
ture from the traditional American resistance
to overseas Involvements,

Americans are, however, a pragmatic peo-
ple. Our original commitment to an activist
world policy was a matter of cool calculation,
Our subsequent enthusiasm, and the result-
ing dominance of world affairs in our national
life came later. It evolved out of our actual
experience with an activist role abroad. For
it worked, To our delight, our pride, and our
intense sense of accomplishment, it worked.
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As the United States began to assert its
leadership In world affairs, we experienced
one glittering success after another. The Rus-
slan assault on Iranian independence van-
ished in the face of American firmness. The
communist attempt to take Greece foundered
on the rock of the Truman Doctrine. The
Marshall Plan was a brilllant success In
restoring the economic viability and the po-
1itical stability of Western Europe. The alr-
lift kept Free Berlin alive. Our occupa-
tion policles toward Germany and Ja-
pan succeeded beyond all precedent and all
expectation. The nations of the world dem-
onstrated an almost eager aceptance of
American leadership. The United Natlons
was generally responsive to American ini-
tiatives. Under our benevolent gaze, colonial
empires were liquidated, and sixty-three new
countries came into being.

But, at the same time, the Russian de-
velopment of a nuclear arsenal created a
sense of deep threat. It underlined the need
for an overwhelmingly strong military force
and an actlve world policy to ecircumscribe
the growing communist strength. The initial
Russian lead In space was seen as a set-
back, requiring a massive United States Gov-
ernment catch-up effort and a thorough
overhaul of our educational and scientific/
technological performance.

Our successes, then, encouraged us to do
more—and our setbacks forced us to.

Moreover, the cost of our activist policy
came to appear to be tolerable, if not sur-
prisingly light. Although we initially shoul-
dered the costs of an activist national se-
curity policy with a sense of picking up a
necessary burden, we soon came to feel that
the “sacrifice” had no real bite. The Amer-
fcan economy prospered and continued to
prosper as never before in our history.

Thus grew a unique phenomenon in the
history of world affairs. The United States
came to define its proper international role
almost solely in terms of what was desir-
able. We could do—and should do—what-
ever seemed adivsable. There was no need
to cut our policy to fit a pattern of avail-
able resources. There was no need to dis-
guish sharply between the essential and the
merely desirable.

This attitude became an unspoken but
fundamental part of the American aproach
to world affairs. (It was identified and ele-
gantly named “the illusion of American
omnipotence” by the British scholar, Dennis
Brogan.)

Lest the reader, in these days of our disen-
chantment, question whether our commit-
ment to world leadership was ever so all
encompassing and enthusiastic as I have de=-
scribed it, let me offer a plece of evidence.
Go back and read John F, Kennedy's In-
augural Address. You will search in vain for
one word addressed to domestic affairs. In-
deed, a mention of domestic affairs would
have been out of place, for President Ken-
nedy quite explicity addressed himself
throughout the speech to a world constitu-
ency, rather than a domestic one.

“Let the word go forth, from this time and
place, to friend and foe alike, that the torch
has passed to a new generation of Americans

. . unwillilng to witness or permit the slow
undoing of those human rights to which ...
we are committed today at home and around
the world.

“Let every nation know, whether it wishes
us well or ill, that we shall pay any price,
bear any burden, support any friend and op-
pose any foe to assure the survival and the
success of liberty. ...

“To those old allies whose cultural and
spiritual values we share, we pledge the
loyalty of faithful friends. . .. To those new
states whom we welcome to the ranks of the
free, we pledge our word that one form of
colonial eontrol shall not have passed away
merely to be replaced by a far more iron
tyranny . . . To those peoples in the huts
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and villages of half the globe .. . we pledge
our best efforts to help them help themselves,
for whatever period is required . . . To our
sister republics south of the border we offer
a special pledge . .. to assist ., . . In casting
off the chains of poverty. Let all our neigh-
bors know that we shall join with them to
oppose aggression or subversion anywhere in
the Americas. And let every other power
know that this Hemisphere intends to re-
main the master of its own house, . . . Fin-
ally, to those nations who would make them-
selves our adversary . . . Let both sides unite
to heed in all corners of the earth the com-
mand of Isaiah—'to undo the heavy burdens
... and let the oppressed go free,’ .. . asking
His help and His blessing, but knowing that
here on earth God’s work must truly be our
own,”

It is hard to imagine any more sweeping
declaration that the business of Amerlca is
world leadership. And it is worth remember-
ing that this declaration, made by a Presi-
dent just elected by the narrowest of mar-
gins, was generally hailed as a brilllant and
inspirational expression of the mnational
mood. I, at least, cannot remember any critl-
cism that 1t was too concerned with inter-
national matters, or staked out for the
United States too grandiose an international
role, It is instructive of the change that ten
years has brought in our national attitudes
to contemplate the reception which would
be given today to such a declaration of
American purpose.

With the passage of time, then, we came
to see an activist world policy as a moral
and practical necessity, sanctified by suc-
cess, and essentlally unlimited by any par-
ticular level of available resources, On this
national consensus rested several decades of
hyperactive American assertion of world
leadership. It led to alllances with 43 coun-
tries. It led to the creation in foreign lands
of 143 American military bases. It led to
the consistent allocation of at least 40 per-
cent of our federal budget to national se-
curity purposes. It led to the application of
American military force in Korea, Lebanon,
the Dominican Republie, Laos, and Vietnam.
It led to our sending economic assistance
to 111 countries, and military assistance to
at least T9.

It is now clear that time has overtaken
this consensus. Time—and changes both in
the domestic and the international scene—
has eroded the philosophical foundation on
which our national security policies have
rested since the Second World War.

The Iimplications for American foreign
policy are profound—and must be recognized
squarely. Those who manage our national
affairs must either find a new basis for a
continuation of our policy—or cut the pol-
icy to fit the foundation that now exists In
current American attitudes.

At the simplest level of complexity, this is
true because we are society with effective
representative institutions. It 1s not true that
no American foreign policy can be long pur-
sued without the support of the American
public. In many instances, indifference serves
quite as well as active support. For non-con-
troversial policies requiring no great expendi-
ture of resources, the executive branch need
not be much concerned with what public
opinion is, for more precisely, what it would
be if it existed. The ultimate control of Amer-
ican public opinion on government policy is
dependent upon two factors. Pirst, the issue
must be a matter of public comntroversy.
Otherwise, public opinion, if it exists at all,
is dormant and ineffective. Second, the policy
must be one which requires for its successful
implementation the expenditure of large re-
sources. Otherwise, the ultimate sanction of
public opinion, the Congress, ‘is not fully
effective.

The rule, then, goes something like this:
no American foreign policy can long be effec-
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tively pursued without public support if the
policy is a matter of public controversy, and
if its implementation requires the expendi-
ture of significant resources.

And this is precisely the crux of the present
crisis facing America’s national securlty pol-
fey. It 1s the activist nature and the high
cost of our world policy which is now a mat-
ter of public controversy.

The critics no longer accept for foreign
policy the dominant role in our national life.
They assert, instead, the higher priority of
domestic affairs. They no longer agree that
the cost of our national security policy is tol-
erable. To the contrary, they consider it ex-
cessive, They no longer accept the commu-
nist threat as so urgent and imminent as to
require an all-out national effort to create
and maintain a world order conducive to our
own well-being. Instead, they assert that
there is no longer a united world communist
movement, and they question, in any event,
whether it is still implacably and effectively
dedicated to the destruction of America well-
being.

The truth of these assertions is not, of
course, demonstrable. Alone, they would
probably not be sufficient to force a redirec-
tion of American policy. But the criticisms
do not fall into a vacuum, They fall on a
fertile soll of domestic opinion, For hand-in-
hand with the growth of a minority severely
critical of the assumption underlylng our
activist policy, has come a great change in
the psychological attitude of the American
people toward the nation’s role of world
leader.

A large part of our pecple no longer re-
spond to the vocabulary of our foreign pol-
icy. The zest is gone. The exciting and youth-
ful sense of purposeful leadership in decisive
events has been replaced with a middle aged
skepftlcism born of experience and weariness.
We are no longer sure that the events are
decisive, and we are no longer so confident
that our leadership is purposeful. Would it
not have been better, in retrospect, if we had
never gotten into Vietnam at all? What will
be the end result of all our effort there?
Why with our mighty and costly defense es-
tablishment, can we not bring to a successful
conclusion a conflict with a weak and small
enemy whose force has never exceeded 300,
000? Is the end result of our investment in
national security a situation in which a
minor power can with impunity seize one of
our naval vessels and imprison its crew? Is
the end result of the Alliance for Progress a
situation in which Governor Rockefeller can-
not visit South America without becoming
a focal point for widespread riots? Is the end
result of the Marshall Flan and NATO a
situation in which we are booted out of
France and in which our oldest ally, until re-
cently, seemed determined to undermine the
dollar? Why must the United States main-
taln a military force of 350,000 men in Eu-
rope, while not a single NATO ally meets its
military commitments to the strength of
NATO? Does forelgn economic assistance do
any good, and if so, why does the gap be-
tween the have and the have-not countries
continue to widen?

It does no good to dismiss the question as
unfair, As President Eennedy observed, life
is unfair. These are questions which Ameri-
can citizens ask themselves. They find no
truly satisfactory answers, And the result has
been & fundamental change in their attitude
toward the American role in world affairs.
Somehow, we seem now to be the victim of
distasteful events, rather than the purpose-
ful leader of decisive ones, There is no longer
much emotional satisfaction to be gained
from our international activity—and there
used to be much.

Similarly, it is pointless to dismiss the
criticism of our policy as unworthy of seri-
ous consideration. That kind of Olympian re-
Jection is merely an outmoded manifestation
of the intellectual sanctity which our ac-
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tivist foreign policies enjoyed for several
decades—but enjoy no more.

There is, In fact, considerable merit in
most of the propositions of the eritics of
current American policy. It is true that the
world communist movement ls no longer
united. It is true that the threat posed to
the United States by communism no longer
appears as urgent and heavy as it did twenty
years ago. It is true that the balance of pay-
ments problem, the human and material
costs of the Vietnam war, and our domes-
tic inflation, have destroyed the once proud
American assumption that world leadership
could be asserted without significant sacri-
fice to our domestic well-being., And it is
certainly true that within the past few
years we have become consclous as a nation
of grievous and frightening weaknesses in
our domestic life which demand not only
our resources, but our concentration.

In any event, for purposes of this anal-
¥sis, it does not matter so much whether the
criticism of American policy is right, as that
it is widespread. What is true is in a sense less
important than what the collective American
mind thinks is true. And In the collective
American mind, there is no longer a shared
set of beliefs, a common philosophical foun-
dation, to support so activist a world policy
as the United States has followed in recent
decades.

That policy was possible only because of
a shared concept of reality—a view of what
was true about the world in which we live
and what was necessary for our well-being
in that world. That view of reality has
changed. Our policies, perforce, will change
with it.

I submit that there is now in our na-
tional psyche a set of general convictions
that make a de-emphasis of our internation-
al role as much a certainty in the decade
ahead as was Its expansion in the aftermath
of World War II. Those convictions are:

At home, we face an urgent and imminent
threat to our national well-being. Our do-
mestic crisis probably transcends in serious-
ness and is in any event more immediate in
its impact than the dangers which face us
in the international arena. The first order
of American business is to come to grips
with our domestic problems.

The operations of the United States Gov-
ernment in the field of national security
have got somewhat out-of-hand. Our expen-
ditures for the defense establishment, our
maintenance of military forces abroad, our
commitments to the defense of other coun-
tries, all seem out of proportion either to
the need for or the benefits which accrue
from such operations.

Our impact on world affairs is no longer
as effective and as declslve as it once was.
In many instances, our operations abroad
seem to exacerbate rather than mitigate
problems. Our ability to control events abroad
is, somehow diminished, and our general
assertion of world leadership often involves
us in problems not susceptible to satisfac-
tory resolution by our efforts.

It is a mistake to consider these attitudes
as the result of the Vietnam war. For that
implies that the attitudes are transistory, and
will change once the Vietnam trauma is be-
hind us. Such a reversion is highly unlikely.
Indeed, without some unifying event of tran-
scendent importance, such a reversion is in-
conceivable.

To be sure, the Vietnam war has contri-
buted mightly to the transformation in na-
tional atlitudes. It precipitated, it acceler-
ated, and it greatly intensified the recon-
sideration of America's activist world role.
It gave to what otherwise might have been
& reasonably cool and detached assessment
of national priorities, a white-hot emotional
flavor and—on both sides—more than a touch
of crusading zeal. But the seeds of reassess-
ment were already present and visibly
sprouting in such phenomena as the Congres=
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sional and public skepticism toward foreign
ald, the growing expressions of concern with
the “military-industrial complex,” the easy
public acceptance of strictures regarding the
American role as “world policeman,” and,
most of all, the rising tide of high concern
with our domestic racial and urban prob-
lems.

Nor is it reasonable to believe that the cur-
rent American role can be long maintained
by a supreme effort of “public education,”
and a dogged determination by our national
leaders to hold the line, Such an effort, how-
ever noble in its motivation, would be
wrong-headed and futile.

The nature of international life is such
that the undiminished assertion of American
world leadership is—simply—impossible, It
would require for its success an assured con-
tinuity which it does not now possess—and
cannot now be given.

For the first requirement of the successful
application of American world leadership is
the willingness of foreign governments to
accept that leadership. And no foreign gov-
ernment can commit its well-being to de-
pendence upon the United States unless it
can have confidence in the continuity and
the reliability of our commitments.

In the present state of American public
opinion, we are clearly in for a protracted
and highly publicized struggle over the na-
ture of our international role. Each of our
biennial elections is taking on the character
of a national plebiscite on our foreign pol-
fcy, and an increasing number of Congres-
sional roll-calls are billed as attempts to
change the course of American policy.

Under these circumstances, few things

could be a greater disservice to an effective
American foreign policy than for our na-
tional leaders to hold to the fiction that all
i8 as It has been, and that current U.S. for-
eign policy continues to be a rock wupon
which our foreign friends can build with

total confidence.

Our foreign friends know better. They are
acutely aware of our domestic disarray, and
of ‘the heated debate over national priorities.
They follow, and they absorb ‘the implica-
tlons of the widespread charges that we are
“over-committed." They will not—for they
cannot—continue to shape their national
policies around the assumption that Ameri-
can policy is ‘'a constant and dependable
factor, To assure them that they “can count
upon us,” is to ask them to reéspect King
Canute’s judgment regarding tidal move-
ments,

Forelgn governments already know full
well that changes are in store for America's
international role. They already know that
the Executive Branch of the United States
Government is beleaguered by a rising Con-
gressional and public demand for a cut-back
in America’'s international operations and
commitments. What they need now to know
is how the Executive Branch will come to
terms with this sentiment, and what the
shape of American policy will be after the
terms have been struck.

A renewed sense of confidence in us and
our commitments is dependent upon the
emergence of a restructured policy which
demonstrably has continuity. That conti-
nuity can only come from & broad consensus
of “American public support. Until the
United States has created such a policy, both
our friends and our enemies will be uncer-
tain as to our future role.

In such an atmosphere of uncertainty, no
American policy can be truly effective. In
such an atmosphere, it approaches the fatu-
ous to insist upon an undiminished asser-
tion of broad American world leadership.

I should, at this point, make it clear that
I do not seriously contemplate the possibility
that the United States is headed for a return
to isolationism of the pre-World War II vari-
ety. There is, so far as I can see, no signifi-
cant American sentiment calling for a crude

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

withdrawal from the world. Outside the far-
ther reaches of the New Left, there are none
who suggest dismantling our military estab-
lishment, least of all our strategic nuclear
deterrent. Few, indeed, would suggest that we
scrap the concept of collective security, ter-
minate all our alliances, and tell the rest of
the world to work out their future with the
Soviet Union and Communist China.

There is no support among the American
people for such a policy. They are not foolish
enough to permit such a policy to be foisted
off upon them. But neither are they foollsh
enough to believe that the only alternative
to the policies of the past two decades is a
feckless and improvident retreat to isola-
tionism.

Instead, it seems to me, the American mood
calls for a policy of deliberate but responsible
restraint in national security matters. It calls
on-those charged with our security to exercise
this restraint without the sacrifice of funda~
mental national interests.

Put another way, it seems to me that the
message which should be heard by our diplo-
matic and military professionals is something
along these lines: “You have had a good long
run at asserting world leadership in a very
active ‘way. We have given unstintingly of
the resources you have said were necessary.
Now- we'd like to be able to concentrate on
some problems here at home. Moreover, we
think maybe we've reached the point of
diminishing returns on some of this world
leadership business, We know we still have
to do our part, and we're willing to do it
But we want you to manage things so that
our part doesn’t take up so much of our at-
tention and resources, Even God rested on
the seventh day. Give us a little repose.”

It seems clear that our national political
leaders have absorbed this public attitude.
Perhaps they share it. If not, they appear
nonetheless to have accepted it as an imper-
ative in their conduct of our affairs. That is
what the Guam Doctrine means. That is what
Secretary of State Rogers means by a “more
modest” American approach to international
problems.

It can be argued that those charged with
the management of our national security
should be greatly stimulated by such a chal-
lenge. It takes one level of professional com-
petence to identify what things are desirable
to do in terms of national security. It takes
another—and altogether 'more demanding
level of competence—to decide which of these
desirable things can be left undone without
running unacceptable risks. From. the' pro-
fessional point of view, the whole process of
fitting our national security policies to a pat-
tern of reduced resources and restrained ac-
tivity will be a matter of risks assumed. Ap-
plying restraint in our national security pol-
icy means, precisely, deciding what we can
afford not to do.

We are, in all probability, in for a sus-
tained period in which fewer resources will
be provided to meet our foreign policy and
national security needs. Hard, and perhaps
agonizing, decisions will have to be made as
to how those resources can best be used. In
making those decisions, the nation will need
the fullest participation of those who under-
stand best and care most about America’s'in-
ternational role.

They must not disqualify themselves from
serious participation by adhering to views
which are fast becoming irrelevant. Those
who continue to insist that we should do all
that we have done, can contribute little to
deciding what not to do. Those who deny the
necessity for making painful decisions as to
our priority interests, cannot influence the
decisions as to what those priority interests
are. And it is those decisions that will de-
termine the future shape of American policy.

It therefore seems to me that the first or-
der of business for Internationally-minded
Americans, and above all for our military and
diplomatic professionals, is to recognize and
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accept the inevitability of constraint in
American foreign and national security pol-
icies. We need to get on with the task of
restructuring our international and defense
postures to something that the American peo-
ple will support and the rest of the world
will believe in.

As one who has spent his entire mature
life in the field of foreign affairs (and pro-
foundly believes in the general wisdom of
the policies we have followed since World
War II), I do not come lightheartedy to the
conclusions set forth in this paper. But
neither can I bring myself to view these de-
velopments as unrelieved tragedy.

It is not, after all, a bad thing for the
American Government to reflect the sense of
priorities of the American people, It is, after
all, a truism that leadership in world affairs
can only come from the vitality and strength
of domestic life.

There is, perhaps, great wisdem in the in-
stinct of the American people that the time
has come for the United States to behave with
more circumspection and modesty abroad,
and to concentrate, for the time being, more
of our attention and our resources upon the
mote in our own eye. There is, both at home
and abroad, a considerable resistance to and
resentment of what is seen as an excessive as-
sertion of American leadership in the world.
It is in the oldest American tradition that
we recognize and respect that sentiment.

It is not Immoral to be more chaste with
our favor. It is neither selfish nor irresponsi-
ble to believe that the greatest gift that the
United States can make to the world is to
keep our own soclety healthy and our own in-
stitutions strong. And, there is much truth
in Montaigne's observation that “a man doth
of times doff his doublet only to jump
shorter than he did in his cape.”

It is hardly likely that a more selective and
discriminating American approach to inter-
national obligations and operations will re-
sult in a general collapse of the International
system. It is possible that it might even lead
to a strengthening of that system.

In any even, we have come as a nation to
& point where it is inevitable that we shall
have a change of emphasis in our national
policy. For good or ill, the United States is
in for a pericd of restraint in international
affairs, and of concentration upon our do-
mestic problems.

It is incumbent upon the internationalists
among us to accept and preside over this
process with the courage which Hemingway
defined as grace under pressure. For it is es-
sential to our national security and well-
being that the process of restructuring our
international role be performed with a deli-
cate instrument and with a wise discrimina-
tion between the necessary and the merely
desirable. Surgery Is inevitable—and surely
it is better that it be performed by profes-
slonals with a scalpel rather than by ama-
teurs with a hatchet.

CLAIM OF TAOS PUEBLO INDIANS
TO BLUE LAKE AREA

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, on July
9, 1970, the Subcommittee on Indian Af-
fairs of the Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee held hearings on the claim
of the Taos Pueblo to the Blue Lake
Area.

At that hearing I testified in support
of HR. 471, a bill which would remove
Blue Lake and the surrounding area
from the Carson National Forest and
transfer title to 48,000 acres to the
United States in trust for the Taos
Pueblo. This bill has the support of the
Taos Indians and countless Americans
who are demanding that at long last
past injustices visited upon the Taos In-
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dians be corrected. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement which I made to
the subcommittee be printed in the
REecorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

The significance of the claim of the
Taos Indians to Blue Lake has been
highlighted by editorials in newspapers
throughout the United States. I ask
unanimous consent that a few of these
articles be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that H.R.
471 will soon be reported to the Senate
and that the bill can become law during
this session of Congress.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR FrED R. HARRIS

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have the
opportunity to appear before the Subcom-
mittee to express my support of HR. 471.
In light of the fact that the return of the
Blue Lake Area to the Taos Indians has been
consistently recommended by the Interior
Department since 1912 and that the Indian
Claims Commission in 1965 found that the
Blue Lake Area was unjustly taken from
the Taos Indians by Executive Order in
1906, we cannot act fast enough to enact
this just legislation. I have in the past—and
I do again today—ask that H.R. 471 be acted
upon expeditiously, and that Blue Lake and
the surrounding area be removed from the
Carson National Forest and that title to it
be transferred to the United States govern-
ment as trustee for the Taos Pueblo.

Each day more people are coming to real-
ize the magnitude of the injustices perpe-
trated against American Indians through the
years, sometimes in the name of national
interest, but all too often for the benefit of
other individuals who saw the Indian lands
and possessions an easy source of wealth held
by those unable fully to defend their rights.

A particularly glaring example of this sad
history was the seizure of the Blue Lake, an
injustice which has been worsened by our
failure, after more than sixty years of efforts
by the Taos Pueblos, to provide an equitable
settlement of the matter, Several times, as
we know, bills have passed the House re-
storing these lands to the Taos Indians, only
to languish here in the Senate for warious
reasons. Monetary compensation, when of-
fered, was. rightly declined by the residents
of the Taos Pueblo, to whom the Blue Lake
area is sacred. The area Is essential for the

proper conduct of many of thelr religious.

ceremonies, and at the very least it shows a
lack of sensitivity for the Federal Government
to take the area 6 away and offer money
instead.

The significance of HR. 471 Is not limited
to the Taos Indians. It has great significance
for American Indians throughout the coun-
try who are rightly resisting extinection iof
their cultures, religions and heritage. If en~
acted, HR. 471 will be an important be-
ginning step by Congress toward declaring to
the American Indian citizens of this country
that a century of repression is enough, that,
henceforth, it will devote its efforts to up-
lifting natural Indlan pride and confidence,
and toward confirming the strength of In-
dianness. To the Taos Indians, this legislation
is not economic aggrandizement, but, in-
stead, it represents getting back what Is
theirs, a place of highly important cultural
and rellgious significance.

The requirement in H.R. 471 that the en-
tire watershed remain “forever wild,” as a
Wilderness defined by law, insures that no
one will interfere with the natural state of
the watershed, the ecology of which is an
ingredient of the anclent religion of the
Pueblo. The rights of others are amply pro-
tected by the bill's prescription of conserva-
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tion measures, preservation of vested water
rights, and recognition of outstanding
grazing leases.

At a meeting of the National Council of
Indian Opportunity on January 26, 1970, the
Indian members of the council recognized
the great national importance of the claim
of the Taos Indians to Blue Lake. In a writ-
ten report they sald:

“Because the problem is unique and be-
cause it has persisted over so many decades,
we feel that the Taos struggle merits the
special attention of the council.”

The Indian members of the council went
further specifically to endorse HR. 471.

We have already waited too long to right
the wrong which occurred in 1906 when this
land was taken from the Taos Indians, a
wrong recognized by the government since
1912, I urge the Subcommittee to approve
this bill in its present form as rapidly as
possible so that it may become law during
this session of the Congress.

[From the Philadelphia (Pa.) Inquirer,
July 9, 1870]

Gmving InNpIANS THEmR DUE

We believe President Nixon's impulse
toward righting the wrongs of America’s In-
dian tribes is right and generous.

They have been swindled, brutalized, vie-
timized and pushed around on this continent
for nearly five centuries. And, as Mr. Nixon
sald, they are “the most deprived and most
isolated minority group in our nation.”

Whether the legislation he has proposed in
a special message will go very far toward
rectifying matters, however, is an open ques-
tion.

The Presldent seeks to empower the tribes
or tribal groups to control and operate bene-
fit programs, financed by Washington, in
their own communities. This would get a
lot of “paleface” government employees out
of reservation affairs and, on the whole,
ought to be a good thing.

It is noteworthy, though, that this move
comes just at the time when the “treaty In-
dians" of Canada—who correspond to res-
ervation Indlans in this country—are having
serious second thoughts about a similar pro-
gram for them.

One common complaint is that, by years
of educational deprivation, they have been
effectively disabled insofar as management
of their own affairs is concerned.

The same anxiety might be germane in the
United States.

In one particular instance, however, Mr.
Nixon cannot be -faulted: He proposes re-
storing to the Taos-Pueblo Indians the whole
48,000 acres near Blue Lake, N. M., of which
they were robbed In 1906—not just part of 1t,
not just 1906-style payment, but all of it.

We think most Americans will agree that
he is absolutely right.

[From the Washington Star, July 10, 1970]
NEwW ERA FOR INDIANS

A ‘square. deal for the American Indians
seems finally to be taking shape. President
Nixon deserves commendation for his sub-
stantive and forceful message of July 8, tell-
ing the Congress it 1s time “for a new era
in which the Indian future is determined by
Indian acts and Indlan decisions.”

Mr. Nixon’s statement on Wednesday,
which was delivered at a White House meet-
ing with Indian leaders, proclaimed a sharp
departure in federal policy. He has agreed to
the Indians' demands that they be given
operational control of many federally
financed programs which aid them, and that
government assistance be continued. Mr.
Nixon went beyond that, advocating an en-
largement of expenditures, and he endorsed
a pending House resolution that would re-
turn to a New Mexico tribe 48,000 acres of
sacred land. Denouncing the *“centures of in-
justice” endured by the Indians, he proposed
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some solid programs to bolster the livelihood,
health, education and pride of the “first
Americans,” Ald is envisioned not only for
tribes on reservations, but for the hundreds
of thousands of Indians in poor urban areas.

Indians are heartened by this support for
removal of what they perceive as the blight
of paternalism—the ordering of their affairs
by federal officlals and field workers. They
feel that lack of self-determination has
eroded Indian pride. Also, they had feared a
scaledown of government aid, since Interior
Secretary Hickel a year ago sald that they
were too dependent on federal upkeep and
would have to “cut the cord.” With their
problems of poverty, health, isolation and
conflict with the dominant soclety, that is
unthinkable to them. So the President's reas-
surances were a great relief. g

No doubt their victory at the White House
was due In large measure to a rising militancy
among young Indians and a deepening grim-
ness among older ones. Last October, Hickel
was almost booed off the stage when he ad-
dressed the National Congress of American
Indians at Albuquerque, and of course there
are those war whoops at Aleatraz. But Vice
President Agnew also spoke at the Albuquer-
que meeting and indicated that something
new was In the wind. “It is important to
remember,” he said, “that federal support
of Indian services is to a great extent legally
due the Indian community. These are not
services offered at the pleasure of the gov-
ernment, but solemn obligations. . , .”

Congress should adopt Mr. Nixon's propos-
als, giving fresh hope to these abused citi-
zens who carry a peculiar burden of history.

[From the New York Post, July 10, 1970]
DAYLIGHT FOR AMERICAN INDIAN?

The Nixon Administration, faultered with
good cause for its faint-hearted response to
the needs and aspirations of black Ameri-
cans, has reacted with praiseworthy boldness
and conviction to the long-unheeded griev-
ances of the nation’s Indians. Cynics may
observe that this is safer political ground; it
is nevertheless full-scale, ungrudging recog-
nition of inhumanities too long ignored.

In a message to Congress Wednesday, Mr,
Nixon déplored “centuries of injustice”™ to-
ward Indians, proposed meaningful reforms
of the justly resented policy of “termination”
of national responsibility for the Indians’
dilemma, threw his support behind legis-
lation returning 48,000 acres of sacred land
in New Mexico to the Tacos Pueblo tribe
and pledged to seek more money for programs
benefitting the Indian.

Sen. Harris (D-Okla.) the former Demo-
cratlc National Committee chairman who is
the Capital's leading spokesman on Indian
affairs, halled Nixon’'s message as "forward-
looking and progressive.” That spirit of bi-
partisan support should greet the President’s
proposals in Congress.

[From the San Franclsco Examiner,
July 10, 1970]
Herp For REDMEN

In presenting Congress with a proposed
new program of help for the nation’s Indians,
President Nixon referred to them as “Amer-
ica’s most neglected minority group.” It was
the understatement of the year.

The President's program is admittedly a
minimal effort to rectify centuries of in-
justice. But at least it is a step in the right
direction—and probably all that is practically
possible in this time of crisis.

What is ironic about the $260 million pro-
gram of expanded help 1s that it might never
have been offered if the Indians had con-
tinued their long tradition of suffering in
comparative silence.

Recent war whoop actions from Alcatraz to
dusty. reservations in New Mexico prove anew
that it is the squeaking wheel that gets
attention.
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[From the Chicago Tribune, July 11, 1970]
HOPE FOR INDIANS?

In a special message to Congress, Presi-
dent Nixon called for “a new era" in which
“the Indian future is determined by Indian
acts and Indian decisions." If only earller
Presidents like Andrew Jackson and others
had thought that way, the Indians could
have been spared much suffering and degra-
dation, and the national honor some of its
deepest stains.

The Indian problem is as tough as it is
in part because Indian culture is far less
individualistic than the culture prevalent
in the United States. American Indians have
strong tles to the ancestral land and a lively
sense of being part of tribal life. They do
not shift residence as readily as most Amer-
icans do, and the form of property owner-
ship natural to them is collective rather
than personal.

Until the 20th century, the best treat-
ment the United States government was
prepared to give the Indians was to shove
them into reservations [so apparently
worthless that whites did not much want
them] and subject them to an oppressive
and ungenerous paternalism. Generations
of life under these conditions bred into most
Indians a despair as profound as their dis-
trust of the forked tongues of palefaces.

At last, the government and the Indians’
few disinterested white friends and the In-
dians themselves share the conviction that
Indians need and should have considerable
autonomy without loss of tribal life. Not
long ago the federal government adopted a
policy of “termination"—which meant liqui-
dating tribal assets in a one-time distribu-
tion to individuals on the tribal lists. This
was hard on Indians as well as on the timber
market, which was staggered when even one
whole reservation went on sale at one time.
Now President Nixon wisely proposes a mid-
dle course between termination and arbi-
trary control over reservation Indians.

Giving tangible implementation to the new
policy of considering Indians' wishes and
values, the President recommended restor-
ing a tract of national forest land to the
Taos Pueblo tribe for which it has great
religious value. We hope that Congress will
respect wise Presidential leadership in In-
dian affairs. It has in the past gone along only
too willingly with deplorable executive poli-
cles for our Indian minority.

[From the Lynchburg (Va.) Advance,
July 9, 1970]
JUSTICE FOR THE INDIANS

President Nixon delivered a speclial mes-
sage to Congress yesterday in which he de-
clared that it is time “for a new era in which
the Indian future is determined by Indian
acts and Indian decisions.” He sald he was
proposing legislation that would empower
Indian tribes or tribal groups to take over
control and operation of federally financed
programs for their benefit—programs now
operated by government employes.

The aboriginal inhabitants of this conti-
nent have become Increasingly strident in
demanding social justice for themselves—and
rightly so.

In related cases declded by the U.S. Indian
Claims Commission on June 29, the Navajo
and Hopi tribes won preliminary victories in
thelr separate fights to prove title to vast
areas of land in Arizona and New Mexico.
Subsequent proceedings are expected to re-
sult in awards of substantial monetary com-
pensation to the two tribes.

Now, a similar case is about to be aired,
were reminded by Editorlal Research Re-
ports. The Indian Affairs Subcommittee of
the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee is conducting hearings today on two
bills concerning a claim of the Taos Indians
to acreage surrounding Blue Lake in the
Sangre de Cristo range of northern New
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Mexico. A measure already passed by the
House would give the Taos tribe title to the
full 48,000 acres it wants. A second bill would
set aside only 1,640 acres for the Indians,
The star witness today will be Juan de
Jesus Romero, the 00-year-old spiritual
leader of the Taos tribe. Romero says that
“If our land (the full 48,000 acres demanded)
is not returned to us, if it is turned over to
the government for its use, then it iz the
end of Indian life.”

Vice President Agnew sald last January 26
that “Indian people are still the most pov-
erty-stricken Americans—and It Is out-
rageous that this should be so.” He added
that the Nixon administration will “attack
that raw truth.” To this end, Agnew in-
structed the heads of six cabinet-level de-
partments and the Office of Economic Op-
portunity to come up with responses to In-
dian demands for help.

The responses tend to be inundated in
bureaucratese. For example, former HEW
Secretary Finch wrote: “An area of concern
to me . . . is the arraying of federal, state,
local and private sector resources and pro-
grams . . . this should happen because of the
variety of misslions, responsibilities, and au-
thorities represented by the several depart-
ments, rather than in spite of these varia-
tions.”

Little wonder that Indians complain that
Washington speaks with forked tongue.

LOW-INTEREST LOANS FOR HOUS-
ING FOR THE ELDERLY

Mr. PROUTY. Mr, President, last week
the distinguished Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. WirrLiams) and I cosponsored
a successful amendment to the inde-
pendent agencies appropriation bill, pro-
viding $25 million to continue the sec-
tion 201 program for low-interest loans
for housing for the elderly. In Satur-
day's Washington Post an editorial ap-
peared in support of the 201 program
and which urged the conference mem-
bers on the bill to support the Senate
amendment. I ask unanimous consent
that the Post editorial and a letter from
Senator Wirriams to the editors of the
Post with reference to the editorial be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, July 25, 1970]
HoUsING FOR THE ELDERLY

In 1959, an amendment was added to the
National Housing Act that became known as
section 202. An example of creative federal-
ism at its best, 202 allowed 50-year loans
to be granted by the government at 3 per
cent interest to nonprofit organizations that
would build and manage housing for the el-
derly. These organizations were sponsored by
church groups, labor unions, fratermal or
service groups and others. At a time when the
number of old people has been increasing
beyond all expectations and when low-cost
housing is a critical problem, the programs
under section 202 have been literally life-
savers for millions of the elderly. It provided
them dignified, comfortable and reasonably-
priced housing. Congress halled the program.

Now, however, section 202 is under serious
fire from the administration. Officials in the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment are now phasing this direct loan ar-
rangement out in favor of an interest subsidy
program known as section 236. The latter is
preferred under orthodox Republican dogma
which says that direct loans by the govern-
ment are bad because the government should
not be in competition with private lenders.
Thus, HUD officials are now making the
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changeover from 202 to 236 mandatory; pre-
viously the switch was possible, but on a
voluntary basis, with the choice left up to
sponsors of the housing project.

Although the technicalities and economics
involved in this issue are complex for the
laymen, those close to the situation contend
that the private lenders' gain can only comse
at the expense of the elderly. Richard Fuller-
ton of the American Institute of Housing
Consultants told the Senate Committee on
Aging, among other dark things about 2386,
that the rents in these projects will be
raised about $30 a month. He added: 202
provides benefits for the tenant and the
needy,” whereas “236 provides huge bene-
fits for the opportunists, the greedy.”

None of this has been lost on such cham-
pions of the elderly as Sens. Harrison Wil-
liams, Pastore, Moss and others. The pros-
pects of seeing section 202 phased out have
them and the elderly both alarmed and
angered. And with good reason. Section 202
has been a successful program with not one
default in payments and now the government
wants to abandon it. The rescue of 202 is now
up to the Senate and House appropriations
committee conferees who are scheduled to
meet this Monday to decide whether 202
programs should be continued or dropped.
But the real question, taken out of the
hidden chambers of Congress and into the
daily lives of human beings, is this: are the
elderly, for whom so little has been done, now
golng to get even less?

JuLy 27, 1970,
EDITOR,

Washington Post,
Washington, D.C.

DEear S1e: Your editorial of July 25, “Hous-
ing for the Elderly,” is a timely and much-
needed statement on a subject of considerable
concern to the Senate Special Committee on
Aging and to sponsors and potential sponsors
of nonprofit housing for the elderly. The
need for saving the 202 Housing program is
readily apparent to all who see the good that
this program has done. But the needs are
great: we need broadening, not constriction,
of effort.

I would like to report to your readers that
the effort to save the Section 202 program has
bipartisan support. Senator Winston Prouty,
ranking minority member of the Senate
Committee on Aging, is a cosponsor of my
amendment to provide $256 milllon for the
program.,

In addition, the amendment has won wide-
spread endorsement from organizations
keenly interested in the well-being of older
Americans. Here is a partial listing: National
Jewish Welfare Board, American Association
of Homes for the Aging, National Council of
Senior Citizens, American Assoclation of Re-
tired Persons, National Council on the Aging,
National Conference of Catholic Charities,
United Automobile Workers, Teamsters Un-~
ion, United States Catholic Conference, Na-
tional Farmers Union.

The Washington Post is once again to be
commended for focusing public attention on
& matter which all-too-easily could have been
overlooked.

Bincerely,
Harrison A. WiLriams, Jr.,
Chairman.

YOUTH IN REBELLION

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr, President, amidst
the chaos and tensions of our society, one
is privileged, from fime to time, to wit-
ness a unifying force in a nation where
communication between parent and
child and between black and white has
become frightfully obscure. Such a force
is human intellect and was displayed in
a June 17 broadcast over radio station
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WKYB in Hemingway, S.C., by the Rev-
erend John R. Owens.

Many Americans lack a sense of his-
tory relative to the role of the rebel in
society. Reverend Owens’ sermon endows
the uninformed with an overdue under-
standing of our rebelling youth. Also,
American youth may discern an impor-
tant spiritual element necessary for any
viable innovative process.

Such insight into the plight of our
American youth deserves the attention
of my colleagues, and I ask unanimous
consent that this sermon be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the sermon
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

YouTH IN REBELLION

Scripture lesson: IT Samuel 15:1-12.

Never before have youth been given the
attention they have received in recent years.
They have been very vocal during the tur-
bulent 60’s and the beginning of the 70’s.
Young people have constantly made the
headlines and had their activitles shown on
television. Marches, protests, and demonstra-
tions have been their “thing.” This is not,
however, characteristic of the majority of
youth, but practically all youth go through
a stage of protest or rebellion. Perhaps many
do not exhibit their feelings, but they do
rebel against things they consider unjust
and contrary to thelr beliefs.

This is nothing new. Youth rebellion did
not originate in twentieth century America.
Chapters 13-19 of 2 Samuel tell of a rebel-
lious youth who llved some 3,000 years ago
during the eleventh century B.C, This young
man was Absalom, the son of David who was
the greatest King Israel was to ever know.
Absalom was a typical "Berkeley” boy. He
would not be out of place on the campus of
the University of California. In fact, were he
living today, he would probably be a ring-
leader in the unrest. He had the ability and
the characteristics for it, According to the
Bible, Absalom was a handsome youngster,
the athletic type, and also very intelligent,
Long hair on men is not a phenomenon
which was begun by the Beetles. Absalom was
very proud of his long hailr which he trim-
med only once a year, This young man would
fit right in our scene today., Let us look at
his life, considering his rebellion and the
motives behind it. First, his rebellion:

He rebelled against parental authority. He
was David's third son by Maacah who was
the daughter of the King of Geshur, a neigh-
boring nation to ‘the east. Nothing is re-
corded of the earlier years of Absalom, how-
ever, we can safely conclude that being the
son of a monarch, he had many things at his
disposal, too miuch, in fact, He found in later
years all he had 'meant very little, He be-
came dissatisfied with his home life.

An Orienfal man usually ruled his house-
hold with an iron hand. Absalom broke this
tradition because he disagreed with certain
decisions made by his father. On one occa-
gion Absalom’s half-brother, Amnon, as-
saulted and raped his half-sister Tamar
(Absalom's sister) and put her to shame.
Apparently Amnon was forgiven by David for
no punishment is recorded. This upset Ab-
salom to no end. He decided to take matters
into his own hands. After walting patiently
for two years, the opportunity arose. Absalom
had Amnon Kkilled while he was shearing
sheep away from home. His father's decision
concerning Amnon was not pleasing, there-
fore, Absalom took his half-brother's life at
the risk of losing his own. This incident was
the spark that sent forth flames from' the
smoldering ashes of hatred and impulsive-
ness.

Youth's first rebellion is usually against
parents. He has been under authority long
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enough. A young friend of mine who detests
the hipple way of life and usually kept his
hair cut very short, recently grew a beard and
allowed his hair to grow to shoulder length.
His mother disliked it and made her feelings
known. She would not allow him to go any-
where with her. Perhaps this was his way of
saying, “I'm grown now and capable of mak-
ing my own decisions.” At one time or an-
other most youth will break away from the
authority of parents with the hope of living
their own lives. Often rebellion is directed
against the ones who are closest.

Absalom rebelled against governmental
authority. After having Amnon killed, Absa-
lom fled to Geshur and lived with his grand-
parents for three years. Upon learning of his
father’s forgiveness, he returned home, Still,
he was not happy. He became a reformer. The
government needed overhauling. Absalom
decided he had a better program and could
run things better himself. He said, “O, that
I were a judge of the land, that everyone
who had a sult or cause might come to me
and I would do him justice.” He was saying
there was much wrong with his father's gov-
ernment. Setting out to take over, he came
very close. His beauty, his aristocratic bear-
ing, and his diplomacy soon rallied around
him a strong group. The Scripture says, “He
stole the hearts of the men of Israel.” He
found an army and marched against the gov-
ernment. Absalom was a natural born leader
who was dissatisfied with the “system.”

He was like many of today’s youth who are
against our system. Granted, there is much
wrong. But if the establishment is destroyed,
if one rebels against the authority of the
home and the power of the government and
attempts to overpower it, he had better con-
sider all that is involved and be sure to have
something better and more meaningful to
put in its place. It is one thing to dream of
a perfect parent and a government without
faults, but it is another thing to actually
be a perfect parent or to establish a govern-
ment which will please all the people.
Idealism and practicality are worlds apart.

Absalom rebelled against Godly authority.
He took the life of his brother who deserved
to be punished but not death. Absalom was
not to be his judge. He broke one of God's
commandments by committing murder, He
and his men marched to usurp the throne.
David had been ordained as King by God.
His son would have taken the Kingship by
force and disposed of God's man. He was
willing to kill his father to galn his desire.
Absalom refused to recognize the claim of
God upon his life. There is not recorded in
his story any relationship to God, no seeking
God’s advice, no prayers. Absalom made
many mistakes but his greatest was his re-
bellion against God, Youth cannot survive
apart from God. His rebellion, although it
may be worthy and needed will end in fail-
ure if it is not Godly-oriented. Like many
of today's youth who refuse to recognize the
authority of the police, the courts, the gov-
ernment, or even older persons, he refused
to recognize any authority but his own
ideology. :

What were the reasons for his rebellion?
Is this kind of reaction normal among young
people? When viewing the youthful protest,
many older adults come to the conclusion:
“They should be jailed for life.” Dr. William
Young, Professor of Pastoral Care at South-
eastern Baptist Theological Seminary, said,
“Do not be overly critical of a person’s ac-
tions until you learn something of thelr
background. Perhaps there are some under-
lying causes.” Absalom committed several
terrible crimes but we should not be too
harsh in our judgement of him. There are
several reasons for his rebellion:

One of them is hypocrisy. David set a bad
example for his son, He had several wives,
While polygamy was the practice of the day,
it has never worked. It always causes trou-
ble, especially among the children. (Remem-
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ber Jacob and Esau.) Uriah was killed be-
cause David committed adultery with his
wife. Absalom saw it all. David was ordained
by God, but he made many costly mistakes.
Among other things, they cost him his son.
Parents cannot teach one thing and live
another, David later repented, but the dam-
age had been done. Youth will not accept a
double standard.

Absalom rebelled because of unconcerned
parents, David had pressing court problems.
The administration of the government re-
quired most of his time. He was the Sec-
retary of Defense, There were eight foreign
wars during his reign. David was a busy man.
There was little time for the family, no
time to really be a Father. Isn't this true
today? Boys and girls need parents; they
need close supervision; they need tender,
loving care.

David's attitude allowed permissiveness.
His children were allowed to do much as
they pleased. When Amnon raped Tamar,
he was In line for the throne. He probably
figured he could have anything he wanted
and do anything he wanted. He did, and he
was not punished. Nothing at all was done.
It is doubtful if David even had time to
scold him, although he was angered. Amnon
was drunk when he was killed. Absalom was
not punished for killing Amnon. He was wel-
comed back home and allowed to roam the
country rounding up cohorts for his con-
spiracy. Noted psychologists, who insist that
children have their own way, have much
to learn,

Coming from a wealthy home, Absalom
had little or no responsibility. He had every-
thing handed to him while David was a
shepherd boy. He had to work. The prevail-
ing attitude of parents is, “I want my chil-
dren to have it easier than I had i1t."” This
is very unhealthy. California students have
most of thelr expenses pald by the State, and
that is where the majority of campus dis-
order is or originates. Rebelllous youth
mostly come from the middle class and the
wealthy. Youth need responsibility, They do
not need everything handed to them. It is
not appreciated nor is it used wisely.

Absalom rebelled because of the world
around him. The nation was constantly at
war. There were revolts from within. He
came up during a turbulent era, which has
a great bearing on any young person. As the
youth of today look at our world, although,
in a sense, it is the greatest day ever, they
have very little to be optimistic about. There
is one war after another. Wars that we
should not be in. Wars that we are not in
to win, and who wants to fight to a draw
or for no cause at all. Some politiclans claim
the Viet Nam war is to stop communism,
when the communist operate openly in ocur
own nation. Each generation of young men
must face the draft and perhaps death half-
way around the world. We adults leave to
our youth a national debt of billions of
dollars. We have allowed drugs to become
popular. We have allowed pornographic lit-
erature to flood the newstands and X-rated
fllms to be shown in the local theatres. We
adults have made a mess of the racial situ-
ation—a situation which should have been
corrected years ago. We leave to our youth
a terrible inheritance of social unjustices,
racial disturbances, hatred and prejudices.
It is enough to make youth rebel, and
whether we like it or not, some of today’s
rebellion is justified.

I would hope that our youth would rebel
from many of our ways, from the patterns
that we have established, but rebel aright.
Jesus was a rebel; the apostle Paul was a
rebel; Martin Luther was a rebel; they shook
the establishment. Their rebellion was not
their own, but they used the authority of
God. Young people must rebel and change
our Society, The adults have certainly failed.
But the rebellion, if It is to be just and
succeed, must be Godly-oriented.
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Absalom, determined to win, went into
battle against his father's force, but he lost.
He fled on-a mule when he saw he was de-
feated. The mule ran under an oak tree
and his head was wedged between two limbs.
There he hung and there he died. He died
in vain. He was a rebel without a cause,
for his cause was his own, not God’s, A suc-
cessful rebel must first have an encounter
with Jesus Christ, then he can justly shake
the establishment to its very core under the
leadership of the Spirit of God. i

THE ATOM: ITS DANGEROUS
AFTERMATH—PART V

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the
Washington Evening Star has just com-
pleted running a four-part series en-
titled “Under the Mushroom Cloud” by
Associated Press correspondent Donald
M. Rothberg. The series is devoted to
the growing concern about the impact
and potential consequences of nuclear
energy upon our environment.

As one who has for several months
raised questions concerning the Atomic
Energy Commission's present practices in
the field of nuclear waste disposal, I rec-
ommend Don Rothberg’'s series to my
colleagues. He has done a fair and com-
prehensive job of outlining the environ-
mental problems facing the burgeoning
nuclear industry.

I ask unanimous consent that the series
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

UNDER THE MUSHROOM CLOUD—1: CONTROVER=
SIES ARE SMUDGING AEC'S IMAGE
(By Donald M, Rothberg)

The Atomic Energy Commission, in the
dual role of promoter and regulator of atomic
energy, {s encountering criticism over pollu-
tion, radiation, health and safety.

The bureaucratic devices used by the
agency to counter the dissent are heighten-
ing some controversles and threatening the
AEC's reputation for scientific objectivity.

“The AEC has the worst public relations
since the storm troopers,” commented one
sclentist.

Many AEC officials are working to change
that image. But many others provide ample
evidence of how that negative image de-
veloped.

For example:

In Denver, a state public health service
officer says when he asked the AEC about
reports plutonium had been found in the
soil outside a nearby weapons manufacturing
facility, “They just said they’'d rather not
discuss it at that time."

Drs. John Gofman and Arthur Tamplin
of the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory in
Livermore, Calif., have attacked federal radi-
ation exposure limits as far too high. Their
theory has set off an emotional, name-calling
debate between the AEC and the two scien-
tists.

Federal Water Pollution Control Admin-
istration officials In Portland, Ore., hope a
presidential executive order will enable them
to win a long struggle with the AEC over
use of Columbia River water to cool reactors
at Hanford, Wash. For years water has car-
ried back with it enough heat to endanger
Columbia salmon and a small amount of
radioactivity that turns up in shellfish at
the mouth of the river more than 200 miles
away.

In Congress, a senator finally pried loose
from AEC files a three-year-old report from
the National Academy . of Sciences that
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sharply criticlzed AEC handling of radio-
active waste.

Another report that lay hidden for a year
warned that underground nuclear explosions
can trigger earthquakes.

For years the AEC has had the task of sell-
ing the public the idea that there were peace-
ful uses for atomic energy.

Born in the shadow of the mushroom
clouds that rose over Hiroshima and Naga-
sakl, the AEC faced a public frightened by
the power science unleashed.

After adjusting to the obvious potential
devastation from nuclear weapons, the pub-
lic gradually became aware of another haz-
ard—radiation, the potentially deadly rays
emitted by radioactive material.

As interest grew in pollution and the en-
vironment, attention focused on the growing
nuclear industry and the minute quantities
of radiation going into the alr and streams.
Was this the first stage of a new and par-
ticularly deadly form of pollution?

Questions like these arose about activities
the AEC sponsors:

Are nuclear power plants a safe answer to
the nation’s rapidly growing demand for
electricity? Is there a chance a power plant
accident could spew deadly radiation over a
heavily populated area? Will small amounts
of radiation that leak from such plants add
to the cancer death toll?

Can milllons of gallons of highly radio-
active ligquid waste—the garbage of the nu-
clear Industry—be stored safely in AEC de-
pots for a thousand years, the time needed
for its radioactivity to die off? Is the AEC
moving fast enough to convert it from liquid
to a safer solid form?,

Do underground mnuclear blasts trigger
earthquakes? Why did the AEC choose Am-
chitka, an earthquake-prone Aleutian island,
for the biggest underground explosions yet?

On Sunday, May 11, 1969, the most expen=~
sive industrial fire in American history swept
through the main production building at the
AEC's Rocky Flats plant 25 miles northwest
of Denver.

That $50 million fire touched off a series
of events that tell a lot about AEC attitudes
good and bad. F

The Rocky Flats plant sits on a desolate
stretch of flat, dry ground midway between
Denver and the Rocky Mountains. Operated
by Dow Chemical Co. under contract with
the AEC, the 17-year-old plant’s chief prod-
uct is plutonium parts for nuclear weapons.

Rocky Flats produces only pleces of war-
heads for inclusion elsewhere in a completed
weapon, so there is no danger of a nuclear
explosion there.

But there is considerable debate about
the danger, particularly to workers, of plu-
tonium.

Plutonium radloactivity is not penetrat-
ing, unlike that of many other elements.
One could conceivably eat plutonium with-
out being harmed. It would simply pass
through the body’s digestive system.

But it is deadly if enough of it gets into
the bloodstream or the lungs, as through a
cut or inhalation.

The possibility that plutonium, which still
has half its radioactivity after 24,400 years,
was blowing around outside the Rocky Flats
plant worried Dr. E. A, Martell, a member of
the private Colorado Committee for Environ-
mental Information.

Martell, a West Point graduate, had been
assoclated with nuclear weapons testing
from its earliest days until 1962.

Now senior sclentist on the staff of the
National Science Foundation’s Center for At-
mospheric Research in Boulder, Colo., Mar-
tell recalled that in 1962 he told a congres=-
sional committee that nuclear weapons tests
in Nevada were an important contributing
factor to radioactlve lodine fallout which was
showing up in milk and in the thyrold glands
of children.

“When the May 11 fire was first announced,
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it was just a little affair,” Martell said, “Later
it came out it was $45 milllon to $50 million
and involved a huge sum of plutonium.”

Members of the Colorado environmental
committee asked Dow officials if plutonium
might have gotten into the air and carried,
like fallout, beyond the plant boundaries.

“They put us off,” recalls Martell.

So the committee went to Gov. John Love
who wrote to AEC Chalrman Glenn Seaborg.
Maj. Gen. E. B, Giller, chief of the weapons
division of the AEC, who has a reputation
as being one of the most open and coopera-
tive of AEC officials, told Dow officials to give
the Colorado group all the information it re-
quested within security limitations.

Dow argued that its filtering system had
worked—that no plutonium had gone beyond
the plant boundaries. Martell disagreed and
suggested that Dow take soil samples out-
side the plant.

Dow did nothing, So Martell and an asso-
clate walked around the plant one day col-
lecting little packets of top soil. They found
the soil east of the plant contained unex-
pectedly high concentrations of plutonium.

Martell wrote a long memorandum to Sea-
borg describing his findings as well as other
misgivings about the operation of the Rocky
Flats plant.

Robert D, Siek, chief of the radiation, hy-
giene section of the Colorado Department of
Health; heard about the Martell memo and
called Michael J, Sunderland, assistant man-
ager of the AEC's Rocky Flats office.

According to Siek, he asked to discuss the
problem and the AEC “just sald they'd rather
not discuss it at this time."”

Sunderland says he thought Siek was ask-
ing for a copy of the Martell report, and
referred him to the Colorado committee.

Martell sald that at a meeting Feb. 10
among people from the AEC, Dow and the
Colorado committee, he learned for the first
time there had been another major fire at
Rocky Flats in 1957. He also was told ma-
chine ofl contaminated by plutonium had
been stored in barrels outdoors on the plant
grounds until some of the barrels corroded
and leaked.

Sources in Washington recalled that dur-
ing the meeting’s luncheon break, Dr. Martin
B. Biles, director of the AEC division of
operational safety, approached the two
youngest members of the Colorado commit-
tee, both employes of the federally financed
center for atmospheric research, and sald he
planned to complain formally because he felt
it was immoral for people in one govern-
ment agency to spy on another,

Examination of the contaminated soil con-
tinued and finally everyone agreed that the
plutonium came from the oll spill rather than
the 1969 fire. When the oll drums leaked,
the plutonium stayed on top of the ground
and the strong winds that blow across the
flats from the Rockies carried an undeter-
mined amount beyond the plant boundary.

To prevent further wind-blown contamina-
tion, Dow covered the oil spill area with

5

A Dow spokesman said he thought that
eventually the soil—which will be contami-
nated for 48,000 years—would be scooped up
and shipped to an AEC nuclear waste burial
ground.

Martell still isn't convinced that anyone
knows with certainty that all plutonium
stayed on the plant site during the two major
fires. He also is disturbed that Dow doesn't
know how much plutonium was involved in
the ofl spill and thus can’t know how much
blew off the plant grounds.

Dow counters that all its tests indicate no
plutonium got out and offers a state public
health service study to back its claim.

The state report sald, "It is our conclusion
that no public health hazard now exists from
past releases from the Rocky Flats plant. It
would be impossible, however, to estimate
any hazard which existed In the past.”
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Workers handle the volatile plutonium in
heavily shielded containers with lead-lined
gloves at one end.

An investigation of the 1969 fire criticized
the glove box system for lack of fire breaks,
use of flammable material in the shielding,
and placement of heat detectors outside the
glove boxes where they were comfortably in-
sulated from the heat generated by the fire
inside the boxes.

Dow officlals say a new production building
incorporates all recommended safety fea-
tures.

It could need them since company officials
concede there are an average of five plufo-
nium fires a year that breach the glove box
system. Colorado committee members worry
that one of those fires will breach the walls
or roof of the plant.

The post-fire actlon of Giller's office in
forcing plant officials to work with outside
groups and agencies resulted, according to
Slek, in his office getting full AEC coopera-
tlon. Health officials are now being cleared
for access to sensitive plant areas.

President Nixon's reorganization of en-
vironmental control function chips away at
one area where critics say AEC's atomic pro-
motion and regulation duties confiict.

Under the plan fo go into effect later this
year, AEC’s authority to set standards for
the protection of the general environment
from radioactive material would be trans-
ferred to the new Environmental Protection
Agency.

The AEC would retain responsibility for
implemeénting and enforcing the standards,
however.

Another reorganization plan presented to
Nixon by a presidential task force under di-
rection of Roy Ash, former president of Lit-
ton Industries, reportedly would have shifted
AEC weapons responsibilities to the Pen-
tagon.

But AEC Chairman Dr. Glenn Seaborg
says: I belleve those recommendations have
been bypassed,” as have other previous major
proposed reorganizations of the agency.

One factor working in the AEC's favor is
the close relationship between the agency
and the congressional Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. One commissioner, James T.
Ramey, 1s the former staffl director of the
Joint Committee.

In one friendly exchange during a Joint
Committee session, Ramey sald he had at-
tended many hearings on proposals to build
nuclear power plants and “there are some
professional ‘stirrer-uppers' involved in each
one of the meetings.”

“That Is a4 good name,
agreed Holifield.

Ramey described them in more detail as:
“Gentlemen from some ‘paper’ conservation
organizations that you can hardly find an
address for, to persons assoclated with the
coal industry who always seem to be around
these days.

“Second, there 15 a group of younger scl-
entists, some of whom might be a little bit
on the extremist side who seem to always be
talking on matters beyond their professional
competence. . .."”

Then Holifield added, “A certain number
of book writers, too, of sensational books."

Yes, agreed Ramey. “They are usually jour-
nalists and public relations men."”

"That is right,” sald the chairman, “with
no sclentific background or competence.”

“None whatsoever,” replied Ramey, whose
degree 15 in law.

‘stifrer-uppers,’ "

UnpErR THE MusHrooM Croup—2: Ame US.
RaADIATION STANDARDS Too Low?
(By Donald M. Rothberg)
Two California sclentists who say federal
standards allow people too much e
to radlation are locked in a bitter, name-
calling battle with the Atomic Energy Com-
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mission while the nuclear power industry
watches uneasily.

Radiation exposure limits are 10 times too
high, say Drs. John Gofman and Arthur
Tamplin of the AEC-financed Lawrence
Radlation Laboratory in Livermore, Calif.
They have more support in the scientific
community than the AEC likes to admit.

Gofman and Tamplin say if every Ameri-
can got the maximum permissible dose of
radiation, cancer deaths would increase by
32,000 & year.

Unfounded and incorrect, says the AEC.
The maximum dose is so small it's Impossible
to single out any harmful effects it might
have, contend AEC sclentlsts.

“These people ask you to produce human
corpses,” Gofman says of the AEC. "No
corpses no action.”

“This is the third time Gofman’s taken
off on a wild tangent,’” responds Dr. John
Totter, head of the AEC's division of biology
and medieine.

Totter dismisses Tamplin, who came up
with the 382,000 figure, as "a biophysicist
with no experimental backround in blology

. It's. very common for physical sclentists
to make mistakes in biology."

But Gofman and Tamplin have support
from sclentists Including Joshua Lederberg,
winner of a Nobel Prize in Medicine; Linus
Pauling, only man ever to win two Nobel
Prizes; Dr; E. B. Lewls, expert on the ef-
fects of low doses of radlation, and Dr. Earl
Z. Morgan, director of the health physics
division of Oak Ridge Natlonal Laboratory
and a member of the National Council on
Radiation Protection.

Watching this debate is the power industry
with its 17 nuclear plants now generating
electricity, 47 under construction and 48 more
proposed.

What role should the AEC, as both regu-
lator and promoter of atomic energy, play in
such controversies?

Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, AEC chairman, said
in an interview he believes the AEC “should
be presenting all sides of the arguments,
However, when there are attacks on the AEC
and on individuals. I think it is natural for
the individuals involved to try to defend
themselves and to answer the attacks and the
arguments that have been put forth.”

The Gofman and Tamplin controversy
started in 1968, when Tamplin was asked by
the AEC to examine clalms by Dr. E. J. Stern-
glass, director of radiology at the University
of Pittsburgh, that fallout had caused 400,000
prenatal or infant deaths.

Tamplin sald he determined that Stern-
glass was way off in his estimate. Tamplin
came up with the figure of 32,000 deaths and
then wrote a rebuttal to Sternglass' findings
in which he included his own calculations.

Totter telephoned Gofman and Tamplin
on Aug. 13 and sald he thought Tamplin’s
rebuttal of Sternglass’ findings was just fine.
But he saw no reason for including Tamplin's
own calculations in the same article. Gofman
and Tamplin disagreed.

From then on the debate became more
heated.

Asked about Tamplin, Totter says, “We
never at any time trusted Tamplin’s figures
since he has been there (Livermore).”

Totter says he actually protected both
Tamplin and Gofman from other AEC offi-
cials who wanted to drop them long ago.

Yet Tamplin, for example, shows letters
from such groups as the National Council on
Radiation Protectlon and Measurements, the
U.S. Public Health Service and the National
Academy of Bclences asking him to partieli-
pate in studies of the effects of radiation ex-
posure.

Proponents of the AEC position that the
radiation standards were more than adequate
fanned out to give their views.

Theos J. Thompson, an AEC commissioner,
told a meeting In Las Vegas that environ-
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mentalists were carrylng concern with small
traces of radicactivity to a ridiculous extreme.

“It is as though we decided not to get out
of bed any more because we might slip on
the way to the bathroom,” sald Thompson,

“It is a sign of ang giving up, of growing
old, of deca;

Dr. Willlam Blbb, a biologist at AEC head-
quarters in Germantown, Md., and frequent
pro-AEC speaker, said, “The public is scared
of radiation and anyone who reinforces their
fears is going to get a solid audience.”

Gofman and Tamplin were getting a solid
and widespread audience.

But the reins began to tighten. Early in
May, Tamplin was notified he was being
charged vacation time for days spent in
March and April at a conference at the Cen-
ter for the Study of Democratic Institutions,
a session of the American Cancer Soclety and
an environmental teach-in for members of
Congress and science writers.

His appeal was denied on the grounds that
“in all cases the trip and your involvement
in the meeting was beyond the scope of your
laboratory assignment.”

Soon after the start of the new fiscal year
July 1, Gofman complained he had lost two
people from his 12-member staff. Tamplin's
staff of 12 was cut to one research assistant.

The ABC responded that the staff reduc-
tions were part of budget cuts forcing elimi-
nation of 4,000 lab jobs,

The AEC added that the Livermore facility,
operated by the University of California un-
der contract from the AEC, “has maintained
a policy of encouraging free sclentific dis-
cussion. . . . Nelther the AEC nor the labora=~
tory has abridged the freedom of Drs. Gof-
man and Tamplin to speak out on the is-
Bues.”

The AEC is locked in the radiation stand-
ards battle even though all today's nuclear
plants operate well within the stricter stand-
ard proposed by Gofman and Tamplin,

Why doesn’t the AEC adopt the more rigid
standard which apparently would change
nothing?

*We think it would be just as wrong for us
to arbitrarily lower the standards that have
been set by experts not only in this country
but all over the world as it would be to go
above the standards,” says Seaborg.

According to SBeaborg, the standards are
under study and if the experts conclude they
should be revised, “we would be happy, of
course, to comply.”

Some companies with nuclear plants under
construction reportedly plan to announce
they will voluntarily adhere to a much lower
release of radiation than the standards re-

The debate over the effects of low doses of.
radiation centers around this question: If
a given dose of radiation can be shown to
cause 100 cases of cancer within a popula-
tion sample, will a dose one-tenth as large
result in ten cases, and will a dose one hun-
dredth as large result in one case?

Gofman and Tamplin contend this sort of
direct, straight line or linear, relationship
exists.

Many researchers, such as Dr. John Storer
of the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, dis-
agree. Storer belleves that evidemce shows
that with exposure to very small amounts of
radiation, the harmful effect drops off
sharply.

But Lewis, a blologist at California Insti-
tute of Technology, says he thinks the Gof-
man-Tamplin case “is stronger than they
realize.”

Lewls belleves, however, their estimate of
32,000 deaths is about double what the fig-
ure would turn out to be.

Pauling, a veteran of battles with the AEC
over nuclear weapons tests and radioactive
fallout, says of the Gofman and Tamplin
estimate: I don't think they've exaggerated
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at all. My own estimate is two or three fold
higher.”

All the figures are estimates because no
one knows.

Lederberg cited this uncertainty as reason
enough for adopting a stricter standard,
coupling it with intensive research.

“You don't want to deal with the health
of the public on any but the most conserva-
tive terms,” he sald.

Another prestigious supporter of Gofman
and Tamplin is Morgan, of Oak Ridge, a sci-
entist more closely identified with the AEC.

“The more I think about your hypothesis,”
Morgan wrote to Gofman “the more con-
vinced I am of its validity.”

The AEC proposed recently that radia-
tion from power plants be voluntarily kept
“as far below this guide as practicable.”

Prof. Thomas Pigford, a nuclear engineer
at the University of California and a mem-
ber of the AEC's Atomic Safety and Licens-
ing Board, sald it shouldn't be left to power
companies to volunteer to keep releases far
below the standard accepted by the AEC. If
that standard represents too great a public
health risk, then the AEC should say so and
adopt a stricter standard, he said.

“I disagree with people who say i we
lower standards we will force nuclear power
into an uneconomical position,” said Pig-
ford. “We should evaluate safety first and
then economics.”

According to AEC projections of power use,
nuclear plants now generate 1 percent but
by the year 2000 will generate 69 percent.

Seaborg and other AEC officials predict
breeder reactors will be operational in the
1980s and because they produce their own
plutonium fuel might, in Seaborg’s words,
“lead to the production of electricity at costs
that would be spectacularly low by today’s
standards.”

The first attempt to operate a breeder re-
actor in a commerclal power plant occurred
in the Enrico Fermi plant near Detroit. Early
in October 1966, the plant was started. Im-
mediately things went wrong.

The cooling system failed and the radioac-
tive fuel elements melted—what 1s consid-
ered the worst accident likely to occur in a
nuclear plant. After several tense days, the
situation was brought under control.

Advocates of nuclear power plants say that
despite the accident none of the deadly,
highly radioactive fission got out of the Fermi
plant. No one was injured.

Opponents claim the plant came within a
hairsbreadth of blowing up and scattering
radioactivity over the clty of Detroit.

The AEC does not treat power plants
lightly. Survelllance is intense during con-
struction and afterward. All safety systems
are multiple so if one doesn't work there is
a backup.

The AEC s0 far has refused to permit con-
struction of a plant in a city.

But Dr, Edward Teller, father of the hydro-
gen bomb, said he belleves “a big nuclear
plant 700 feet underground on Manhattan
Island is safer than one 70'miles away on the
surface.”

The AEC contends the chances of any acci-
dent that would release radiocactivity are so
slight as to be wvirtually non-existent.

S0 far the power industry's safety record
is perfect. But there aren’t many plants and
few have:been operating more than a year
or two.

In 1857, an AEC-commissioned study esti-
mated that if a power plant released a large
amount of radiation, loss of life would be
in the thousands and dollar loss would be
in the billions.

One expert now with particularly strong
misgivings is David E. Lillenthal, first chair-
wan of the AEC. Says Lilienthal:

“Once a bright hope shared by all man-
kind, including myself, the rash proliferation
of atomic power plants has become one of the
ugliest clouds hanging over America.”
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UnpeEr THE MusHROOM CLOUD—3: EoNS OF
RADIATION AHEAD
(By Donald M. Rothberg)

A growing pile of nuclear garbage will be
giving off deadly radiation 1,000 years from
now.

Radioactive leftovers are an inescapable
byproduct of atomic reactors that produce
the radioactive elements for nuclear weapons
and generate a growing share of the nation’s
electricity.

They include 80 million gallons of bolling
hot liquid stored in 200 giant tanks, and
more mundane ltems such as rags, clothing
and machine oil that make a Gelger counter
tick.

Much of the criticism of AEC handling of
nuclear waste centers on these points:

Two major facilities, the Hanford Atomic
Works near Richmond, Wash,, and the Na-
tional Reactor Test Site at Idaho Falls, Idaho,
are in areas of moderate earthquake activity.

While the AEC says it now has methods for
converting liguid waste to a more easily and
safely handled solid form, progress has been
slow.

NRTS Is located directly above the Snake
River Aquifer, one of the world’s largest
underground fresh water sources. Some low
level liquid waste containing only minute
quantities of radioactivity is pumped into
the aquifer.

There have been 11 leaks from" tanks at
Hanford—one involved 50,000 gallons—in 26
years. AEC officials say the liguid moved only
15 feet and couldn't possibly reach the water
table., Some scientists aren’t so certain.

The rapid growth of the nuclear power in-
dustry is causing a proliferation of privately
operated nuclear fuel reprocessing plants,
waste storage facilities and shipment of
highly radioactive material on the nation’s
rallroads, which average more than 15 de-
railments a day.

AEC scientists worry as much as anybody
about nuclear waste disposal. They were
going about their work with little public
notice or outside interference until May 1966,
when a National Academy of Sciences com-
mittee handed in a report that gave the AEC
more than it asked for.

The Committee on Geological Aspects of
Radioactive Waste Disposal one of many
outside groups that advise the AEC, con-
cluded that “no existing AEC installation
which generated elther high level or inter-
mediate level wastes appears to have a satis-
factory geological location for the safe local
disposal of such waste products; neither
does any of the present waste disposal prac-
tices satisfy the committee’s criterlon for
safe disposal of such wastes.”

The AEC commented that the committee
had gone beyond its original scope, received
“relatively little information concerning
AEC operations” and made recommendations
that would involve spending billions of dol-
lars,

The committee report sat in files for more
than three years until Sen. Frank Church,
D-Idaho, heard about it and demanded a
copy.

He got one, along with the AEC com-
ments and the agency's note that a new
National Academy of Sciences committee had
been formed to look into waste disposal. No
member of the old committee was named to
the new one.

Despite having ‘‘relatively little informa-
tion" the old committee had presented the
AEC with a remarkably detalled and lengthy
report.

Among its abservations were these:

“Although impressed by the competence
and dedication of the NRTS staff in its ef-
forts to solve many vexing disposal prob-
lems, at the conclusion of its visit the com-
mittee departed with two unrelieved major
anxieties. (1) That considerations of long-
range safety are in some instances sub-
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ordinated to regard for economy of opera-
tion, and (2) that some disposal practices
are conditioned on overconfidence in the
capacity of the legal environment to contain
vast quantities of radionuclides for indefinite
pertods without danger to the biosphere.”

In discussing leaks from its Hanford tanks,
the AEC notes that the liquid moved only
15 feet through the dry, hard soll, while
the water table is 180 feet below the sur-
face.

But the NAS committee described itself as
dubious that radioactivity couldn't even-
tually be carried down to the water table
“in the event of a rare calamitous flood.”

About the same time it got the NAS re-
port, the AEC was pushing for studles of the
possibilities of earthquakes In the Hanford
area. When Hanford was built during World
War II, the primary considerations in choos-
ing the site were its isolation and its dry
climate. No particular consideration was giv-
en to the possibility of a strong earth-
quake.

Years later, when the first nuclear power
plants were built, the AEC became earth-
quake conscious. Power companies were re-
quired to design plants to withstand a
strong shaking and to conduct detailed sur-
veys of sites to make sure they wouldn't
build a plant right on a fault,

But the AEC's own installations didn’t
undergo the same review as power plants.
It was suggested they ought to. In the mid-
18960s a number of surveys were made of the
Hanford area. All concluded that the chances
of a strong earthquake were extremely
slight.

Dr. G. W. Housner of California Institute
of Technology did one of those early surveys
and said in an interview that he concluded
“it was not a region where we would expect
strong shaking.”

Two years ago Housner was asked to take
another look at Hanford to determine
whether the Hanford reactors were designed
to withstand the maximum shock that might
occur in the area, The U.S, Coast and Geo-
detic Survey rates Hanford as susceptible to
moderate earthquake damage,

Housner recommended some changes but
the AEC decided they weren't necessary,

The AEC says It is extremely unlikely that
an earthquake could rupture one of the
huge tanks at Hanford and send its radloac-
tive contents spllling into the Columbia
River seven milles away.

The Federal Water Pollution Control Ad-
ministration is fighting a continuing battle
with the AEC over operations at Hanford
and NRTS. Officials of this Interior Depart-
ment agency hiope the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act and Presidential Executive
Order 11288 will give them the muscle to win
a confrontation with the AEC.

“We're starting to go to the mat with the
AEC,” sald one official at the water pollu-
tion agency's Portland, Ore., regional office.

The act calls for improving water quality
and the executive order directs federal agen-
cies to lead such efforts.

But in its report on NRTS, the pollution
control agency said:

“The Idaho Operations Office of the Atomic
Energy Commission operates on the policy
that water quality can be degraded to the
upper limits of the public health standards
for drinking water at the point of first use
below their operations.”

“Chemical and radioactive wastes have de-
graded the ground water beneath the NRTS,"
the report said. It recommended that the
AEC stop pumping low level radioactive
waste into'the aquifer and that it end the
practice of burying solid waste above it.

The AEC then notified .the state of Idaho
that It plans to stop burying solld waste
over the aquifer, though not for ten years
or more. AEC plans would send solld waste
to a repository it wants to establish in 1,000-
foot-deep salt mines in Lyons, Kan.
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Federal water pollution officials say they
have yet to get permission to enter the Han-
ford Installation and inspect the tank storage
area.

They hope to eliminate Hanford's use of
water from the Columbia River to cool re-
actors.

In 1966, federal water quality officials
asked the AEC to halt this practice and in-
stall heat dissipation facilities at Hanford.
Nothing was done, they said.

Officials sald they are more concerned
about thermal pollution than with traces
of radioactivity also found Iin the river and
in shellfish at its mouth more than 200 miles
from Hanford,

Preliminary results of studies now under-
way have shown that salmon, the most im-
portant commercial and sport fish in the
river, are extremely sensitive to increases in
the water temperature.

In answer to criticism that its vast store of
liquid waste is particularly dangerous, the
AEC says it expects to have converted all
the liquid now in storage at Hanford to
solid form by 1975.

But the growth of the nuclear power in-
dustry will greatly accelerate the generation
of liquid waste. Walter G. Belter of the
AEC's division of reactor development pre-
dicted in a recent speech that by the year
2000, there will be 77 million gallons of high
level liquid waste in storage, only 3 milllon
gallons less than is now in tanks,

The new fuel reprocessing industry is de-
veloping as a satellite of nuclear power
plants. After about two years, the radioactive
fuel elements in nuclear power plants lose
thelr efficiency and must be replaced.

The so-called spent elements are extremely
hot and highly radioactive. They are stored
at the plant under water for three to six
months to allow the short-lived radioactive
elements to decay off and also to dissipate
some of the heat. Then they are loaded into
huge shipping casks for transport to a fuel
reprocessing plant.

The only commercial plant now in opera-
tion is at West Valley, N.Y. Another is under
construction at Morris, Ill.

The reprocessing plants have far greater
potential for releasing radioactivity to the
atmosphere than do power plants, Their nor-
mal releases of two radioactive elements—
Erypton 85 and Tritium—are far greater than
from power plants.

In addition, fuel reprocessing plants will
become small storage depots for liquid radio-
active waste. The liquid is generated when
the spent fuel elements are immersed in acid
and processed to recover plutonium and
uranium, High level liguid waste remains.

The new Morris plant being built by Gen-
eral Electric Co., is designed to process the
liquid immediately into solid form, a pro-
cedure that could solve the future liquid
waste problems,

Most shipping of spent fuel elements to
reprocessing facilities and potentially of solid
waste to salt mines is via rail. Casks for hold-
ing fuel elements weigh 75 to 100 tons and
are supposed to be able to hold up after a
30-foot drop onto an unyielding surface and
30 minutes in a 1,475 degree fire.

But the thick AEC regulations governing
casks say nothing about the makeup of
trains. While federal regulations prohibit
putting unlike hazardous materials next to
each other—such as radioactive material next
to a load of explosives—there is no bar to
putting them in the same freight traln with
a few cars in between.

Most of the 5,000 or more derailments of
freight trains each year are minor. But in
1969 alone, 15 communities were evacuated
after derallment of trains carrying carloads
of hazardous materials.

There have been no cass where radioactive
material has been invoived in a major de-
rallment.

But the railroads are leery enough of the
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prospects that some, including the Penn Cen-
tral, refuse to haul spent fuel elements.

UnNDER THE MUusHRoOM CLOUD—4: QUAKE
PERIL STIRS FEARS
(By Donald M. Rothberg)

Three things might halt plans for under-
ground nuclear weapons tests on the re-
mote Aleutian Island of Amchitka: diplo-
macy, law sult or gigantic earthquake.

Earthquakes are common on Amchitka. A
shake just before the test scheduled for
autumn 1971 could delay it. But far more
damaging to Atomic Energy Commission
plans for continued use of the island as a
test site would be a big quake right after
the 1971 blast.

Testlng could be curtailed if agreement
is reached at the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks bpetween the United States and the
Soviet Union, or If a group of Alaskans who
feel they are personally endangered by the
tests won their contemplated law suit.

The earthquake issue was ralsed by a blue
ribbon panel of scientists formed to report
to the President’s science adviser on the po-
tential hazards of underground nuclear
tests.

The panel headed by Dr. Eenneth S. Pitzer,
president of Stanford University, studled
data compiled primarily by the AEC from
previous tests, talked to AEC sclentists, then
utilizing the expertise of Its own members
wrote:

“The panel is seriously concerned with
the problem of earthquakes resulting from
large-yleld nuclear tests . .. new and sig-
nificant evidence demonstrates that small
earthquakes do actually occur both immedi-
ately after a large-yleld test explosion and
in the following weeks.

“The largest of the observed assoclated
aftershocks have been between one and two
magnitudes less than the explosion itself.
However, there does not now appear to be a
basis for eliminating the possibility that a
large test explosion might induce either im-
mediately or after a period of time, a severe
earthquake of sufficiently large magnitude
to cause serious damage well beyond the
limits of the test site.”

The report went to the White House Nov.
27, 1968, about 11 months before the first of
a series of large-yield nuclear tests was to go
off on Amchitka.

The panel also gave its opinlon of the
earthquake potential at the three existing
test sites:

“The proposed tests at the central Nevada
site involve a greater risk of earthquake than
those at the regular Nevada test site, since
the more northerly portions of Nevada are
more active seismically. Since the Amchitka
area in Alaska is still more active selsmiecally,
the hazard of inducing an earthquake must
be considered to be greater at that location
than at either Nevada site.”

The report disappeared into the White
House, Preparations continued on Amchitka.

Pitzer called Donald F. Hornig, science ad-
viser to President Johnson, and urged that
the report be made public. But, as Pitzer re-
called an Interview, the White House was
reluctant to do anything with the report
because Johnson had less than two months
remaining in office.

When Richard M. Nixon took office as
President, Pitzer called his science adviser,
Dr. Lee DuBridge, to urge public release of
the report.

On March 29, 1969, Pitzer received a letter
from DuBridge rejecting public release but
saying there was no objection to individual
members of the panel speaking out.

Pitzer told the American Chemical Society
two weeks later, “I belleve the risk that a
damaging earthquake might be triggered
deserves a much more substantial public
hearing before large tests are held at the
new sites in central Nevada and the Aleutian
Islands, which are seismically active areas.”
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Sen. Mike Gravel, D-Alaska, asked for a
copy of the report. He was turned down, he
said, because “they felt that it was secret.’

Actually the report contained nothing
classified.

Finally on Sept. 20, three days before an
underground blast in the range of about 1
milllon tons of high explosive was to be set
off on Amchitka, the Pitzer report was re-
leased.

The release was handled, in Pitzer’s words,
“in a rather peculiar way.”

It was Included, beginning on page 49, in a
59-page pamphlet that discussed Amchitka
test prepartions, safety, site selection, the
environment and even a sea otter reloca-
tion program.

Despite congressional apprehension, the
test went off on schedule. No earthquake fol-
lowed. No radioactivity escaped. Things went
better than the AEC had anticipated.

But Dr. Frank Press, head of the depart-
ment of earth sciences at Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology and a world renowned
seismologist who was a member of the Pitzer
panel, said: “We all would have bet that
nothing would happen. The probability of
something happening is small. The risk is
very great.”

Press pointed out that the AEC has sald it
plans to set off nuclear explosives of progres-
sively larger ylelds. He said sclentists don’t
know enough about earthquakes to know
whether there might be a certain size shock
from a nuclear blast which would trigger a
major quake,

The greatest danger from an earthquake at
Amchitka would come from the tidal wave
it could generate. Press estimated it would
take a quake with a Richter scale reading of
7.5 or 8 to generate a tidal wave large enough
to cause damage in populated areas. The 1969
Alaska earthquake, one of the largest on rec-
ord, had a Richter reading of 8.5.

An earthquake that large at Amchitka
could send a tidal wave across the Pacific that
would devastate coastal areas as far away as
Japan,

The AEC answers that there are frequent
large earthquakes in the Amchitka area and
none have ever triggered a large tidal wave.

Even the Pitzer panel stressed that the
possibility was slight. The report added that
it did exist, however, and the need for testing
should be evaluated with this in mind.

Two government selsmologists for the U.S.
Geological Survey said this month they found
in a seven-year study that as many earth-
quakes occurred before underground atomic
explosions as afterwards.

Their report in a sclentific journal had
been preceded last year by another report of
three different sclentists who concluded that
underground explosions triggered significant
earthquake activity.

Robert D. Jones Jr., manager of the Aleu-
tian Islands Natlonal Wildlife Refuge, which
includes Amchitka, watches with growing
frustration the coming of what he calls “the
bomb people.”

For years Jones has worked to make
Amchitka and other islands in the chain
more hospitable to the rare Aleutian Canada
Goose, as well as to Bald Eagles, and other
wildlife.

But the preparations for the 1971 test are
eliminating the ground cover and driving off
the birds, says Jones. Another factor is the
noise and actlvity.

“I think the bomb people have lost the
skill of walking,” Jones sald in a telephone
interview from the refuge headquarters in
Cold Bay. “They seem to have to go every-
where by helicopter.”

Other Fish and Wildlife Service personnel
are keeping a close watch on Amchitka and
take a less gloomy view. They report that
the eagle population actually has increased
due to more plentiful food supply represented
by garbage.

“That's not true,” responds Jones. "“The
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eagles nesting there have been nesting for
years. If they continue to harass those birds
they will decline.”

With its wildlife and susceptibllity to
earthquakes, why did the AEC settle on Am-
chitka for its test site?

AEC officials say the cholce was narrowed
to Amchitka and the North Slope in north-
ern Alaska. According to Dr. Harry Reynolds
of the Weapons section of Lawrence Radla-
tion Laboratory In Livermore, Callf., the
North Slope was eliminated because of the in-
hospitable climate, although it is seismically
stable.

Maj. Gen, E. B. Giller, director of the AEC's
weapons division, says another factor was
ecological, particularly the presence nearby
of caribou calving grounds.

But doesn’'t the AEC know enough already
about detonating nuclear bombs—or devices,
as it prefers to call them?

Is these any real need for more tests?

“You don't design a weapon and wonder
if it will go bang,” says Reynolds. The tests
are “experiments, a serles of experiments.”

Not all the devices that the AEC makes
go bang deep underground are Wweapons.
Some are handled by the Plowshare program,
the U.S. effort to find peaceful uses for nu-
clear explosives.

John S. Kelly, director of the AEC's divi-
sion of Peaceful Nuclear Explosives, sees the
use of nuclear explosions to release new
energy sources as the most promising cur-
rent Plowshare program.

Such experiments with natural gas and
oll shale Involve underground nuclear blasts
in Colorado. They have popularized a bumper
sticker among test opponents that advises:
“*Visit Colorado, Playground of the AEC.”

There are problems, Kelly admits, The first
natural gas stimulated by a nuclear explo-
sion was radioactive to an extent that makes
it unfit for use in homes, But Eelly is cer-
tain the radioactivity can be reduced in
future shots.

Opponents of such programs worry that

economics will
safety.

The two companies most involved in this
program are CER Geonuclear Corp. of Las
Vegas, Nev., and Austral Oil Co. of Houston,
Tex. Three officials from these companies
recently jointly wrote a paper called “Eco-
nomies of Nuclear Gas Stimulation.”

In it they said, “The two gas stimula-
tion experiments performed thus far were
s0 expensive they could not possibly be eco-
nomiec.”

Oppesition to the gas stimulation project
known as Rullson In western Colorado led
to the filing of a sult in U.S, Distriet Court
in Denver.

Everybody won a little bit. The project was
allowed to continue with provision that
proper safeguards be followed. But oppo-
nents were cheered by that part of the deci-
sion which gave them the right to sue a gov-
ernment agency whose activities they felt
were potentially harmful.

One of the most ambitious Plowshare proj-
ects was the plan to build a new canal across
Central America utilizing nuclear explosives.

The Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal
Study Commission will report to the Pres-
ident on the feasibility of the project by
Dec. 31, 1970. Its report will omit any judg-
ment on the possible use of nuclear explosives
because the AEC was unable to get the funds
for the tests needed to give the commission
pertinent data.

Among the AEC scientists most disap-
pointed by the lack of progress toward the
canal is Dr. Edward Teller, the physicist
dubbed "Father of the H Bomb."

Teller dismissed, in an interview, reports
that the commission would reject the whole
idea of a sea-level canal.

Eelly also is reluctant to abandon the idea
entirely. But, he said, at this time “any deci-
sicn would have to be without reliance on
nuclear technology.”

dictate a relaxation of
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PRESERVATION OF BURLING TRACT

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I have
been appalled and alarmed at the con-
tinued delay in assuring the preserva-
tion of the Burling Tract, along the
Potomac in Virginia, in its natural state.
Accordingly, I have today expressed my
views as strongly as possible to the own-
ers of the tract, the Board of Supervisors
of Fairfax County and the Secretary of
Interior. This is a matter of great na-
tional importance. Accordingly, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the telegrams I have sent concerning this
matter be printed in the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Jury 30, 1970.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
Fairfaz Co., Va.

GENTLEMEN: I urge you to move with the
utmost dispatch and immediacy to stop any
further outrageous destruction of the trees
and other natural beauty of the Burling
Tract. The people of Fairfax County, and
particularly the young people of Falrfax
County, as well as the citizens of this coun-
try, are watching this important example to
see whether or not government is powerless
to act against the unconsclonable efforts of
the owners of this tract to go ahead with
irreparable damage to this area, despite the
vote of the people of the district in favor
of purchasing it and preserving it forever for
the general public. I pledge you my every
cooperation and I hope you are overwhelm-
ingly impressed with the vital importance
of this conservation case in point.

FrEp R. HARRIS,
U.S. Senate.

JurLy 30, 1970.
Hon. WaLTER J. HICKEL,
Secretary of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.:

Your immediate action is urgently required
to do everything in your power to protect
the Burling Traet, an uncommonly unspoiled
Potomac Park area, against the continued
efforts of its owners to destroy much of its
trees and natural beauty before the board of
supervisors can act to condemn and purchase
it.

Frep R. HARRIS,
U.5. Senate.

RETIREMENT OF W. E. O'BRIEN

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, Friday,
July 31, marks the final day of Federal
service for one of the Senate’s employees
as he completes three decades of service
in which he has held assignments not
only in this body, but in the House of
Representatives and .in the executive
branch,

W. E. O'Brien, known to his many,
many friends here on Capitol Hill and
in his home State of South Dakota as
“Obie,” has served as a member of the
professional staff of the Committee on
Government Operations for the past 13
years.

As a member of that committee, I
know something of the splendid service
brought to the functions of the commit-
tee by Mr. O’Brien. Through the years
he has been typical of those unsung
heroes of Capitol Hill we all know, the
loyal, diligent, and dedicated staff work-
ers who make the wheels of the legisla-
tive machinery turn.

“Obie” O’Brien’s contributions to the
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workings of our committee are many, and
as varied as his many interests. He pro-
vided valuable research and direction, for
example, in the committee’s evaluation
and recommendation of legislation deal-
ing with the problem of pornographic
materials and their impact upon young
people.

In another area, Mr. O'Brien was most
helpful in the activities involving the
committee’s recommendations dealing
with the problems of population move-
ments, a matter of great concern in
States such as his and mine, which have
had difficulties with the loss of popula-
tion.

This particular effort by Mr. O’Brien
in an earlier session of the Congress
served as a most helpful foundation to
the committee’'s work this year in taking
up proposals seeking answers to the prob-
lems of population imbalances in the
next several decades.

Mr. O'Brien’s talents have been utilized
by our committee in many ways, but
rather than attempt to catalog his ac-
complishments, perhaps the best illustra-
tion of “Obie’s” contributions comes in
the words of the man with whom he as-
sociated for a great many years, our good
friend and distinguished colleague, the
senior Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) .

Unfortunately, because of his illness,
Senator MunpT cannot be with us to join
in the deserved fribute to Mr. O'Brien.
However, his statement reflects the high
esteem in which “Obie” is held, not only
by KarL MunpT but by all who have had
the opportunity to know him and to work
with him.

Senator Munpt sent this message:

I deeply regret I cannot personally be on
hand to join in the salute to “Obie" O'Brien
for his valiant service. “Obie” virtually came
to Congress with me, joining my staff in
1940 in my first term in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

For some 17 years he worked with me and
my staff in the responsibilities of serving the
people of SBouth Dakota, both in the House
and Senate.

And I am happy to say that the people of
South Dakota, as well the citizens of the
Nation, could not have had more dedicated
service than that provided by “Oble"” O'Brien
who faithfully and completely met his re-
sponsibilities. I value him as both a friend
and a vital counselor and his retirement from
the Federal Service is truly a loss to the cause
of good government.

Mr. President, before coming to Wash-
ington from his hometown of Madison,
8. Dak., W. E. O'Brien taught in the pub-
lic schools of South Dakota. He is a grad-
uate of Dakota State College, which at
the time he attended was known as Gen-
eral Beadle State College.

In 1940, he joined then-Representative
KarL Munpt's staff, serving with our col-
league until 1957, coming, of course, with
Mr. MunpT to the Senate in 1949 when
Mr. MunoT was elected to succeed the
late Harlan Bushfield.

In 1957, Mr. O’'Brien joined the Office
of the Secretary of Agriculture, serving
as an assistant to the Secretary. He re-
turned later that year to the assignment
which he presently holds and from which
he is retiring.

I might also point out, Mr. President,
that during his House service, Mr.
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O'Brien attended American University
evening courses, and was instrumental in
the establishment at the university of
the Sigma Delta Chi Professional Jour-
nalism Chapter there.

Mr. O'Brien subsequently served as
president of the Sigma Delta Chi chapter
at American University and continues to
retain his interest in the affairs of this
national journalistic organization.

Mr. President, in saluting W. E.
O’Brien today, I would be remiss if I did
not compliment his loyal helpmate over
the years, his wife Marge O'Brien.

To the O'Brien's, and their five chil-
dren, I am delighted to wish Godspeed
and to again express appreciation to
“Obie” O'Brien for his contributions to
our Nation in his 30 years of Federal
service,

GRAPE GROWERS CONTRACT

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the sign-
ing yesterday by 26 leading grape grow-
ers of an AFL-CIO union contract has
been characterized by Cesar Chavez as
the “beginning of a new day.” Through
the outstanding efforts of Cesar Chavez
and others who have contributed greatly
to the work of the United Farm Workers
Organizing Committee, some of the
farmworkers of this Nation will be en-
titled to basic rights and decencies other
workers take for granted.

This event, while truly being signif-
icant, is but a beginning and first step.
Congress has the obligation to see that
these farmworkers receive the benefits of
such Government programs as the right
to bargain, minimum wages, unemploy-
ment compensation, workmen's compen-
sation, and other related programs.

The Senate has an opportunity to pro-
vide farmworkers with unemployment
compensation by voting against the con-
ference report on HR. 14705 and by re-
questing that a new conference be con-
vened and that the Senate conferees
insist on the farmworker provisions
adopted by the Senate. I hope the Senate
takes this action.

Cesar Chavez is to be congratulated
for his efforts in the signing of the con-
tract and in calling to the attention of
all Americans the plight of the farm-
workers. These workers deserve better
and it is our obligation to do better.

I ask unanimous consent that a letter
I sent to Cesar Chavez congratulating
him for his efforts be printed in the
REcorbD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1970.
Mr. Cesar E. CHAVES,
Delano, Calif.

Dear Cesar: I was tremendously pleased to
learn of your success In negotlating the
union contract with twenty-six grape grow-
ers. As you said, this does represent a “new
day” and you are certainly to be congratu-
lated for your efforts in making this possible.

Enclosed you will find a copy of a state-
ment which I made on the floor of the United
States Senate relating to the contract. I
thought you might find this of interest.

We all recognize that much remains to be
done. Applicability of the right to bargain,
minimum ‘wages, unemployment insurance
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and workmen's compensation to farm work-
ers is a matter which deserves Immediate
attention of Congress. I am hopeful that we
can make some improvements in these pro-
grams this year which will be beneficial to
farm workers,

If I can be of any assistance, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

With warmest personal regards,

Sincerely yours,
FrEDp R. HARRIS,

POLLUTION—A WORLDWIDE
PROBLEM

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, there
has been a great outpouring of concern
within the last year or two about the un-
deniably deteriorating condition of the
environment within the United States,
Stacks of testimony, learned papers and
film clippings illustrate the hazardous
conditions.

However, the condition is not limited
to the United States. This is a fact that
we need not feel relieved about, but a
fact that supports the position that
the world is an increasingly interdepend-
ent planet.

In support of the worldwide gravity of
the pollution crisis I call attention to an
article that appeared in the Washington
Post of July 20, 1970, by Claire Steriing
entitled “Efforts Begin to Compute the
Worldwide Eco-Crisis.” The article refers
quite correctly to the environmental
crisis as “the crisis of crisec, the culmi-
nation of man’s timeless errors.”

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

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

EFfFoRTS BEGIN TO COMPUTE THE WORLD-

winE Eco-CRrISIS
{By Claire Sterling)

RomeE—Suddenly, in any number of dis-
parate countries—the United States, Britain,
France, Germany, Italy, Sweden, Czechoslo-
vakia, the Soviet Union, India, Japan—infiu-
ential men have sensed an ilmpending dan-
ger unlike any in human experience. Futur-
ologists call it the crisis of crises, the culmi-
nation of man’s timeless errors. They have
many and not always comprehensible ways
of putting this, but what they seem to be
saying is that the day may be coming when
the planet can no longer support the people
on it.

There will be 7 billion people by the turn
of the century, twice the number now. They
are not going to have enough to eat: half the
world’s population is starving already, and 4
or 5 of the 7 billion are expected to. They
will not have enough habitable living space,
even by our own generation's shrinking
standards; the more affluent may live 50,000
to a skyscraper, ffhe poor in cement warrens
of “conurbations” spreading across the con-
tinents from end to end. They will not have
enough parks, beaches, woods, open country-
side to escape maddening urban pressures,
or enough psychiatrists for any but the bas-
ket-cases, They might not have the physical
room to travel freely. They may not have
enough breathable air or drinkable water.

The fact that this last goes for all of us—
the human race, that ls—may surprise some
Americans, inclining as they do to the
oddly proprietary view that the United
States is alone in violating nature. Actually
the Lake of Zurich is as irredeemably dead
as Lake Erie; the Rhine is filthier than the
Hudson; Swedish forests are withering under
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acid rains bearing sulphur from the Ruhr;
the Japanese, Finns and Dutch fall deathly
ill from eating mercury-tainted shellfish;
sturgeon (and so, alas, caviar) is disappear-
ing from the Caspian Sea; the Baltic's oxygen
content is dropping at an alarming rate; the
lifespan of a Milanese is three years shorter
than other Italians’ because of smog; and in
some parts of the Tiber a fish will die In 15
minutes.

There are a lot more such fright stories,
and others possibly in the making as bad or
worse; earthquakes caused by man-made
dams, deserts spreading relentlessly across
overgrazed land, a new Ice Age induced by
buman tinkering with the atmosphere, life-
less oceans, terrestrial floods. And all the
ravages we are just beginning to notice will
have doubled within 30 years, when twice as
many human beings will be scrambling for
food and water, excreting, piling up garbage,
consuming fuels and manufactured goods,
emitting nolsome vapors and deafening
sounds as they criss-cross the globe in cars
and supersonic jets.

All this amounts to s0o much more than
our pedestrian ideas of what a problem is
that futurologists have coined a word for it—
the problematigue. Nobody really knows the
slze of it yet; the international conferences
and elaborate computer studles are barely
getting under way. But it is clearly too big
for panic decisions which, with the best of
intentions, might easily make matters worse.
It is obviously too big for any of the currently
popular back-to-nature propositions: 7 bil-
llon people are unlikely to find deliverance
by banishing the technologists and growing
tomatoes in window-boxes, It is evidently too
big to be entrusted to an exclusive club of
rich industrial nations, whose performance
so far has hardly inspired bottomless trust on
the part of those other nations where the
starving billions live. Above all, it is certainly
too big for any single country, however
wealthy, powerful, clvic-minded, gullt-rid-
den, nature-loving, or technologically ahead
of the rest.

Take the Baltic. It is an inland sea shallow
and sluggish, with an outlet to the Atlantic
s0 narrow that 30 years must go by before its
waters can be flushed away and renewed. And
it is sick: clogged with industrial waste and
human excrement emptying into it from the
bordering states of Denmark, Sweden, Ger-
many, Poland, Finland, Soviet Russia; clotted
with garbage sumped by pleasure craft; poi-
soned by windborne mercury from all Europe
and DDT from everywhere; filmy with oil
from passing freighters and tankers. Further-
meore; it could die overnight. One cublc meter
of light fuel oil can spread over a square kilo-
meter of sea within one to two days. A ship-
wrecked super-tanker spilling, say 250,000
tons of oll on these imprisoned waters might
kill off all marine life, with incalculable ef-
fects on the atmosphere, not to mention the
economies of six coastal states Inhabited by
over 300 million people. Yet the tankers will
go on plying these waters unless and until
the six governments agree to ban them. Even
80, there would remain the slime from the
six nations’ rivers and the treacherous winds
overhead.

Something may be done about the Baltic,
the only point, last summer, on which the
Swedes and visiting Soviet Premier Kosygin
could unreservedly agree. But whatever else
is done even by the six states could not be
enough. If nothing else, the winds would de-
feat them—those winds that carried radioac-
tive ash around the world from Hiroshima
in a fortnight, that have carried pesticides
3,600 miles from Africa to the Caribbean
and managed, in a quarter of a century, to
impregnate the Antarctic ice with 2,600 tons
of DDT.

There iz really no getting around it. If
the planet is to be reasonably livable some-
where around the year 2000, we are going to
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have to have planetary rules, planetarily de-
vised, imposed and policed. This has nothing
to do with internationalist sentimentality,
One Worldism or the Brotherhood of Man:
we can all still hate our neighbors. It is
merely the recognition of an elementary sur-
vival principle comparable, at this stage In
human history, to the earliest strictures
against cannibalism. (Canniballsm is one
way out, of course, but does not fall within
our immediate purview.)

These articles will necessarily start from
that premise. The reporting will cover Com-
munist and capitalist, rich and poor, black
and colored states, what they’re doing or say
they're doing, what's stopping them—not so
much technologically as In the way of na-
tional sensibilities, bureaucratic sclerosis,
power, politics, money.

There will be no particular effort to relate
this reporting directly to the United States.
The connection would be implicit; and too
much insistence on it would merely refiect
habits of thinking which, llke conventional
politics and diplomacy, are already becom-
ing obsolete.

DIVERSITY OF BIG THICKET GEN-
ERATES VARIETY OF PROPOSALS

Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. President, a
recent newspaper article on the Big
Thicket gives an excellent review of the
variety of proposals which have been
made to preserve this beautiful part of
Texas.

The article emphasizes the most im-
portant point of all the discussion about
the Big Thicket—all persons who know
the Big Thicket agree that it should be
preserved. While the debate among the
various individuals and interests involved
often becomes brisk, this is to be ex-
pected when advocates present their posi-
tions with vigor. It is most encouraging
that the issue being discussed is not
whether there should be a Big Thicket
National Park, but how large the Big
Thicket National Park should be.

The proposal which I have formulated
is contained in S. 4, my bill to establish
a Big Thicket National Park of not less
than 100,000 acres. It is my position that
the amount of land is the minimum nec-
essary to adequately protect the unique
ecosystems contained in the Big Thicket.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the excellent article by Mr. Dan
Martin entitled “Friends of Big Thicket
Many—and in Disagreement” which ap-
peared in the July 23, 1970, evening edi-
tion of the Fort Worth Star-Telegram
on page 4-A, be printed in the REcoRrb.

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

FRIENDS OF Bic THICKET MANY—AND IN

DISAGREEMENT
(By Dan Martin)
BeauMmonT.—Everyone, it seems, is agreed:

There should be a Big Thicket National
Monument.

Sen. Ralph Yarborough thinks so. He au-
thored a bill calling for creation of a na-
tional park,

Dr. Charles Wilbanks, president of the Big
Thicket Association, a conservation group,
and O. R. Crawford, president of the Texas
Forestry Association, think so, as does U.S.
Ri?l.lJmn Dowdy of Athens, who also wrote
a -

Conservationists and Industrialists alike
feel the area should be preserved.

So ‘does the National Park Service,
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In 1967 it made a survey of the area. A
report enthused:

“The scientific and recreational values of
the Big Thicket are so outstanding in qual-
ity and importance and their threatened loss
to the nation so grave, that their preserva-
tion by the federal government for the en-
joyment, education and inspiration of all
the people is imperative.”

That all sides agree on the main aim is a
twist on the old “white hat-black hat”
theme.

Despite the basic agreement, there is little
agreement.

Conservationists want a park of at least
100,000 acres.

Timber interests—the major landholders
in the thicket area—want only a “string of
pearls” park of 85,600 acres.

Conservationists accuse timber interests of
having ulterior motives, of being manipu-
lators and of killing off native beauty to
make a park less desirable.

Timber people treat conservationists pa-
tronizingly, seemingly as one would react
to a retarded child or explain a complex
point to a slightly daft, impractical dreamer.

That, then, is the polarization.

Both sides agree there is a need to pre-
serve the natural beauty and eco-systems of
the Big Thicket.

The rub comes in deciding how big, where,
how it will be accomplished and other im-
plementary details.

Conservationists generally support Sen.
Yarborough's Senate Bill 4, which calls for
the creation of a park ‘“not less than 100,000
acres in Hardin, Liberty, San Jacinto, Polk
and Tyler Counties."

Lumbermen generally support a bill spon-
sored in the House of Representatives by
Rep. Dowdy, which calls for a park not to
exceed 35,600 acres.

In addition to the Yarborough and Dowdy
bills, two other bills have recently been
dropped into the hopper.

U.S. Rep. Bob Eckhardt of Houston, a
Democrat, proposed a bill for a park of 185,-
000 acres.

U.S. Rep. George Bush of Houston, the
GOP nominee for U.S. Senator, proposed a
bill to create a park of up to 150,000 acres.

Both bills call for a park in a modified
“string-of-pearls' shape.

Opinions range from those of Sen. Yar-
borough and Orrin H. Bonney of Houston
to those of Hubert Mewhinny, a retired
Houston newspaperman.

Senator Yarborough has said of the
Thicket:

“The Big Thicket i1s a beautiful and
unique area of heavy rainfall and dense veg-
etation . . . It is one of our country’s most
valuable regions of biological and ecological
development. Until recently this portion of
the Texas gulf plains had remained an un-
spolled refuge for rare species of plant and
anima] life. However, increasing develop-
ment and exploitation of the area now
threatens the existence of the Big Thicket
as an identifiable ecological unit.”

Bonney writes of the “breathtaking love-
liness of ferns growing from the moss of
gnarled tree trunks, the unbelievable green
solitude of tree-encircled meadows resplend-
ent with wildflowers, magnificent magnolia
groves, azaleas exploding with color, lumi-
nous beech forests, eerie cypress swamps.”

He speaks of the Thicket as the “biological
crossroads of North America,” and of cham-
pion-sized trees, 21 varleties of wild orchids,
25 ferns, fungl, mosses, algae, the 300 specles
of birds which live within the thicket,

Mewhinny, who now lives in San Jacinto
County says of the Thicket:

“There are not national parks in Louislana,
Mississippi, Alabama or Georgia, and for good
reason,

“There is no spectacular scenery in those
states and there is no primeval and inviolate
wilderness,
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“Mildly pretty as parts of East Texas may
be, the same thing is true of here. The s0~
called String of Pearls might have some jus-
tification. But I would respectfully ask the
Senate to think twice before setting up a
full-scale National Park in East Texas.

It would be a fraud on the innocent and
gullible tourist.”

This aura permeates in Big Thicket discus-
sions and the hearings.

Conservationists accuse timber interests of
trying to destroy the Big Thicket.

Lumber spokesmen retort, somewhat hotly,
that the charges are “outright falsehoods.”

Lumber spokesman contend they are the
“stewards of the land,” taking good care of
it,

Conservationists say timber interests “are
destroying the native woodlands.”

One of those who questioned the timber
industry is U.S. Rep. Bob Eckhardt of Hous-
ton, who commented:

“Perhaps I may be wrong but I cannot
help but wonder-if there isn't a well-orga-
nized scheme afoot to destroy the aesthetic
value of the Big Thicket. Then, there will
be no point in trying to save any of it.

“] wonder if there aren't well-planned pro-
grams to destroy the hardwoods—the hick-
ory, pecan and beech—and supplant them
with fast growing pines for money-hungry
lumber barons . . .”

Eckhardt told of a hero rookery allegedly
sprayed with insecticides from an alrplane,
killing more than 200 water birds within a
two acre site; hardwood trees felled to make
room for pine, magnolias chopped down for
railroad tles and native pecan trees cut to
make “corduroy roads."

“There is one Instance of a huge magnolia
tree literally being ‘murdered.’ The beautiful
tree—1,000 years old and judged to be the
oldest and largest in North America—was
found dead, drilled in nine places—and poi-
soned with arsenate of lead,” he sald.

Eckhardt added that he does “not think
that lumber companles are the prinecipal cul-
prits in devastation of the Blg Thicket at this
point. As you ride through the area, you see
subdivision after subdivision opening up .. ."

Others, such as Geraldine Watson, a tour
guide and naturalist from Silsbee, accuse the
timber industry of killing the Thicket.

“I want to say the greatest danger to the
Big Thicket are plans to convert all the
natural woodlands to pine plantations at the
rate of 35,000 acres a year.”

She called such plantations "ecological
wildernesses.” 1

Edward Fritz of Dallas, chairman of the
Texas Committee on Natural Resources, said
the timber industries are not taking good
care of the land.

“They are, in fact, destroylng the eco-
system in five ways.

“First, they are admittedly converting all
feasible tracts into one species tree planta-
tions . . . A one speciés plantation has no
value ecologically or aesthetically . .”. The
timber companies are pockmarking the Big
Thicket with pine plantations at the admit-
ted rate of 35,000 acres per, year.

“Second, the timber companies have al-
most completely abandoned single-tree selec-
tive cutting (and have started) clear cutting
several acres at.a time .. . Such clear cut-
ting nowadays involves the annihilation of
all plant life, to leave plenty of sunlight for
the oncoming pine trees. Many species of
plants and animals are disappearing as a
result.

“Third, the timber companies have failed
to set aside for permanent preservation any
substantial samples of typical plant com-
munitiés. They have recently laid out a few
short nature trails, but these are inadequate
in every way. They have donated two five-acre
campsites in Hardin County, but they have
thus far failed to donate any Big Thicket
natural area for preservation . .. The tim-
ber companies have not even established
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an eco-system preserve of their own, and if
they did, there would be nothing to stop
them from cutting it in a pinch.

“Fourth, the timber companies are lock-
ing the public out of their best areas.

“Pifth, the timber companies sell or lease
substantial acreages along roads and streams
for commercial, residential or recreational de-
velopment, particularly hunting and fishing
camps. Through this practice they reveal that
they are not perpetuating the forest as a
source of wood products for the future use of
man, but are, instead, exploiting the land for
the largest available profit.”

0. R, Crawford, president of the Texas For-
estry Assocliation, disagrees. He noted that
“practically dll of the land under consldera-
tion has been cut—several times over in the
past 100 years.

“It is through the management of its pres-
ent owners that the Big Thicket is what it is
today. We have brought back what was de-
stroyed in the last,” he asserted.

“We support this park. I have said it be-
fore and I will say it again that we will pre-
serve, we will protect every tree, every plant
that should be protected and preserved.”

The national park people chose the 35,500
acres as containing flora and fauna that is
rare and unique,” he sald, urging its preser-
vation while asking that other land in near-
by national forests be developed for recrea-
tional use.

Conservationists urge the 100,000 acres to
preserve the integrity of the 85,500 acre
“unique specimen areas.”

According to a plan developed by Bonney
for the Sierra Club, a Big Thicket National
Park would include unique specimen areas,
wildlife areas, timber management areas,
rivers and streams with wide corridors on
both sides to preserve their beauty, a net-
work of highways bordered with a deep cor-
ridor of natural forest and recreational fa-
cllities.

The timber industry, on the other hand,
maintains that the NPS-selected areas are all
that needs preserving,

The Big Thicket, which some people claim
is being “murdered,” now rests in the midst
of controversy, awaiting a decision from the
National Park Service, the Senate Parks and
Recreation Subcommittee, and the myriad
of other details which precede or preclude
the formation of a national park.

While agreeing on the main alm—preser-
vation of some part of the area—the sides
are polarized.

Hopefully, it will be as Dempsie Henley,
founding president of the Big Thicket As-
soclation, says.

“It's just a matter of compromise now."

Or, as one observer put it, “It would be
tragic to see the area die because conserva-
tionists and lumbermen—who agree on the
goal—can't agree on the roadmap.”

VARIOUS PRESERVATION IDEAS PRESENTED IN
Parg PrOJECT

The controversy around creation of a Big
Thicket National Park centers on the size
and on what shall be designated unique and
worth preserving.

The National Park service, in February of
1967, issued a report on the park, suggesting
a “string of pearls” concept, embracing nine
ecologlical islands within the area.

The nine areas are:

The Big Thicket Profile Unit, 18, 180
acres. Located in Hardin, Polk and Liberty
Counties, the unit is an elongated, narrow
tract spanning a full cross-section of the
Thicket, typing together the upper and lower
thickets.

The Beech Creek Unit, 6,100 acres. It is 13
miles east of Woodville in Tyler County, en-
compassing a rich expression of the upper
Thicket, composed of beech-magnolia-white
oak-loblolly pine association.

Neches Bottom Unit, 3,040 acres. It is on
the Neches River in Jasper County, about
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eight miles west of Buna. It is a magnificent
hardwood forest on flood-plain bottom
lands,

Tanner Bayou Unlit, 4,800 acres. This is on
the west side of the Trinity River, in Liberty
County, 12 miles north of Liberty and it ap-
pears to be a virtually untouched example of
the flood plain forest community.

Hickory Creek Savannah Unit, 220 acres. It
is in southern Taylor County, five miles south
of Warren. It is a threshold community bor=-
dering on the Thicket community. It is a
longleaf pine-grassland association.

Beaumont Unit, 1,700 acres. This is in
southeastern Hardin County, at the conflu-
ence of the Pine Island Bayou and Neches
River. It is a superlative representative of
the flood-plain forest, stream-bank commu-
nity association.

Little Cypress Creek Unit, 860 acres. This
is in western Tyler County, five miles west of
Woodvllle, representing qualities similar to
the Beech Creek Unit, but having a deeper
relief and therefore more varled upper
Thicket vegetation.

Loblolly Unit, 5560 acres. This is near the
eastern ‘boundary of Liberty County, about
five miles northeast of Moss Hill. It has an
exceptionally find stand of the Big Ticket's
characteristic trees, the loblolly pine.

Clear Fork Bog Unit, 50 acres. This is in
Tyler County seven miles east of Colmesneil.
It is a botanical marvel, of sphagnum-swamp
tupelo association; including some of the
rarest plantsin the country.

The Sierra Club proposition calls for not
only preservation of these units but:

Wildlife areas of sufficlent size and forest
cover for restoration, habitat and protection.

Timber management areas established for
timber harvest and multiple use similar to
U.8. Forest BService practices in national
forest.

Wide river and stream corridors on both
sides to preserve their natural beauty, acces-
sible to canocers with primitive camping
available.

Highway corridors at least a half-mile on
each side, providing access and sightseeing.

Recreational facilities in areas not pro-
tected as unique.

PARTNERSHIP FOR BETTER
HOUSING

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, one of the most pressing prob-
lems facing our Nation today is that of
providing livable low-income housing
units for disadvantaged city residents.

There is unanimous agreement from
experts in urban planning that some-
thing must be done to replace unsafe
and unnealthy inner-city housing units
with sanitary and appealing units priced
within the range of low-income families.
But, there is wide disagreement on how
this should be done.

One solution has been developed by a
group of concerned citizens in Camden,
N.J., and the success of their efforts
should prove encouraging to others con-
cerned about this problem.

A group of businessmen saw the need
to rehabilitate inner-city housing and
enlisted the aid of five of the Camden
area’s leading corporations. Working to-
gether they formed a private, nonprofit
corporation called Camden Housing Im-
provement Projects—CHIP—to rehabili-
tate dilapidated housing.

The businessmen have received help
from the city, State, and Federal Gov-
ernments in a fine example of how part-
nership between government at all levels,
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private citizens, and big business, can
achieve positive results.

Mr. President, the work being done by
CHIP is described in an article in the
current issue of Challenge, a magazine
published by the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, and I ask unan-
imous consent that the article be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

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

CHIp BriNgS NEw LIFE To RunpownN HoMES

Block after block of decaying row houses
once gave large chunks of Camden, N.J., the
appearance of a city withering away. No
rebuilding was being undertaken in deteri-
orating areas of this industrial center of
117,000 people. Then a group of businessmen
declded to do something about the desolate
scene they passed each day commuting to
their downtown offices.

They took the problem to top executives
of five prominent Camden-based concerns:
Campbell Soup Company, Radio Corporation
of America (RCA), The Bank of New Jersey,
The Dorrance Foundation, and South Jersey
National Bank. Out of these discussions came
the founding of a private, nonprofit corpo-
ration called CHIP, an acronym for Camden
Housing Improvement Projects.

Since its founding, CHIP has been vigor-
ously helping to ecounteract the local housing
shortage and decay by buying dilapidated
homes, rehabilitating them, and selling them
to low-income families at prices they can
afford.

HOMES FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

The businessmen recognized that most of
the urban renewal being undertaken in Cam-
den was in low-income neighborhoods. They
were concerned over where former residents
were relocating and discovered that although
much planning was underway, the proposed
new homes and rental units would clearly
be beyond the means of lower-income groups.
The housing shortage was becoming more
critical among the poor—with overcrowding,
relocation problems, and accompanying evils.

Alerted to the need for quick action, the
five Camden concerns launched CHIP’s home-
rehabllitation program with loans of $100,-
000 each, Interest-free, With this pool of
money, CHIP acquires vacant, run-down
properties usually for less than $1400. Aver-
aging #9500 in rehabilitation costs including
labor, the nonprofit corporation in most
cases renovates the home completely in 60
to 90 days. Out-of-pocket expenses total
$10,900, but with overhead and other costs,
such as financing and selling, the current
sale price of the homes is about $12,700.

The houses are sold to low-income buyers
under HUD-FHA's 221(h) low-interest mort-
gage insurance program specializing in prop-
erties rehabilitated by nonprofit groups.
FHA's Section 235 interest subsidy program
is also being used for some mortgage financ-
in

2.

With this winning combination, by April
of this year CHIP had 168 houses completed,
had 20 undergoing rehabilitation, 14 awaiting
FHA approval, and another 38 houses in ac-
quisition and planning.

GETTING ORGANIZED

CHIP's founders realized during their early
planning that a major commitment of pro-
fessional business talent and capital from a
limited number of sponsors would allow the
new nonprofit, coordinating corporation to
function with flexibility and dispatch. To
complement their own particular expertise,
the founders appointed to CHIP’s executive
board additional trustees drawn from Cam-
den neighborhoods selected for rehabilita-
tion.

The CHIP board—including experts in civil
rights, real estate, mortgages, law, and Fed-
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eral agency administration—chose for their
executive director Jerome I. Weinstein, a 35-
year-old Camden resident with experience in
construction, finance, and real estate. Weln-
stein, who has been a contractor in rehabill-
tating homes, a retailer, a social worker, and
a real estate broker, says that the CHIP
board continually helps him with invaluable
professional guidance. Besides its consider-
able financial backing, the board also pro-
vides such assistance as free office space and
storage facilities for construction materials.
An annual grant from the New Jersey De-
partment of Community Affairs pays the
salaries of a small CHIP office stafl.

‘Washington-based HUD rehabllitation spe-
cialists helped select initial CHIP project
sites. Camden FHA staffers continue to as-
sist in the day-to-day workings of HUD's re-
habilitation program for low-income home-
buyers [221(h) ].

TAX BREAKS AND FORECLOSURE LAWS

Executive Director Welnstein is quick to
praise the city's cooperation in setting tax
assessments. He explains that “to supple-
ment the benefits of FHA's low mortgage in-
terest rate, a realistic property tax was neces-
sary. If the city had re-assessed each property
based on our additional cash investment in
the house, the Increase in annual taxes would
have tended to discourage further attempts
to rehabilitate. The city’s attitude has been
very fair in establishing property assessment
based on selling prices under normal market
conditions, as employed in evaluating other
properties in the neighborhood.”

All is not utopian with CHIP's program,
however. Weinstein says that his real head-
ache Is not working capital or costs but the
difficulty of acquiring a continuous supply
of vacant houses for rehabilitation. Yet in
Camden, as in most of our major cities, many
abandoned, tax delinquent properties suit-
able for rehabilitation are tied up in fore-
closure laws that involve long legal processes
and hamper acquisition.

Because of these obstaces, CHIP approached
the State Attorney General’'s Office in the
hope of aequiring an additional source of
housing supply. CHIP requested that the
State exerclse its powers to condemn aban-
doned properties and thereby free them from
the time-consuming foreclosure process. The
Attorney General complled, and CHIP s
now purchasing state-condemned houses for
rehabilitation,

LOW-INCOME HOMEBUYERS

CHIP's personalized approach includes
management and budgeting counseling by a
staff of social workers that prepares home-
buyers for their new responsibilities.

Many of the CHIP homebuyers who have
been on relief and never owned a home, find
Jobs and then apply for a rehabilitated home,
Vernon Tatem, now a construction employee
-of Campbell Soup Ccempany, recently moved
his family of seven into a three-bedroom
CHIP home. “I am buying my own home,”
he says, “and paying $6.00 less than I was
paying for an $80 rented home. And my heat-
ing bill is half of what it used to be.”" His
wife especially likes “the improved layout
that gives us a lot mhore room than we had
before.”

CHAIN REACTION

CHIFP employs seven general contractors,
four of whom are black. Rehabilitation in-
cludes all new heaters,” wiring, insulation,
and copper tubing as well as new kitchen
appliances, flooring, windows, or steps when
needed. CHIP projects in deteriorating Cam-
den areas have the salutary effect of inspir-
ing improvement of other houses In the same
neighborhood.

CHIP keeps chipping away at the housing
need in Camden by making rehabilitation
settlements In packages of four to seven
homes at a time. The average mortgage is for
40 years at three percent interest. Each set-
tlement brings Camden that much farther
out of decay.
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With houses deteriorating faster than new
construction can replace them, productive
nonprofit housing tions that spe-
cialize in rehabilitation, like CHIP, re-
main indispensable for some time. The aban-
doned or condemned homes are waiting to be
rehabilitated for families in need of housing.

HEALTH SERVICES AND MOUNTING
MEDICAL COSTS

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, on July 8,
1970, I held an important public hearing
in Tulsa, Okla., on the subject of the
delivery of health seryices and mounting
medical costs. The testimony I received
at that time was thoughtful and worth-
while, and I believe that Senators and
relevant committees can benefit from
consideration of it. Accordingly, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the final portion of that testimony be
printed at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the testi-
mony was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

DELIVERY OF HEALTH SERVICES AND
MounNnTING MEDCAL COSTS

COSTS OF HEALTH CARE

A great deal 1s being said today about the
rising costs of health care.

It is true that health costs are on the in-
crease, but to be accurately appraised, these
costs should be reviewed in context with
other costs of living and in terms of the
rising value of health services. Also, there are
extenusating factors, such as the impact of
federal health programs, which have created
an adverse cost picture.

In 1966, the Consumer Price Index showed
the following division of the consumer dol-
lar: Food and aleohol—23¢; shelter—30¢;
clothing and jewelry—10¢; transportation—
13¢; recreation—6¢; health—T7¢ and all other
expense—11¢.

The health portion of the consumer dol-
lar may be broken down as follows: Hos-
pital—31¢; physiclan—28¢; drugs, medicine
and appliances—21¢; dentists—10¢; and all
other medically related services—10¢.

In terms of percentage increase, health
costs ‘have been a part of the general infia-
tionary trend. For example, during the ten
years from 1957 through 1966, health care
costs as a whole went up 34 percent. As ele-
ments of that total, physicians’ fees went up
33 percent . . . drugs and prescriptions, only
1 percent . . . and the daily service charge for
hospitals went up 78 percent,

For the same period, the price of all goods
increased 11 percent, and the costs of all
services went up 26 percent.

Tobacco products were up 30 percent, pub-
lic transportation up 31 percent, food up 17
percent, and housing, the largest item in
most budgets, up 13 percent.

One of the severest critics of the rise In
health care costs is our federal government,
whose own general revenue recelpts went up
36 percent durlng the period of 1960-86. De-
splte this substantial rise in ihcome, the pub-
licdebt rose 11 percent. )

No. one: likes the spiralling inflationary
trends in the costs of living. Health services,
however, which should be generally conceded
to be among today's best values, are not un-
like the rest of the economic picture.

What' are the factors which have con-
tributed to the rising costs of health care?

1. Public demand: Most Americans are
more health conscious, and they have in-
creased the wvolume of their purchase of
health services. Much of the “rising cost” is
simply a reflection of the volume of work
being done, rather than increased charges.

2. Governmental demand: The federal and
state governments—through the purchase of
health services for large segments of the
public—have paid billions of dollars for care,
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much of which was formerly furnished as
charity by physicians and hospitals. Health
care expenditures will naturally rise in rela-
tionship to the general cost of living when
subjected to an external economic stimulus
of this magnitude.

8. Price of progress: There is no. more
dynamic field than medical sclence. New
drugs, techniques, equipment and facilities
. . . which have contributed so dramatically
to the prolongation of human life and the
relief of human suffering . . . should be
measured with emphasis on their value rath-
er than their costs.

4. Operational costs: Health care is a per-
sonal service which does not lend itself to
automation. As the price of labor increases,
and as new medical techniques require ad-
ditional sophisticated personnel, operational
costs in clinics and hospitals have been
passed along to the consuming public. For
example, wages account for over 60 percent
of a hospltal's operational cost, so the in-
fluence of the labor market has a severe im-
pact on hospital charges.

Physicians’ clinics and hospitals are also
affected by the costs of goods and services
furnished by other segments of the econ-
omy, and in this context they are the vic-
tims rather than the perpetrators of infla-
tion. Finally, government's lmpact in the
health care field has created new adminis-
trative burdens for the private sector which
cares for America’s health, and the person-
nel necessary to handle non-medical govern-
mental demands represent a new cost factor.

It is expected that the costs of health care
will continue to rise in an inflationary econ-
omy. However, community planning proj-
ects may be able to reduce hospital costs to
some extent by eliminating duplicated serv-
ices and facilities among the local hospitals.

In addition, the federal government should
relieve the pressure on the producers of
health services by looking very carefully
on new health care legislation until existing
new programs have been perfected and old
ones have been evaluated for their necessity
and effectiveness. At the present time, 175
federal departments or agencies operate
health programs. A mechanism for coordinat-
ing these activies, in cooperation with Con-
gress, appears to be needed.

Increased medical manpower, as men=-
tioned in the preceding section, can provide
a_better balance in the current supply and
demand dilemma and perhaps reduce costs.

Meanwhile, the medical profession is ef-
fectively monitoring the fees of its members
through a nationwide clalms review system
which is made available to patients and to
private and governmental administrators of
prepayment programs,

Finanecing health care

The medical profession believes in indi-
vidual and family responsibility. Americans
should be encouraged by all persuasive pow-
ers, including government, to maintain the
cherished concept of financial independence,
both as individuals and as family units.

In‘recent years, however, government's at-
titude has been to discourage individual initi-
atlve in health economics by purchasing
benefits for large segments of society, many
times without regard to the resources of the
beneficaries.

This concépt is wrong. Government, which
should encourage self-reliance, could do so
in the health field by implementing the idea
expressed in the following paragraphs, an
idea which would minimize government con-
trol and assure adequate health care protec-
tlon for<all Americans at the same time.

To encourage ample health insurance cov-
erage for all members of the public under
age 65, studles should be directed toward
the use of the federal income tax system, to
permit graduated subsidies to taxpayers to
assist in meeting the premiums required. The
proposal contemplates an income tax credit
(not a deduction, but an actual remission of
& portion of the tax as adjusted to the indi-
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vidual taxpayer’s needs) for those purchasing
adequate health insurance coverage.
Implementation of such a program would
demonstrate many inherent advantages: The
degre= of federal involvement in medical care
financing would actually be slight; the
money involved would be the individual tax-
payer’s own money, withheld by him for
taxes paid, rather than paid out to him or
to the Insurer by the federal government. It
would allow the total amount to be used to
maximum effectiveness of the funds, elim-
inating the loss in transit which would occur
if first paid and subsequently returned as a
t

Indigent and needy persons now eligible
for Title XIX benefits (Medicald), who do
not have sufficlent income to pay an income
tax, could be included in this health insur-
ance program by receiving vouchers for the
purchase of comprehensive health insurance,
financed from the federal general revenues.

Catastrophic insurance

As a companion piece to the use of income
tax credits for the purchase of basic health
insurance coverage, studies should be di-
rected toward the federal-purchase of cata-
strophic coverage from the private insurance
industry.

This coverage, designed to provide com-
prehensive health benefits for catastrophic
fllness after basic resources are exhausted,
should only be offered to the American peo-
ple on the basis of need.

Thus, a person with low income and few
assets, could perhaps receive a catastrophic
policy which would become effective after
$1,000 had been spent on a single iliness,
whereas another person of greater means
would have his benefits start at the $5,000
mark

The variable “deductibles” could be appor-
tioned on a simple income-asset application
form, and, again, the income tax credit pro-
gram could be used to relmburse the ap-
proved policyholder for his coverage,

Legislation by regulation

There is a continuing, accelerating usurpa-
tion of legislative power by the administra-
tive agencles of our federal government. The
use and abuse of these unauthorized powers
commonly frustrate, distort and even negate
the policies laid down by Congress.

“Legislation by regulation” has been ob-
served by physicians in the implementation
of Medicare, where the expressed Intent of
Congress to forbld government interfererce
with providers of services has been completely
aborted by the administrative policies
handed down by government agencles to the
fiscal ‘carriers.

To preserve our legislative branch, there-
fore, it is recommended that Congress estab-
lish within its contrel a *“Committee on
Rules and Policies of Federal Administrative
Agencies” whose responsibility it will be to
review regulations promulgated by such
agencies to determine if they are in accord
with legislative intent. If such regulations
are found to be in conflict with Congress, the
committee should have the power to nullify
them and remand them back to the agency
for proper revision.

Health planning

Congress, in approving Public Law 89-749,
the Comprehensive Health Planning and
Health Services Amendments Act, ordained
that massive steps should be taken to im-
prove the orderly dellvery of health services,
both public and private, in order to assure
maximum benefits to the American people.

The medical profession supported volun-
tary health planning long before it caught
the eye of Washington bureaucrats and was
promoted by them into a legal entity. State-
wide, regional and community planning ef-
forts mandated by this federal law are now
being joined by physicians (but in a minority
role as provided by the language of the law)
because we desire to contribute toward prac-
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tical ideas for the improvement of our serv-
ices and because we believe medical doctors
should have some voice in the control of
their own destinies.

At the same time, we belleve that the
greatest chaos In health care planning lies
within the workshops of those bureaucrats
who have decided to investigate ours. As pre-
viously stated, there are presently 175 federal
departments and agencies operating health
programs, and this system not only lacks
coordination, but is manifest with outright
competition to see which agency or de-
partment can pour the most money into the
same area of chosen concern.

Many of the programs are obsolete, some
duplicate the services of others, and all are
wasteful.

Thus, In the matter of comprehensive
health planning, we suggest that the first
place to “clean house” 1s in the nation's
capitol, and we propose that another “Hoover
Commission” be created by Congress to re-
evaluate the functions and purposes of all
federal departments and agencles engaged
in health activities, with the objective of
formulating corrective recommendations
back to the Congress.

Senator Harris. I apprecliate very much
your well prepared statement, which will be
a useful one for us. Particularly, you've added
some important comments in regard to ris-
ing costs and inflation generally in the econ-
omy and rising public demand. I also think
it's very important to discuss in more depth
why it's difficult to get doctors in rural areas
and some of the factors that are involved
and some of the programs that we're plo-
neering here in Oklahoma that I am very in-
terested in. I thank you very much.

Dr. Howard Keith is a physician in Shat-
tuck, Oklahoma. We're glad you're here and
we'll appreciate hearing from you.

TESTIMONY OF HOWARD KEITH, M.D., OF
SHATTUCK, OKLA.

I fit the unusual pattern for the physician,
I guess, in that I am Board certified in two
different specialties—general surgery as well
as cardiovascular surgery. I trained to go into
academic medicine and I had planned on
spending my life in teaching. However, after
one year in this particular field political in-
terference became of such magnitude that I
no longer felt that I could care for patients
in the manner that they deserved. Therefore,
I left academic medicine and went into pri-
vate practice. I chose a town of 1,500. So it's
rather unusual to find an open heart physi-
cian in a town of 1,500 but I'm there.

This past year I had a very interesting ex-
perience. One of my associates who is also
Board certified In orthopedic surgery and
who does extensive traumatic hand work and
I were in a foreign country which has a na-
tional health insurance. All medical care is
paid for. My young child fell and sustained
an injury to his hand. We took him to the
hospital to obtain medical care. This was the
leading medical facility of this locality. While,
we were there it took us 615 hours in the
emergency room before we were seen by a
physician. It was not a matter of being there
in the middle of the night or some other
problem. Anyone who does hand work real-
izes that by that time we were already thirty
minutes past the ideal time for repairing the
injury. I had one of the best hand men in
the Southwestern part of the United States
with me and they refused to let him do any-
thing. They refused to recognize our position,
our training, our background, or anything
else. My child was taken from us; we had no
cholice of physician. We knew one in the area
which we requested. This was denled to us.

This particular physician was not on duty
at that time, and since we found out has
differences with the national health insur-
ance association and isn't recognized by
them and so he wasn't allowed to be our phy-
sician. They operated on our son and took
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care of him. The following day I inquired
where the physician was who was going to
make rounds. By late afternoon I was in-
formed that this was Thursday. I thought
well, hell, what difference does 1t make
whether 1it's Thursday or Sunday, I make
rounds seven days a week. I was Informed
he returned to the hospital Monday after-
noon and that we would see the surgeon 414
days post-operative. Who was covering dur-
ing this period of time? Well'it was his time
off and nobody covers. So needless to say I
became rather irate. I found a physician;
we were discharged from the hospital; and
took the child back into our care. During
the period of time that we were in the hos-
pital, I talked to one other patient whose
wife had come in with a threatened abor-
tion  She'd been in the hospital eleven days
and had not seen a physician yet. They were
delighted with the whole system—they
didn't have to pay a penny for health care.
I hadn't seen any evidence of health care
yet. I think just because you have national
health care insurance, just because some-
body is paying the bill, doesn't neceessarily
mean, Senator Harris, that we're geing to
get good care. I think good care comes from
the physician. As I mentioned, I went to a
small town in Western Oklahoma prior to
Medicare and Medicald and we had good
medical care there. I think we still do. But
it's working the hell out of the few of us to
do it.

With the Implementation of Medicare and

Medicaid our area, one-fourth of the land
area of Oklahoma, the Northwest part of the
state, has been reduced to twelve hospitals.
And at my last count, 35 physicians caring
for one-fourth of the state. Hospital after
hospital Is closed. Doctor after doctor is
leaving because the hospital cannot provide
under Medicare the services that are re-
quired. Therefore, they cannot receive proper
compensation and they have to close. So our
medical care in the area is being reduced.
At the present time over 50% of my patients
are coming over 200 miles to receive services.
To me the federal program does not provide
medical care to these people if they have to
travel a distance to get it. So I don't think
we can just legislate and provide insurance
or some other form and suddenly provide
care,
Senator Harris. I agree with that. You ob-
viously have indicated some pitfalls that do
not necessarily follow from national health
insurance, but certainly ought to be guarded
against, Let me just say that in the little
town of Elgin there was a doctor, Dr. C. M.
Martin, who was chosen by the American
Medical Association as General Practitioner
of the Year one year. He dellvered our first
baby. He is deceased now, but he practiced
until he was over 70 years old. The fact that
some other doctor like him does not still
practice In Elgin 1s not solely a result, I
think, of federal programs,

Dr. EerTH. It 1s not the result of federal
programs but federal programs did not nec-
essarily return the doctor. . ..

Senator Harris. No, that’s not right and
that’s why we need to do more. I believe
that we've sald that here.

Dr, KerrH. Also, it's been advocated all day
long, and I notice a good deal of our friends
from labor unions have left, that physicians’
costs are skyrocketing, or at least this was
the statement that I heard. Yesterday, in an-
ticipation of coming over here, I pulled a
few bills from my private file. I bought the
same car for the last four years. I'm on mul-
tiple state committees and so forth and the
board of directors of the Boy Scouts, ete.,
and I drive a good many miles each year. In
1967, I pald $4,700 for this particular car.
In 1970, I bought a model smaller. I left three
expensive extras off. That car cost me $6,700.
This is a $2,000 increase. My grocery bill in
1967 was $170 a month. In 1970, $280 a month.
I had my house painted, the trim, in 1968,
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8860. I got the bid yesterday to do it this year,
$280. In both cases I supplied the paint. Yet
I looked at my own bills that I charged. For
1963, I twok the four most common proce-
dures that I do. One of them, $275., 1970,
$275. 1963, $600. 1970, $500. 1963, $10; 1870,
$10. One of them, the average office call, 1963,
$5: 1070, #6. But that $6 is a fallacy. I still
get pald 5 because Medicare hasn't allowed
it yet. (Laughter). Now, I went to a country
that has national health insurance and I
learned to do a procedure which at that time
was not performed in the state of Oklahoma
and I was the first one west of the Mississippl
to do it. The cost of that procedure in that
country was $3,500. That's a lot of money, I
agree. I came home and did the first two of
them for $3,500. It was ridiculous; it was too
much money. I reduced my fee to $1,000. For
the time that I spend in this I ought to quit
doing it.

I could make a whole lot more money
doing the £275 or something else. But I
don’t think a patient deserves to have to
pay $3,500 to live and I don’t charge it. So
what I'm reflecting here ls the fact that
all of my costs have remained the same or
decreased yet what I am having to pay for
is rapidly increasing.

Senator Hamrmis. I think you have dra-
matically illustrated one of the things that
Dr. Hendren said about the general infla-
tionary increases that have continued in
our economy. So, I appreciate what you have
had to say and I think it will be useful in
these hearings.

I didn't mean to pass over Dick Luttrell
and Jim Harvey. Since you all have written
statements, we'll put them in the record.
I appreciate your being here at this time,
and, also, I'm grateful to Jim Haryey for
furnishing me with a book, Hospital Regula-
tion: The Dilemma of Public Policy.

Mrs. Ruth Avery who is an appointee of
the Governor to the Oklahoma Narcotics and
Drug Abuse Council, a member of the Tulsa

Area Health and Hospital Planning Council
and a Tulsa businesswoman is here.

TESTIMONY OF MR. RICHARD C. LUTTRELL, AD-
MINISTRATOR, NORMAN MUNICIPAL HOSPITAL,
NORMAN, OXLA.

I am Richard C. Luttrell, Administrator of
the Norman Municipal Hospital of Norman,
Oklahoma. The hospital I represent is cur-
rently a 150-bed acute general hospital owned
by the City of Norman and operated by a
5-member Norman Municipal Hospltal Au-
thority. The hospital has an average occu-
pancy in excess of 85% for the year ended
June 30, 1970. Its average length of stay
is about 6 days and average stay of over age
65 group Is 10 days.

The hospital has assets of 7.5 million and
loans for capital expenditures outstanding
of $3.2 million. The hospital is engaged in a
major building program. Average in-patient
cost per patient day is $67.00. All operating
costs of Norman Municipal Hospital must be
met by patient revenue. The hospital receives
no operating funds from other sources.

This points up our need for equity for the
purchase of our services from all purchasers
of care whether it be individual, insurance,
Government, or Blue Cross.

Cost reimbursement formula in general

A hospital cannot operate without some
degree of profit. Profit is necessary for cur-
rent debt retirement as well as the necessity
of providing for replacement of plant and
equipment. Elimination of the 2% allowance
in lieu of specific recognition for Hospitals
effective June 30, 1969, further compounded
the problem. This allowance amounted to
$51,944.68 for the Norman Muniecipal Hos-
pital for the year ended June 30, 1969, and
probably would have amounted to approxi-
matéely §70,000.00 for the year ended June 30,
1970.

Many costs for providing services for Hos-
pital patients are not allowed wunder the
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Medicare reimbursement formula. Examples
are costs of operating Coffee Shops, Employee
Meals, Beauty Shops, Telephone and Tele-
vision charges. Certainly these costs are nec-
essary to operate a hospltal and are definitely
related to patient care. The Medicare pro-
gram should provide for relmbursement of
its pro-rata share of these costs.

Reporting requirements and increased
paper work have substantially increased as
a result of the Medicare program. It would
appear that increased Administrative costs
necessitated by the Medicare program should
be entirely reimbursed by Medicare, Such is
not the case. Only the proportion of these
expenses of Medicare to total patient days is
chargeable to Medicare.

Cash flow problems associated with medicare

Hospitals generally experience a real cash
flow problem as a result of slow processing
and approval of Medicare claims. Although
the Intermediary in Oklahoma has probably
operated more efficiently than in some oth-
er states, there still has been a considerable
time lag between the time the clalms are
received by the Intermediary and the time
when final settlement is made. The cash flow
problem has been alleviated somewhat with
advance payments from the Intermediary.
However, the continual adjustment of the
allowance makes it most difficult to forecast
cash flow. A more current processing of
claims with attendant current reimbursement
would be most helpful to projecting cash
flow.

The cash flow problem is even more onerous
because of the trend for hospitals to par-
ticipate in debt retirement, principally in
the form of revenue bonds. As a result of
the cut-back of Hill-Burton funds, many
hospitals are being required to set aside
significant amounts of cash each month for
debt retirement. In the Norman Muncipal
Hospital, for example, it Is necessary to re-
strict the first $19,333.00 each month for
bond retirement obligations.

Because of the delicate balance between
cash inflow and cash outflow in a hospital,
it 1s most difficult to take care of cash pay-
ments that are not anticipated, or meas-
urable, or material in amount. One such
cash outflow may be a retroactive Medicare
adjustment. Also, the fact that there Is a
considerable time lag between the initial
fillng of the Medicare report and the final
settlement causes a hospital administrator
to never quite know just where he is with
respect to cash flow. If a formula could be
developed which would adequately cover costs
and provide for some degree of profit on a
current basis, with no retroactive adjust-
ments, it would be most helpful to the
prudent administration of hospitals.

Utilization committee activity

The Medicare program requires perlodic
review of cases for Medicare patients by
physicians other than the attending physi-
cian. Such a program is undoubtedly some-
what effective in curtailing unnecessary de-
lays in discharging Medicare patients from
the hospital. However, there appears to be
very little incentive for early discharge from
the viewpoint of the patient other than the
90 day rule. Since the Medicare program is a
losing proposition for hospitals, any change
that would curtaiil excessive Medicare pa-
tient days would undoubtedly benefit the
hospitals as well as make the program less
burdensome to the taxpayers who are stand-
ing the cost of the Medicare program.

Physicians serving conscientiously on Uti-
lization Review Committees serve in a very
difficult task without much praise for the
work they are doing. When they are acting
in the Utllization review capacity a way
should be provided for them to be immune
from Civil Legal action.

Hospitals have found themselves faced
with rising labor costs, increased shortages
of skilled personnel, and increased demand
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for its services and demands for improved
services in the future. All of this at a time
when hospitals, as institutions, are operat-
ing in & precarious financial condition.

Voluntary area wide health planning is a
good thing for the hospitals of this country
and the consumers of health care and it
would seem that it should receive support
from government and private groups to a
degree greater than at présent.

During the 1060 Oklahoma Legislature an
attempt was made by the Oklahoma Hos-
pital Association to tie planning to licensure
by the utilization of a certification of need.
Even though this attempt failed, this meth-
ofd or an improvement is essential in con-
trolling speculative construction of hospital
beds.

I think that on the whole the Medicare
and Medicaid Programs have been a success
in Oklahoma. The programs have rendered
care and service for which they were in-
tended. There is still the unmet need of the
medically indigent not eligible for Medicare
or Medicald, the need for paperwork simpli-
fication of both programs, the placing of
stewardship responsibility for the prudent
use of facllities and services in some way to
the patient and family, and the development
of a prospective rate setting system rather
than retroactive.

TESTIMONY OF MR. JAMES D. HARVEY, ADMINIS-
TRATOR, HILLCREST MEDICAL CENTER, TULSA,
OKLA.

My name is James D. Harvey. I am ad-
ministrator of Hillcrest Medical Center, &
500 bed general hospital located near down-
town Tulsa, Hillcrest also operates a 28 bed
satellite hospital in Broken Arrow. It is a
privilege to appear here to make a statement
concerning questions of financing health
care and a closely related subject, delivery
of health care

For a number of years we've heard about
and talked about great changes being made
in medicine and health care. Those of us
who are connected with hospitals have been
caught up in the middle of these changes.
We exult in magnificent new ways to deal
with illness and injury. The results have
been truly amazing. For the most part in
the Sixties, publicity on health care was
centered more upon these kinds of accom-
plishments, e.g. transplants, implants, the
pill—than it was on some of the more funda-
mental problems that hospitals face. Toward
the end of the decade, as accelerated by the
coming of Medicare, things began to change.
The fundamental problems of cost and de-
livery became highly visible in the health
industry. So today, it seems from my para-
noiac viewpoint, that hospitals are objects
of public attention, to say the least—publie
outrage, to say the worst.

Within this big change one of the greatest
sub-changes to take place over a relatively
short span of time has been the methods of
financing health care costs. This is not often
discussed in a public sense. It certainly is
talked about a lot among the vendors of
health services, however. Some of these
changes have caused the greatest financial
dilemma hospitals, in general, have ever
faced.

Changing public attitudes towards health
care have created part of this dilemma. The
passage of the Medicare law marked a major
shift in publiec policy. The law said, in effect,
that every citizen has a "right” to the best
medical care available and the citizens’ abil-
ity to pay for such services has no relation-
ship to this entitlement. Such a policy—al-
though hotly debated for a number of years—
is hardly opposed by anyone today.

Hospitals’ concern revolves around the
method of payment for patients in the Medi-
care category and its companion program,
Medicald, The Medicare program is all-inclu-
sive in its applicability to citizens 65 years of
age and over. There is no means fest, nor is
there pauper's declaration needed for eligi-
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bility under Medicare. Since this is true, the
entire population in the 65 and over category
is covered—that’s a lot of people.

Because there were formerly many persons
in this category who were wards of the gov-
ernment in one fashion or the other, Medi-
care had the effect of giving “relief” to local
governments (both at the state and county
levels) by taking over one of the major re-
sponsibilities which local governments had,
to wit, health care for the indigent. The im-
mediate effect was one of great relief among
local public officials and among some hos-
pitals because suddenly more payment was
being made for a given group of patients,
although such payment—which was to be
proven later—fell far short of covering the
economlic cost for taking care of these pa-
tients. Indigents do not comprise the total
number ot people 656 and older. Those who
used to pay their hospital bills now, in Medi-
care, had & new guaranteed health program—
this presented another loss to hospitals. As
years-of experience unfolded, hospitals dis-
covered the insidiousness of the method of
payment developed for Medicare and Medi-
caid programs,

As a matter of historic reference.I call to
your attention that Federal Government
officials were predicting expenditures for
Medicare at a level which turned out to be
one-half the amount needed during the pro-
gram’s first year of operation. Health officlals
correctly predicted that the government’s
forecasts were too low. It really didn't take
more than a pencil and a piece of paper to
figure that out in advance. But the effect of
this overspending caused forces in Wash-
ington to crack down hard on the relmburse-
ment program, which only served to aggra-
vate a bad situation. The result has been
that an already bad reimbursement program
was made worse by cutbacks. We yelled loud
and long but to no avall. And remember, we
hospital people were the ones who pointed
out the financial shortcomings of the pro-
gram in advance. It's ironic that we and our
private paying patients are suffering the con-
sequences.

During the first year of operation of the
Medicare program, the use of hospital facili-
ties among persons 65 years or older increased
15 to 209% more than the previous year—the
increase in the second year was 14% —and
hospitalization by people 65 and over is still
increasing. This increasing activity is really
much more than many hospitals are physical-
1y equipped to handle—both from the stand-
point of their facilities and from the stand-
point of available manpower.

Medicare is not the entire reason for hos-
pitals needing to expand—but the effect of
Medicare is what concerns us. As a result of
the pressure to inaugurate construction pro-
grams, and because grants and philanthropy
have diminished in proportion to hospitals’
growing capital needs, hospitals are having
to borrow larger amounts of capital required
for construction. Local governmental hospi-
tals have had to sell revenue bonds. In either
event, this has had the effect of aggravating
the financial operation of the hospital.

Pledging repayment on future earnings is
a great temptation—particularly to taxpay-
ers—the rationale 1s: “it won’'t cost anything
unless you use the hospital.” Unfortunately,
recovery of funds can only be made through
the billings hospitals generate on patients.
So, the hospital bill must go up as a result.
Current methods of financing hospital costs
are inadequate, in my opinion, to meet these
capital requirements. It gets a little ‘scary’
when one realizes that national capital re-
quirements for modernization of hospital
facilities amounts to fifteen billion dollars—
and this Is an estimate which is a year or two
old. Is it no wonder that hospital admin-
istrators scratch their heads in wondering
who is going to pay for this? There is no
earthly way in which these Improvements
could be made entirely with borrowed capi-
tal under present reimbursement systems.
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Ray Brown, a national hospital leader,
made a statement not too long ago from
which I quote, “In the decade between 1965
and 1975, the nation’s voluntary hospital sys-
tem will have to secure as much capital as was
accumulated in all hospital history before
that decade. At the same time, the hospital
fleld is faced with an as yet largely unrec-
ognized problem; a sharp dichotomy exists
between its sources of capital financing and
operating funds. In consequence, proper fi-
nancial strategy is prevented as hospitals are
forced to set distorted priorities in order to
‘put (their) dollars where the revenue is'.”

These conditions, when coupled with In-
creases of hospital costs, paint a not-so-rosy
picture. This is why so many hospitals which,
when they modernize, do not embark on in-
novative programs for the delivery of health
care but rather recreate the hospitals in the
images in which they formerly existed. There
is no adequate incentive whatever bullt into
present hospital financing programs either on
the capital side or on the operating side of
the picture for institutions to develop new
kinds of health delivery programs which
might be either more comprehensive or more
efficient or both.

The gist of my remarks is this: the health
care dellvery system as it exists today is not
adequate to furnish health care to ail of our
citizens, who now claim it as a right. When
people view health care as a right, something
is bound to happen. What I fear 1s that we
will develop a monolithic structure which
would attempt to furnish health care to all
citizens, The organizational implications of
this are too horrible to imagine.

If we simply change the way we finance
health care—adequately provide for and
build in incentives for health institutions
and professionals first to create facilities and
train manpower to undertake new programs
which would deliver care in different and
more innovative ways; and second, adequate-
ly finance that which 1s offered—then hospi-
tals would not be forced to recreate them-
selves in the style of the Fifties when they
undertake capital construction or move to
develop educational programs,

In a sense, public policy is contradictory. It
declares on the one hand the right to health
care for all citizens and on the other it pre-
serves, through present governmental pro-
grams, old ways of doing business—when, in
fact, the old way isn't adaptable to total
population coverage. I think we have ade-
quately proved that the way we used to con-
duct health affairs 1s not adequate to serve
the two hundred million plus people who
exist in our country today. Unfortunately,
there has been a lot of talk about this—but
very little action.

The place where action can really take
place is in the United States Congress and
the Executive Branch where sums of money
could be appropriated on a large scale for
programs in which the private voluntary
sector of the health care field could be a
cooperating partner by developing all kinds
of wonderful new programs,

In the long run, this would save money in
a number of ways. First, of course, is op-
erating efficiency—causing patients to re-
ceive the kind of care they need as opposed
to putting patients into an institution where
everybody gets the same level of care, re-
gardless of their need for it. In other words,
develop a system whereby one pays for what
he gets. But, before we do that, adequate
capital has to be made available for the
health care institutions, other providers, and
educational Institutions to develop their
physical facilities to be able to do this—e.g.
to take care of the horizontal bed patient,
vertical patient (out-patient), the rehabili-
tative patient, and the home care patient. It
will take a lot of money to do this. I would
point out that representatives of the Federal
Government have done a lot of talking in
comparison with the paliry amount of ap-
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propriations allocated to such undertakings.

In other words, we will have to spend money
before we can expect to save any.

The second way money can be saved is
through changing the reimbursement pro-
grams which are in existence (e.g. Medicare).
The Federal Government must recognize that
it has a broader responsibility in finanecing
the health care of Medicare and Medicaid
patients than is implied in the present
method of payment. Health institutions have
a monumental problem in having to dis-
count hundreds of millions of dollars to the
Federal Government at the expense, unfor-
tunately, of the rest of the people who have
to pay their hospital bills. I've saild for quite
a while that at Hillcrest if the Medicare and
Medicald reimbursement formulas were
similar to the amounts paid by Blue Cross,
commercial insurance companies, and by
people who pay their bills privately—we
could decrease our charges to all hospital
patients by 8% tomorrow. This circumstance
reflects badly on the Federal Government. If
this relmbursement tangle could be solved,
providers could then pledge themselves (and
third parties could require this) to work
in an integrated voluntary planning rela-
tionship so as to maximize the use of re-
sources and eliminate wasteful practices.
As it is, we have to scramble to stay alive—
a situation which is a deterrent to cooper-
ative planning.

In Oklahoma we have a good start in
health planning but we've still got a long
way to go. Adequate reimbursement will be
a vital contribution to its success.

The third way to save money is to provide
comprehensive financing for comprehensive
care. During the Sixties there has been a
lot more money made available for the
classic hospital bed patient. I suggest that
more money must be allocated to cover the
costs for taking care of patients in all kinds
of treatment facllities—including the home.
There should be no bias connected with the
place a. person is treated other than that
standards are being met, What difference
should it make whether he is lying in bed
in some hospital-—or whether he iIs in a pro-
gram which keeps him at home in order that
he remains in a productive position in our
soclety?

The old ideas about health insurance cov-
erage have to be thrown out the window.
The Federal Government and the state gov=
ernments must recognize this fact as do in-
surance companies who are large purchasers
of health care services, It's ironic that our
financing system tends to cover the most
expensive modes of treatment, while what
proves t0 be better ways for many people are
not covered.

It's human nature not to want to take
that first step because it's into the un-
known—but we've rapidly gotten ourselves
into a position in this country that, in health
care financing and dellvery, anything is likely
to be better than what we have now. I hasten
to the defense of existing hospitals and pro-
fessionals when I say this—they are in the
cross-fire—and are still performing magnifi-
cently.

Also, I realize that many interests in our
nation are competing for more money—the
environmentalists—what they propose will
have a long range impact on the health of
the people—claim that what we are doing is
just a small, insignificant gesture in address-
ing ourselves to the problem of purification
of our environment. Transportation, space
and housing, are all subjects involving pro-
posed expenditures of large sums of money
and there are others.

I feel that the cost-benefit ratio in health
care dollars shows promise of being the high-
est of all potential spending programs simply
because we already know the solutions—
thanks to government-funded research—now
we need the money to apply that knowledge
gained so that the consumer may benefit.
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Therefore, I say that our health care sys-
tem requires massive doses of funds which
will have to be appropriated for different
uses, under different formulas than they are
now. Only in this way will health care pro-
viders be able to do some of the things so
many consumers are suggesting and for which
s0 many researchers have already pointed
the way.

We could sit here all day and parrot past
utterances of national health leaders and
governmental leaders—but there is very little
we can do about it unless we have the where-
withal to follow through.

I've purposely avoided specifics because of
time limitations. Be assured I'd very much
like to participate in putting together new
health programs which might be worthwhile.
Although I speak from experience only in one
hosplital, in one city, from one state, the
problems, I'm sure, are universal.

Thank you very much.

TesTIMONY OF MRS, RUTH S. AVERY, TRUSTEE,
OEKLAHOMA CENTER FOR COMPULSORY-ADDIC~
TIVE DISORDERS, INC., TULsA, OKLA.
Oklahoma Center for Compulsory-Addic-

tive Disorders, Inc. (Alcoholism, drug addic-

tion, compulsive gambling etc.) a consor-
tium of the Oklahoma departments of
health, mental health, department of edu-
cation, Oklahoma University school of medi-
clne, Oklahoma State University, University
of Tulsa, social agencies etc. with facilities of

Tulsa involved within the two major cities

would include hospitals, psychiatric foun-

dation, Tulsa rehabilitation centers, clinics,
children’s medical center, Moton health cen-
ter, Tulsa city-county health departments

Just to mention a few in Tulsa, with like in-

stitutions In Oklahoma City which would

operationally be involved.

Basic clinical organization
Detoxification Center

The Central unit requiring hospital or
clinical facilities. In the Tulsa situation, liai-
son between Hillcrest Medical Center and
the Tulsa Psychiatric Foundation to receive
from any source—Tulsa County, the State,

the Interstate Reglon—depending upon
whether this function will be shared by a
comparable one in Oklahoma City Medical
Center—which would be advisable because
of the population concentration. It could, in
each instance, be a part of existing clinical
services. Strictly a professional organization,
which would serve alcoholics, drug addic-
tions, compulsive gamblers etc. and others in
general category requiring inpatient clinical
services. Twenty-four hour a day service Is
paramount so that no victim of a com-
pulsive-addictive disorder will be unable to
receive treatment immediately upon request.
In Tulsa, the Moton Health Center functions
under the Tulsa City-County Health Dept.
Under the Okla. Health Planning Agency,
statistics and records should be maintained
in cooperation with the Health Dept. of the
State: E.G.

a. How many people are suffering from a
problem of this nature?

b. Who is servielng them?

c. What are the effective techniques avail-
able?

d. How many of these are being applied?

e. What is the age bracket span?

f. Are treatment facilities available for
students? For working people?

g. What are . the charges to the victim, or
is there some place where those unable to
pay can receive help free?

h. Is there some place where children
under sixteen can receive help without their
parents knowledge if they so desire it by ap-
plying in person at certaln designated places
to be dispensed under the medical super-
vision under the ausplces of the State Health
Dept, through the various County Depart-
ments?

i. Are live-in facilities indicated as a ne-
cessity?
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j. How effective is the “Single System of
Treatment and Care" recently inacted in
California in this specific area; here there
is a 72 hour involuntary detention, 14 day
involuntary detention, and a 00 day in-
voluntary detention under a conservator-
ship for persons who are, as a result of a
mental disorder, or use of alcohol, narcotics
of restricted dangerous drugs, a danger to
others, or to themselves, or gravely disabled?

k. What services are avallable, and where
can they get them? How are they treating
them?

Under this basic plan, outpatient services
may be shared by the coordination of the in-
stitutions participating.

Should a national health Insurance plan
ever be considered, treatment for all drug
abuse should be one of the benefits.

Rehabilitation services

These services should be organized with
respect to varying needs of the major clini-
cal fields—alcoholics, drug addiction, com-
pulsive gambling, etc, Today, many patients
are “spree” users (multiple uses of alcohol
and different drugs). Gamblers also are
caught up in misuse of alcohol and drugs.
Again many needs will be met by reinjforce-
ment of existing services. They need to be
spelled out in terms of local resources In
Tulsa and Okla, City.

A unifying effort to work the facilities of
the two largest urban areas of the State of
Oklahomsa into a glant effort in this specific
fleld would make it the only such effort in
existence in the United States. The nearest
one comparable is The Aleoholism and Drug
Addiction Research Foundation, an agency
of the Province of Ontario.

The establishment of such a “Center’” here
in the middle of the United States, in Tulsa,
under the sponsorship of the OU Medical
Center, coordinating assistance from Okla-
homa State Uniyversity, and functioning
through Tulsa Unlversity, would be coordl-
nating both public and private learning re-
sources of our three largest Universities, co-
ordinating research and having the potential
cooperation of the three largest hospitals
here with the greatest number of beds avail-
able in the State of Oklahoma. By Hillcrest,
St. John's and Saint Francis coordinating
their efforts to prevent duplication or over-
lapping in this specific fleld, it would pro-
vide a greater diversification of services with
a possible reduction of costs. Since recldi-
vism of Lexington and Fort Worth is so high,
perhaps it might be worth while for the
Federal government to contemplate an in-
novative approach utilizing but reinforcing
present public and private institutions which
are producing better results. The methadore
blockade treatment seems to be gaining
‘much support, and in reducing the crime
rate in the areas where it is being used, as
statistically stated in the nmews commenta-
tor’'s remarks, perhaps this type of treatment
might be considered as & better approach
than through the imprisonment of the sick
victims of heroin addiction. Free treatment
of this nature would of course have to be
under the State Health Department, with
basic funding perhaps coming from the Fed-
eral government,

Services would include in the rehabilitative
sector a continuation of medical, psychiatrie,
psychological, social service and specific vo-
cational testing, guidance and training, as
well as work placement. Intergrading steps
in study and treatment should be available
throughout the entire system. Rehabilitation
should Include specialty opportunities such
as “live-in" facilities, and the “Anonymous”
organizations—A.A., D.A.A,, G.A,, Tops, ete.
Youth oriented organizations and out-reach
groups such as “The Paseo Center"” in Okla~
homa City, “The Pad” in Tulsa, Coffee Houses
operated by volunteer organizations and
churches could assist greatly in getting vic-
tims of the drug scene into the treatment
and rehabilitative system.
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Professional training

The existing educational and training serv=-
ices in the various professional flelds can be
utilized in the training of competent younger
professionals as specialists In the general field
of Compulsive-Addictive Disorders. Inservice
training for public welfare, public health and
public agencies could be given by profession-
als in the field. Training of teachers, law en-
forcement officers, youth leaders could he
concentrated in the University credit courses
in Tulsa. This has already been incorporated
into the curriculum under Dr. Barry Kinsey,
head of the Department of Sociology and An-
thropology, and specialist in this field of
drugs as well as alcoholism.

Research

Perhaps in the field of life sclences, there
might be an answer if diligently pursued to-
ward finding an answer to this problem in
human behavior. In London and in the State
of Oregon, success has been mentioned in
the using of electric shock through the Pav-
lovian system in cigarette smoking in Eng-
land, and in the turning off the desire of the
“Needle Freaks™ in Portland.

Pinding out through psychiatry, psychol-
ogy. soclology, or through religious experi-
ences what can or does affect or move a hu-
man being to cause the acceptance or rejec-
tion of these various forms of “crutches” in
the living experience, particularly prevalent
during times of stress or when problems arise
is one which will take time. Compiling in one
place detailed information relative to results
of the various systems and methods used of
research used, the results obtained, and the
prognosis for its effectiveness would be most
helpful. Collecting informat'on from the
various research flelds would facilitate get-
ting started, and maintaining follow-up files
on case histories would be necessary for
evaluation. Providing publications in this
field backed up by sufficlent research is fore-
seeable. Through uncontradictable data
through research and public education on
facts can do more to prevent the bullding up
of this “pollution of the mind” in the philos-
ophy of living.

Prevention

Utilization of all agencies in the commu-
nity, schools, churches, character-building
organizations, welfare agencies, combating
the "defeatist” outlook, particularly in the
economically depressed addicts and abusers,
can unite to coordinate their efforts in bet-
tering the living conditions which accelerate
this behavior. One doctor stated “Drugs are
a people substitute.” By understanding and
genuine concern, perhaps people caring can
help a great deal to stem the flood of drugs
which are engulfing our youth. Removing
victims from the criminal-justice arena, and
into the socio-medical surroundings, per=
haps we can heal the sick instead of punish-
ing them for their illness. Training in the
public schools from kindergarten through
high school is being undertaken in the
Laredo, Texas school system under a grant
of HEW. The curriculum has been written by
instructors at the grade level where it is
being taught, and done in a matter-of-fact
manner by studying Drugs, Use and Abuse,
along with their other subject matter.

By working with the law enforcement agen-
cles and the state legislature to help them
in perspective relative to the over-all pro-
gram would be advisable. Their cooperation
and greater knowedge of the subject can be
most valuable. The Oklahoma Center for
Compulsive-Addictive Disorders could help
reinforce their activities,

Public education
A high priority should exist for the ds-
semination of reliable Information in the
field. Even professionals can be misunder-
stood when they contradlct each other. This
done, on the part of authorities in the field,
causes the lay people to become muddled,
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their vision obscured, and all efforts, even
well-meaning ones, become fumbled.

The proper use of televislon 1s a must!
Parading victims being arrested for thelr 111-
ness, even the law-breakers, cannot accom-
plish ‘as much as parading the big dealers
In drugs who are in the scene only for the
big money made. Discouraging advertising
which glamourises the product does not help
unless this is done nationally by the govern-
ment. The National Institute of Mental
Health has been helping by utillzing the
medla most advantageously pointing out the
hazards. Radio can be most helpful. News-
papers can be invaluable, plus various pro-
fessional organizations such as the Mental
Health Association and others. The Oklahoma
Center could collect information and dis-
seminate it to the public, serving as a clear-
Inghouse. It would assist In coordinating
services to be sure that they were adequate,
and to prevent duplication and a scattering
of forces in servicing the field.

Proposed strategy—Clarify the total field

of service

The achievement of The Vision of Service is
primary, but the total program cannot be
bullt overnight. Therefore, a system of pri-
ority phases should be determined . . . eg.
the immediate organization in existing serv-
ices of detoxification opportunities beyond
present status, and as an interim program
to a more replete service. What then should
be goals of service as to reasonable expecta-
tion of implementation?

A down-to-earth evaluation of operations:
personnel, salaries, facilities; what would be
the ideal situation as to an overall program
(Intrastate and interstate Involving federal
participation), what is possible now, and
what can be expected within two years? This
involves the principles of “shared operations”
and “shared budgets”,

A planner would be necessary to pull this
all together, to survey what is available in
the State of Oklahoma in this field. What
services could be translated dollar-wise as
available for the “Center!” from the encircled
two urban areas of Oklahoma City and Tulsa,
prepare it for presentation in a Balance Sheet
form, presenting all the assets in the State
as of right now, when implemented, and the
goal sought as compared to what is required
to make It a success. By being sure that what
the state provides exceeds what Is being re-
quested from the Federal government, would
keep Oklahoma in control. Should the Fed-
eral Government see that this could well be
& pllot program, this coordination and con-
sortium might successfully also work else-
where, justifying that “seed” money for its
conception might be federally financed,

As “One Oklahoman Dreams™ of the great
potential involved in uniting two young
giants in our State toward a mutual goal to
feed out from the urban areas, and even
beyond in a foreseeable regional program, is it
such an impossible idea? Such are the
thoughts of a layman in the fields of medi-
cine and education.

Senator Harris. Are there any others here
who would like to have their presence noted
or who have any additional statements they
would like to make.

TESTIMONY OF MR. E. L. MALONE, JRr., ExECU-
TIVE DIRECTOR, KIDNEY FOUNDATION OF
OKLAHOMA-SOUTHERN EANSAS
I represent the EKEidney Foundation of

Oklahoma-Southern Kansas. We are con-

cerned with the staggering costs of any pa-

tlent who contracts a form of kidney disease
which leads to failure of this vital organ to
function. When this failure occurs, a patient
is faced with overwhelming financial bur-
dens which insurance, savings, and other
private resources are hard-put to support.
Since it is my understanding that this
hearing is called to document the high cost
of medical care, I have come to introduce
some data which is widely known in medical
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circles, but which may need to be shared
with the Committee. The Subcommittee on
Health of the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare of the Senate received much in-
formation of this sort In February of this
year. Some of the testimony I re-submit in
this context.

Dr. George E. Schreiber, President of the
National Kidney Foundation, reported that
8 million Americans each year contract dis-
eases of the urinary tract. Of these 8 million,
approximately 56,000 progress to terminal
uremia and die. The number is costly be-
cause they represent a loss of income to the
nation amounting to an estimated $1.4 bil-
lion annually, If dialysis and transplanta-
tion were available to these people, as it is to
only ten percent of the possible candidates,
the nation's economy would benefit, not to
mention the familles of those who are lost.

The Wall Street Journal, May 7, 1870, de-
scribes the problems faced by one family
with better than average income. When their
daughter was stung by a bee, she developed
& toxic condition in her kidneys which pro-
gressed to nephrosis, In the course of 21
months the family ran up medical and re-
lated bills totalling $57,794, Her doctors say
she faces four more years of costly medical
care before she can return to normal life.

Related to the experience of this family,
the Johns Hopkins Hospital reported to a
Wall Street Journal reporter that one 16 day
stay in hospital brought costs of $1,286.45, or
an average of 880.37 per day. These costs are
about average for hospital care across the
nation these days, sald the hospital au-
thorities. The patient did not recelve surgery,
but was admitted primarily for a check-up,
with medication and routine services.

Facilitles for treatment of kidney disease
are far in advance of the abllity of patients
to afford them. Cost of an artificial kidney
machine for dialysis of & patient at home
runs about $4,700. Each of the twice-weekly
treatments makes use of materials costing
$25-335. Whether treatment at home or in
a dialysis center is employed, the costs are
heavy. And while walting for a donor kidney
for transplantation, the candidate must be
dialysed twice each week to stay alive.

These costs represent present day ex-
penses. They are less than the costs ten years
ago when the treatments were new and rare.
As use Increases the costs are reduced. But
to make greater use of hospital facilities to-
day requires some kind of financial support
beyond the means of single family units, no
matter how well off the family may be.

The Kidney Foundation of Oklahama-
Southern Kansas is & new agency in the
medical and health field of this area. We in-
clude a large number of physicians and lay
members In Oklahoma City, Tulsa, and
Wichita. We are spreading our membership
slowly throughout the state heping to pro-
vide some support for the treatment and re-
covery of kidney patients. We hope that we
can move fast encugh to save some lives of
our citizens with voluntary support. But the
needs are so great that we must mobilize
the resources of our whole soclety to meet
the challenge of health service which is fast
moving beyond the resources of individual
families.

Senator Harris. Thank you. This has been
A particular interest of mine, as you know,
among other interests. Dr. Schreiner and
others who have pioneered in the fleld have
been and are friends of mine. I recall one
time several years ago I was holding hearings
in Oklahoma City on the development and
use of biomedical knowledge, and a lady who
had heard about the hearings came down
from Kansas, She was a young lady, looked
to be under 25. She sald that she and her
husband had two young children; that he
suffered from some type of kidney failure;
that he would die very shortly unless he
could have regular access to an artificial kid-
ney. The nearest one available to him was in
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Ban Francisco and he was, I belleve, nearly
300th on the list. Therefore, unless some
other provision was made for him to have
access to such a device—which we know
how to bulld and there are some but they're
in short supply because of money—he would
die. Unless the Federal Government spent
the money to provide additional such de-
vices he would die. That seems to me is &
rather dramatic presentation.

Senator Harris. Lorraine Haynes has fur-
nished a statement consisting of a letter
which Representative Roger L. Smithey re-
celved from Mr. Lloyd Rader in regard to an
aspect of the problem of financing medical
care—a problem not now covered, and that
is the replacement of teeth, and payment for
such items under the present law. It will be
made part of the RECORD.

OELAHOMA PUBLIC
WELFARE COMMISSION,
Oklahoma City, Okla., May 13, 1870.
Hon. RoGeEr L. SMITHEY,
State Representative,
Tulsa, Okla.

Dear SmiTHEY: This has reference to the
telephone call of May 12, 1970 regarding con-
tacts you had had from Old Age Assistance
reciplents who were having problems insofar
as having thelr teeth removed and the re-
placement of the same. You were interested
in knowing if there were any provisions under
the Medical Care Program to provide for
such cost.

Under Bection 18.62 of Public Law 89.97
the following statement is made, “(a) Not-
withstanding any other provision of this
title, no payment may be made under part A
or part B for any expenses incurred for items
or services—

“{12) where such expenses are for services
in connection with the care, treatment, fill-
ing, removal, or replacement of teeth or
structures directly supporting teeth.”

In view of the fact that Title XVIII of the
Federal Soclal Security Act has specifically
excluded the replacement of teeth, we will
not be able to make payment for such items.

‘We appreciate your interest in this matter.
With best regards, I am

Very truly yours,
L. E. RADER,
Director of Public Welfare.

JoHN T. ForRsYTHE, M.D., of Tulsa, Okla.
On the kidney matter, was it said that this
was not available to the people in Oklahoma?
Are we implying that this is not available?

Senator Harris. My point is this: I think
it has been rather clearly shown that there
are far more people who need such care than
are able to get it now. I don’t mean just in
Oklahoma; I mean in the United States.

Dr. ForsYTHE. It is my understanding that
the incidence of people that now need this
is approximately one in 100,000.

Senator Harris. I don’t know what the
percentage is.

Dr. Fors¥YTHE. I think in Oklahoma we have
this availability.

I am John Forsythe. I am a radiologist.

Senator HArrIs. I appreclate your state-
ment, Dr. Forsythe.

Dr. DeEnYER. I'm Dr. Denyer of Bartlesville.
We had one of those in Bartlesville. As a
matter of fact, we still have one but for the
moment we're without a man to operate it.
We still have It and there's one in Okla-
homa City. And the big problem is that the
supplies to operate the thing are about $250
a time. That's just part of the problem. We
hired a team of seven people for quiie a
long period of time to render such care.

Senator Harris. As I Indicated awhile ago,
it's a very serious kind of moral question:
who lives and who dies. And all of us make
decisions about that consclously and un-
consclously.

Dr. CorNer. I'm Dr. Norman Cotner and
I'm from Grove, Oklahoma. I'm a guest of
Dr, Ed Calhoon, President of the Oklahoma
State Medical Assoclation. I made some notes




26630

and listened to people present their case
very strongly and I reached two conclusions.
Number one, medical men and health care
people are putting out all the services that
are keeping you allve. We're tired; we're
worn out. We work harder; we gee more peo-
ple; we don't take vacations; we see our
families disintegrate under these circum-
stances. We see patients day and night and
are always interrupted by people’s problems.
We want you to know that we're working.
If somebody wants to pay the bill and send
people out there to help us, we'd be happy
to have it.

We're going to be down there locking after
people. We're going to be doctoring folks as
long as there's a line. And we don't want
some labor union here saying that we won't
do it because we do it every day. And we
work hard at it. Some pay us and some don't.
‘We'll look after the treatment of the sick if
someone will look after the payment of their
bills and those things. Now we have poor
people who come into the office and get care
and don’t worry about paying. The Indians
have a physician who has been in Delaware
County for eleven years with 16,000 to 17,000
people in that county; and there have been
many times he was the only doctor in that
county. But we look after them, some way
or another. And the Indians don't like to go
to the Indian hospital. They wait until they
get too sick to reach the Indian hospital and
have an emergency and come to one of the
local hospitals. And we have to look after
them. You talk about all these drug bills.
Nearly every drug company that puts out a
critical drug will give that drug free if they'll
ask for it. Most drug companies have forms
and you fill them out and the druggist will
fill the prescription and the drug company
will replace it. So you hear a lot of emo-
tional stuff about how poor people are being
treated.

Senator Haggris. Surely, Dr. Cotner, you
don’t believe that for everybody who needs
drugs and can't afford them, they would be
provided free by those who manufacture
them?

Dr. Corner. I believe they would down in
Delaware County. The doctor gives them to
them or the hospital gives what we get in
samples. There are tons and tons of samples,
If they would organize the catalogues—they
are more filled with trash than the people
would ever use. (Laughter.)

Another thing I'd like to stress is about
hospital costs. They say it's such a good
deal. I tell you if it were such a great deal,
Conrad Hilton would be in it. That's all
I've got to say about it.

These are thoughts that were developed
by my office girl who knows something about
the program and the accounting and every-
thing. Our county has eleven federal em-
ployees to tell the farmer how to fill out the
forms to get his payment for the land he’s
letting out, for the soil bank. He has to
know when to plant, when to hoe, when to
plow, and when to mow, (Laughter.) But
once they have to flgure out how to proc-
ess all of these papers relative to his retire-
ment, and his Medlcare, and his welfare, and
social security, they come to the doctor’s
office. (Laughter.) But they have all these
people for the soybeans and everything, but
no one to help these poor people process
their papers for their health. You'd think
that you'd have some people in the field to
help in some way to educate them because
they just don't understand. I know that
doctors have told me that there isn’t any way
they can explain Medicare to their patients
who are on it. The explanation of benefits
recelved from the Medicare carrier, Aetna,
still confuses people. Most of them don't
understand how to read them and they end
up bringing their problems to the doctor’s
office for explanation. My secretary says, if
the government is going to help people by
having these health programs then why
don't they pay full, reasonable charges in-
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stead of having these ridiculous deductibles
and co-Insurers? These insurance companies
are selling supplementary insurance policies
to these poor, elderly people who think these
insurance policies pay everything Medicare
doesn’t; then much to their sorrow they find
the policy is designed to help fill the gaps
in Medicare and doesn't do it. If a person
who has had heart trouble for twenty years
goes into the hospital, these insurance com-
panies don't pay anything. The elderly per-
son is confused; he thinks everything is
taken care of.

Mrs, MargeTic. I'm Nadine Marketic. I
noticed on television that you were going
to be here. I don't have anything prepared
and haven't thought too much about it be-
cause I'm a chiropractor’s wife. And we have
patients coming to us almost every day
wanting to know if Medicare would cover
their care. We have to say no. And, then
again, we have them coming to us after
they've been the whole medical route, and
they don't have any money. But still they
need some sort of help. I know many of our
patients have written to you to support
chiropractors inclusion under Medicare.
What have you found out or what conclu-
sion have you come t0?

Senator Harris. We're going to have some
hearings on that bill that has come over
from the House. It has provision in there
about a study, I believe.

Mrs. MARKETIC. May I ask you one more
question? What avenue are you following to
get information on this type of health care?

Senator Harris. Chiropractors are doing
pretty well about keeping me informed with
letters and so forth. Do you know what pro-
vision there is in this bill that has come
from the House?

Mrs. MargEeTIC. No. I really don't.

Senator Harris. I don't either.

Mrs. MarkeTIC. I just heard you were go-
ing to be here and with such short notice . . .
chiropractors being in the health field should
be taken into consideration. If you really
want to hear from the people I thought we
should be notified. I'd llke to call on one
patient and let you hear what he has to say.

Mr. GeEoRGE 8. RICHARDSON, of Sapulpa,
Okla. My name is George Richardson and I'm
from Sapulpa. I want to talk just a minute.
I don't have anything planned. I want to tell
you about an accident I had in 1939. I had
a car accident and broke a leg. I was in a
hospital and the good doctor that I had had
to leave and go to New York City for special
training. He left me with an intern. Of
course the intern, as soon as he came on the
job, I commenced getting better. It just
stopped the pain. They had a splint on and,
of course, the good doctor kept it tight but
this other doctor loosened it. As I went on
it got better and he put a cast on and sent
me home. I had this cast for six or eight
weeks and the local doctor came out and
took the cast off. I got over that and then I
had cast after cast from the doctor. All my
finances and everything were gone and I was
in debt. I had a job and finally got back
to work, but couldn't make very much. We
got along until later. In 1946, I was retired
from the oil company. I was doing carpentry
work and fell from a house on to concrete.
We're getting along pretty good but my in-
come is social security only. We live on that
and my wife keeps the home going and I
try to keep the yard going. I fell off the
house and was In the hospital. I was in two
weeks and three days. The doctor discharged
me and sald I was ready to go home. My
wife was not able to take care of me. Since
then I haven't been able to do anything. But
the finances for drugs and doctors are so
high I can't reach them. I went to Dr.
Marketic and he’s got me going and you can
see how I am now. In a few days I will be
89 years old. I just wanted to tell you that
it is Dr., Marketic who brought me out of
it. I'm getting along pretty good. But it is
expensive,
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Senator Harris. Again, I want to say I am
grateful to those who have taken so much
time to be here. We've had some rather sharp
disagreements on some things and some
rather broad agreements on some things;
that's not surprising when we are talking
about something as important as health, All
of us as human beings have certain rather
basic concerns, One is: what sort of educa-
tion is my child going to have? What sort
of future will he have? This is a legitimate
and very basic concern for each of us. An-
other legitimate and very basic human con-
cern is: what is going to happen to me when
I get old? When I get to an age when I can’t
work any more, what's going to happen to
me? The third concern is: what is going to
happen to me If I get sick or hurt? Those
are among the very deepest kinds of human
concerns, And you and I must do our best
to make those fears less fearful, one way or
another.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the gquorum call be rescinded.

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

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, is there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JOR-
pAN of Idaho). Is there further morn-
ing business? If not, morning business is
concluded.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JOR-
paN of Idaho). The chair lays before
the Senate the unfinished business which
will be stated by title.

The BiL CrLErg. Calendar No. 1020,
H.R. 17123, a bill to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1971 for pro-
curement of aireraft, missiles, naval ves-
sels, and tracked combat vehicles, and
other weapons, and research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to prescribe the authorized
personnel strength of the Selected Re-
serve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

LET US AVOID UNREALISTIC DEFENSE CUTBACKS—
THE SOVIET UNION AND COMMUNIST CHINA
CERTAINLY ARE AVOIDING THEM
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, we have

now started consideration of the mili-

tary procurement authorization bill. I

was most interested in the recent re-

marks made by the distinguished chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee

(Mr. STEnNIS) under whose auspices this

legislation is so ably prepared for floor

action. As usual he and the committee
have gone to great lengths to insure
efficient and adequate defense for the

American people.

Mr. President, we are considering this
bill at a time when every American is
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vitally concerned with the rapid and re-
sponsible reordering of our national pri-
orities. One of the foremost questions
we are asking is “What should be the
nature and posture of the American de-
fense structure in the 1970's?” I should
like to discuss briefly some of the
thoughts that have been going through
my own mind concerning this question.

Our foremost priority as a nation is
the security and defense of our people
and the unexcelled system of values and
liberties which we enjoy. We have con-
sistently, at least until recently, spent
more than 40 percent of our Federal
budget in an effort to achieve and main-
tain those objectives.

These efforts have been primarily for
our own security but also partially in re-
sponse to voluntary commitments the
Congress has made in response to re-
quests that we help others to assure their
security in the various parts of the world.

The defense structure we are building
in this decade will necessarily be differ-
ent than the one we have maintained in
the past, because the threats we face as
a Nation are different than they have
ever been in the past, both in terms of
the potential circumstances in which de-
fense may be needed and in terms of the
types of weapons systems and the op-
timum patterns of military organiza-
tions.

Unfortunately, our defense policies

during the past 10 years have allowed the
Soviet Union to achieve parity, if not
superiority, in the fields of nuclear weap-
ons and delivery systems and to expand
their military presence into new areas of

the earth. We must now ask ourselves
what affect this has on our ability to
deter a nuclear war and to defend the
great cities of America from utter devas-
tation, especially in light of current at-
titudes and recent actions of our pro-
fessed enemies in such areas of the world
as Southeast Asia and the Middle East.

In this age of potential instant de-
struction, we have come to rely—possibly
even stake our very lives—on the phe-
nomena of nuclear stalemate and mutual
deterrence. Because there is so much at
stake we must be alert and conscientious
in our efforts to develop and build any
capability which might avert a senseless
nuclear holocaust. Every possible effort
should be made to achieve a world con-
dition where such an occurrence would
be virtually an impossibility. I sincerely
hope that the SALT talks can put us
solidly on the road to such a happy con-
dition. But the reality of the world situa-
tion today is such that we must maintain
strategic and technological parity, if not
superiority, in these fields.

We are also confronted by a highly
volatile and unstable world situation. We
must ask ourselves to what extent we
wish to influence those processes and
forces which are operating in the world
around us in hopes of helping to create
a society of nations in which all the peo-
ples of the world can develop in peace,
and determine their own national
courses for the future with minimal for-
eign intervention or coercion.

For a number of years we have given
security commitments in various parts of
the world with the foregoing objective
in mind. We have made mistakes but we
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have also learned a great deal. As we
begin better to understand and cope with
some of the major problems which con-
front the developing world such as:
poverty, economic development, popula-
tion, nationalism, security and political
instability, we will be much better pre-
pared to aid our struggling neighbors.
The interesting trip I took to Seoul,
Korea, in April of this year to attend the
third annual meeting of the Board of
Governors of the Asian Development
Bank was most encouraging in this
regard,

President Nixon has demonstrated his
concern for a responsible reevaluation
of the nature of our past worldwide de-
fense commitments and the need for a
well-designed transition to a posture
more in keeping with the contemporary
world situation. He has said that the
practice of “permanent welfarism” on
the part of some allies who selfishly rely
on Uncle Sam’s power must change
markedly. “If the other nations of the
free world want to remain free, they can
no longer afford the luxury of relying—
primarily—on American power.” The
Vietnamization of the war in Indochina,
I feel, is the responsible road to achieve
that objective.

War itself has become much more
political in nature; and as such, the style
of each war conducted in different re-
gions of the world reflects more and
more the political styles and problems
of the States in those regions. If we are
going to continue to aid in defense
against the forces of oppression, subver-
sion, and disorder abroad in an effective
manner, our defense capabilities will
have to demonstrate sufficient flexibility
to meet individual challenges appro-
priately and efficiently.

Mr. President, in the forthcoming de-
bate on the military authorization bill,
the Senate will attempt to find answers
to the questions which I have briefly
raised and the many others concerning
our defense requirements, Due to the
rapid change going on in the world and
the unsettled conditions we find in it,
these solutions are not going to be sim-
ple. The importance of this task can-
not be overestimated.

Much of our debate will be a question
of degree and a problem of semantics
steeped in political manuvering and
rhetoric as we attempt to arrive at work-
able definitions and solutions. To do this
job correctly, we must competently
evaluate the situation confronting us.

What is the situation confronting us?
Unfortunately, while there is a press-
ing demand in this country for reduced
military expenditures, the Soviet Union
and the Communist Chinese are going in
the opposite direction. We are being chal-
lenged on the high seas by the Soviet
fleet and by its ever growing submarine
forces. The Russians have penetrated the
Mediterranean and Middle East to a
point where NATO interests are serious-
ly threatened. The Soviet naval position
is being extended into the Indian Ocean
and to Southeast Asia. Moscow continues
to build its SS-9 missiles at a rapid pace.
They have now acquired nuclear parity
with the United States, and the prospect
of Soviet nuclear superiority is becoming
a distinet possibility.
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The security of the free world since
1945 has depended upon American mili-
tary power. I believe those who are now
demanding drastic, unrealistic cuts in
our defense expenditures are conven-
iently ignoring the threat that grows al-
most daily. Unfortunately, Mr, President,
the missile gap which President Kennedy
often referred to in the 1960 election,
which he later found to be erroneous,
may now become a reality. If the rec-
ommended drastic cuts are made, I pre-
dict the American people will wake up one
day and realize that the United States
is a second-rate military power. I don't
think it is necessary, however, and I urge
the Senate and the Congress to stand by
the President and provide the necessary
defense in the years ahead. This includes
the ABM system as recommended by the
President. This includes necessary im-
provements in the American fleet and
where necessary, improvements in the
air defenses.

I believe we have retained our freedom
because we have been willing to pay the
necessary price in defense. It is clear to
me that where there is a soft spot or a
political or military vacuum, the Soviet
Union will probe it and fill it if possible.
We are at a crossroads and I hope the
Congress will have the wisdom to make
the necessary hard decisions.

I think the Armed Services Committee
has shown that wisdom, and I will sup-
port its judgment and its program.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill elerk proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

FITZHUGH PANEL REPORT DISAP-
POINTING ON DEFENSE PROCURE-
MENT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Presidential Blue Ribbon Defense Panel,
known as the Fitzhugh Commission,
made its report public yesterday. Some
of its findings with respect to the or-
ganization of the Department of Defense
and the role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
were widely reported in today's press.
The portions dealing with military pro-
curement and weapons acquisition, how-
ever, have not yet received very much
attention. Since they relate directly to
the bill now before us, I wish to pro-
vide the Members of the Senate with my
impressions of this part of the Blue Rib-
bon Panel’s work.

Before commenting on the substance
of the report, I want to acknowledge as a
Senator and as a citizen the effort that
has gone into this project. Many dedi-
cated people put long hours into it, and
some without any monetary compensa-
tion, such as the distinguished chair-
man of the Beard for Metropolitan Life
Insurance Co., Mr. Gilbert W. Fitzhugh,
who served as chairman of the Panel.
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DEDICATED MEMEERS

Though I am going to be very critical
of the recommendations made by the
Panel, I want to say that Mr. Fitzhugh
is an outstanding American. He heads the
second largest corporation in the coun-
try, and has attained a splendid repu-
tation in the insurance field. He un-
doubtedly made a great sacrifice in de-
voting a whole year in the prime of life,
to this Panel. So I think we should not
simply speak in criticism of men who
perform such services.

Yesterday in the New York Times there
was an excellent biography of Mr. Fitz-
hugh and the remarkable career he has
had and the fine job he has done in the
insurance business and the splendid per-
sonality he has. So these men should be
congratulated and thanked for their
work. T do not intend any personal criti-
cism of the individuals involved in the
study by the remarks that follow. Again,
my special concern has been with mili-
tary procurement. The portions of the
report dealing with other subjects have
been highly praised and from what I have
been able to learn so far, this praise is
well deserved.

HOW OBJECTIVE

I would first point out that I have
been skeptical of the ability of the Fitz-
hugh Commission to do its work in the
area of military procurement with com-
plete objectivity. I have shown that the
Panel was loaded with defense-oriented
members and that the staff director was
an employee of the Defense Department.

As a matter of fact, I pointed out on
the floor the other day, when the Panel
was mentioned by the distinguished
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee (Mr. Stennis), that at the time
the Panel was appointed a year ago, eight
of the 15 members of the Panel were up
to their necks in defense contracts, were
either heads or top officers in defense
contracting firms or firms which had
enormous investments in the defense in-
dustry. Their average investment in de-
fense industry was over $100 million. Of
the remesining seven members of the
Panel, there was a former professional
football player, a very fine man, but a
man without much experience in eco-
nomics or in this area, and an attractive
and fine lady was appointed to the Panel.
Two members of the Panel who it seemed
to me could give it objectivity and com-
petence resigned during the course of the
year.

So, altogether, the membership of the
Panel would not inspire faith that they
would arrive at an objective, critical
view of procurement.

HEAD STAFF MAN PAID BY DEFENSE DEPARTMENT

The skepticism was especially under-
lined when it was announced that Mr,
Buzhardt, an employee of the Defense
Department, who continued to draw his
pay from the Defense Department while
serving on this Panel was the staff head.
Mr. Buzhardt is staff assistant to Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense Robert
Froehlke, and, of course, it would be un-
likely that Mr. Buzhardt would be driv-
ing for a report that would be very crit-
ical of the operations of the Defense De-
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partment under the peopble who were pay-
ing Mr, Buzhardt.

Given this' makeup, I expressed my
reservations in several speeches of the
capacity of this study group to' really
delve into the deep-rooted problems of
defense contracting and the incestuous
relationship of the Pentagon with the
defense industry. It is my sad duty to re-
port that my reservations were more
than justified.

The part of the Fitzhugh report deal-
ing with defense contractors is a self-
serving document designed to preserve
the status quo of military-industrial re-
lations. While it goes so far as to admit
the obvious shortcomings of the present
system, it glosses over the more critical
issues and provides a series of recom-
mendations which are either platitudi-
nous, redundant, or regressive.

Let me comment specifically on some
of the major procurement findings of
the report.

FAILURE TO SPOT CAUSES OF OVERRUNS

While the report readily admits that
“military hardware developmenit pro-
grams continue to be plagued by the
now-familiar symptoms of trouble: First,
major eost growths or overruns; second,
schedule slippages; and third, failures in
performance,” there is an almost total
failure to confront the underlying causes
of these problems.

For example, the Commission seems to
believe that the way to solve the problem
of the cost overrun is, first, by recogniz-
ing the “inherent limitations” of cost
estimates. According to the Commission,
technological uncertainties make it im-
possible to completely overcome the limi-
tations of cost estimating techniques.
Therefore, it concludes, original cost esti-
mates should be considered only as the
initial baseline and as more knowledge
is gained, these estimates should be re-
vised and the new baseline established
and incorporated into the selected acqui-
sition reports.

I find this argument an indication of
the Commission’s unwillingness to face
the hard and unpleasant facts of life
with regard to military procurement. The
problem, in the opinion of the Fitzhugh
Panel, is that original cost estimates tend
to be lower than final costs. That is not
the problem. The Subcommittee on Econ-
omy in Government of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee has heard much testi-
mony on this point over the past 2 years.
The fact is that cost estimates often are
lower than they ought to be.

INITIAL COST ESTIMATES TOO LOW

In other words, there is a calculated
effort on the part of procurement offi-
cials and contractors to make a cost
estimate which they know they cannot
deliver on, which will make the weapons
system seem attractive at the cost which
they estimate for the Congress. In this
way they tend, of course, to insure that
they will get their weapons system au-
thorized, even though the cost may be
excessive.

We have been told by several experts
that management could control its costs
if it wanted to, but that it either does
not know how or does not want to do
50.
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GUESSTIMATES

To conclude that this is a problem of
“the inherent limitations of cost esti-
mates” is equivalent to the justification
of cost overruns used by the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
StEnnis) the other day. My distin-
guished colleague, the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, remarked to
me that original planning estimates
cannot be any more than a guess. With
all due respect, I must deplore this kind
of reasoning. It merely provides an
escape hatch for the Pentagon and the
defense contractors to crawl out of when
the costs exceed by millions and some-
times billions of dollars the original
planning estimates. These estimates
are presented to Congress in terms of
certainty, not with doubt or hesitation,
when the Defense Department comes be-
fore this body and asks us to authorize
and appropriate billions of dollars to
initiate new weapons programs.

WITHHOLD FUNDS FOR GUESSTIMATES

If the cost estimates are inherently
defective, if they are no more than
guesses, then the Congress has no busi-
ness permitting the expenditure of the
taxpayers’ money. If the estimates are
defective and are no more than guesses,
then there is no way to hold the Defense
Department accountable to the public
except not to appropriate funds until we
can be provided with reasonably accu-
rate and reliable cost estimates.

PROPOSAL TO REWRITE HISTORY

The recommendation by the Fitz-
hugh Panel that original cost estimates
should be revised for the purposes of the
selected acquisition reports is most dis-
turbing. This amounts to a recommenda-
tion to rewrite history. An original plan-
ning estimate is an original planning
estimate, and to later revise it is to
tamper with it and to reconstruct the
truth. If we followed their advice, the $2
billion' overrun on the C-5A would have
been swept under the rug. They pro-
posed a program to whitewash the Pen-
tagon rather than to solve the problem.

The Commission’s discussion of the in-
dustrial site of defense contracting is al-
most totally inadequate. It does concede
that in some cases there are unwar-
ranted buy-ins by defense contractors,
but it makes no recommendation to take
effective action against the buy-in, or
which will have the effect of eliminating
the problem in the future.

FAILURE TO MEET BUY=-IN BIDDING PROBELEM

What should be done in the case where
a defense contractor has intentionally
bought into a program with an unrea-
sonably low bid, or with other misrepre-
sentation? Is there no way to take legal
action against such deceptive practices?

The Commission’s recommendations
are that contractors should “accept a
more responsible role as management
members of a defense development team,
and provide the Government with the
benefit of greater objectivity.” It also
recommends that the practice of provid-
ing Members of Congress advance notice
of contract awards should be discon-
tinued.
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MOTHER AND APPLE PIE

Well, contractors should be more re-
sponsible. Evervone should be more re-
sponsible. The Defense Department
should be more responsible. We all know
that Congress should be more respon-
sible. But, having said that, and being
in favor of motherhood and apple pie as
well, how will these platitudes solve the
problem of the buy-in and other decep-
tions?

It may be a good idea to stop giving
Congress advance notice of contract
awards, but that action will not have the
slightest impact on the problem of polit-
ical favoritism or pressure in contract
awards. Here the Fitzhugh Panel offers a
mild, half-hearted solution—I should say
no sclution—to a critical, full-blown
problem.

BAD RECOMMENDATION ON INDEPENDENT

RESEARCH

Perhaps the most obviously short-
sighted and industrially oriented views
are contained in the discussion of inde-
pendent research and development. For a
year, the General Accounting Office, my-
self, and others have been pointing out
the tremendous absence of control over
and irrelevance of independent research
and development. These funds are spent
without contractual safeguards, mostly
by the giant aerospace contractors, and
for purposes which are often not even
remotely related to national defense, The
Senate Armed Services Committee de-
serves great credit, because it has made
recommendations in its report and in the
pending military authorization bill, which
recognize some of the difficulties with
IR. & D., and would place a ceiling on
expenditures in this area.

Yet, the Fitzhugh Commission blandly
reports that the potential benefits from
IR. & D. are inhibited by “recent at-
tempts in Congress to limit recognition
of L.LR. & D. costs as recoverable overhead
in Government contracts.” This part of
the report could easily have been written
by any of the aerospace industry lobby-
ists, who have been saying the same thing
for many months.

LACK OF COMPETITION

Congress for many years has wrestled
with the absence of competition in de-
fense procurement. Competition in de-
fense contract awards is a public poliey,
incorporated into the law, but a policy
that is consistently violated. Competition
accounts for only 10 percent of the total
dollar amount of military contract
awards. The rise of the negotiated con-
tract has brought about a loss of ob-
jeetivity in making contract awards, and
it certainly has resulted in higher costs.
Although no one who has studied mili-
tary procurement would insist that all
contracts should be competitive, it is
clear that much more competition could
be obtained through intelligent and hon-
est Defense Department policies and
practices. We have found that the De-
fense Department systematically dis-
courages competition, and actively en-
courages further concentration in the
defense industry. If anyone is not famil-
iar with the problems of overconcentra-
tion in negotiated contracts, one need
only look at programs such as the C-5A.

Typically, the Fitzhugh Commission’s
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approach is not to try to solve this prob-
lem. It does not squarely face the abuses
of negotiation and the excesses of over-
concentration. Rather, it suggests that
the law be changed, and that the policy
of competition be modified to accommo-
date those who do not adhere to it.
PROCUREMENT A MINOR SECTION

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
obtain copies of the Fitzhugh report if
they have not yet done so, and to read
carefully the section dealing with mili-
tary procurement. Incidentally, that is a
very short section and it takes only a few
minutes to read it. The report itself is a
large report; as I say, it deals with many
other subjects, and would take consider-
able time, but reading the procurement
section can be done in a few minutes.
And I might say about that section that
under the guise of proposed reform, the
blue ribbon panel has undertaken to
simply legitimize much of what is wrong
with defense contracting.

NEW SLOGAN—OLD POLICY

I would add one final comment. The
report recommended that in the future
a “fly before you buy” policy be adopted
in the procurement of military hardware.
Secretary Laird has already announced
adoption of a policy of developing proto-
type weapons and making sure they work
before committing the Government fo
production, and has given credit to the
Fitzhugh panel for pushing this con-
structive proposal.

At the same time, it needs to be pointed
out that within the past year, the Depart-
ment of Defense has awarded four major
multibillion-dollar aircraft contracts.
These were for two fighter aircraft, the
F-14 and the F-15, an antisubmarine
warfare aircraft, the S-3, and a new
bomber.

In all probability, these four represent
the bulk of the major new aircraft pro-
grams for the remainder of this decade.

WHY NOT "FLY BEFORE YOU BUY" ON NEW

PROGRAMS?

In view of the fact, Mr. President, that
these represent the aircraft that the De-
fense Department will be purchasing for
the next 10 years, and in view of the fact
that they are all relatively new weapons,
cne would think that here would be the
test as to whether or not the Secretary of
Defense is really applying a “fly before
you buy” policy. The question is whether
the ““fly before you buy” policy will apply
to these four programs,

As I can point out, it is doubtful if the
“fly before you buy” pclicy is being ap-
plied to tanks. You cannot fly a tank, but
you can certainly test it before you buy
it. It is doubtful whether it is being ap-
plied to ships—again, we can test our
ships, surely, before we go into produc-
tion. But in view of the nature of the
slogan, “fly before you buy,” it has a nice
rhyming quality, but if it has any mean-
ing, it certainly ought to be applied to the
major procurement of planes during the
next 10 years.

If it is not, one could only conclude
that at best the Department of Defense
and the Fitzhugh Commission are lock-
ing the barn door after the horses have
been stolen. Frankly, the fact that in each
of these programs we are dealing with
sole source contractors, and that the
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Government has already committed itself
to a certain amount of production on
some of them, is not encouraging. It
might well be asked whether fly-before-
you-buy will be applied to other new
programs ineluding missile systems and
the Safeguard ABM. If fly-before-you-
buy has really been adopted, I fail to
see how the administration could be ad-
vocating the third site expansion of ABM
before gaining enough experience with
the first two sites authorized last year to
know that the system will work.
APPLY POLICY TO ABM

I am particularly at a loss to under-
stand how they can say that they favor
a “fly before you buy" policy with respect
to the ABM—if they do—when the Sec-
retary of Defense himself pleaded with
Congress to authorize the first two sites
last year on the ground that we could
test them out over a 5-year period to
determine whether or not it was prac-
tical, before we proceeded with further
ABM deployment. “Fly before you buy”
was expressly violated by the committee
when it authorized site 3 deployment for
ABM, without testing at sites 1 and 2 as
the Defense Secretary promised.

QUESTIONS ON NEW AUTHORIZATIONS

Mr. President, before I made this
speech, I mnotified the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services, and I told him that not only
was I going to speak on this matter, but
also, I have a series of questions on the
application of the fine “fily before you
buy” slogan which the Secretary of De-
fense has been promoting on television
for the last couple of days, and which I
think all Americans who are alert and
informed are associating with the new
policy of the Defense Department, as to
whether that really applies in this bill.
I wanted to ask specific questions along
this line.

Mr. Stennis, understandably, said he
would like to have me make the questions
available in the REcorp by reading them
into the Recorp so that he would have
a chance to study them carefully and
make as responsible and accurate replies
as he could. I respect Senator STENNIS'
position on this, and for that reason I am
going to go ahead and ask the chairman
of the Committee on Armed Services
these guestions, although he cannot be
here at the moment. He said he had to be
absent, but he wanted me to proceed with
this part of my speech, so that he would
have a record on it.

SLOGANS ARE NOT ACTIONS

“Fly before you buy” is a fine slogan
which all of us can respect.

It is the same principle which I called
for in a Senate speech more than a year
ago. But these slogans have a way of be-
coming fine public relations for a few
months but then fading away like the
leaves in the fall.

This can be a very beneficial, cost-sav-
ing principle if we really mean business.
There is no question that one of the
great reasons for the excess cost of our
defense procurement for the past several
years has been the fact that we have
gone into production before we finished
complete testing on these weapons. The
result is that we have found again and
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again that performance has been very
poor, there have been all kinds of
changes and modifications that have
been tremendously expensive, and in
some cases we had to scrap the whole
system because it did not work, because
of spending hundreds of millions of dol-
lars, and in one case over $2 billion be-
fore it was killed and all funds went
down the drain. So this “fly before you
buy”—or it could be “test before you
buy”—prineciple can be very beneficial.
But it can once again simply be a tem-
porary way in which the Pentagon can
ease the pressure of Congress to reduce
its procurement funds during the few
weeks that this debate will last.

The timing of this makes it very sus-
pect, because it comes at exactly when
we are considering this bill and when a
number of Senators may be considering
whether or not to vote for reductions in
this hill.

MILESTONE PROGRAM NOW 1 YEAR OLD

May I point out that about a year ago,
after my Subcommittee on Economy in
Government had uncovered the huge
overrun on the C-5A and on other weap-
ons, the Pentagon announced that it was
instituting the milestone buying concept.
The point was that weapons would be
produced stage by stage. Research would
be completed before development began.
The “Fly Before You Buy” slogan is great
public relations, a bright, sharp selling
point, but as announced this week it is
just a more striking name for the mile-
stone buying concept announced a year
ago and which supposedly the Pentagon
has had in effect since that time.

With this in mind, I want to ask the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee certain questions, which are asked
with complete respect for him but are
designed to determine the extent to
which this “Fly before you buy” prin-
ciple has been put into effect in this bill
by the committee.

As I read the bill and the report, it ap-
pears to me that time after time the De-
fense Department has failed to act on
the “Fly before you buy” policy, and
that the committee on numerous occa-
sions cut out funds for production when
more research and development was
needed.

I commend the chairman and the com-
mittee for that action.

But it may also be true that this is not
universally the case and that is why I
have these questions.

SAFEGUARD

What about Safeguard? Last year it
was said we needed the two sites in order
to test out Safeguard. But now we are
moving ahead to phase II before the first
two sites are finished. How does the fly
before we buy policy apply to Safeguard?
If Members of the Senate are asked to
support the principle enunciated by the
Secretary of Defense, they would have to
vote “no,” if we have an opportunity to
do that, on an amendment on phase 2
or the third site.

ME0AI TANK

There has been a lot of trouble with
tanks. What about the M60AI tank? It is
in production at about 30 a month. More
money is asked for—page 23, report. But
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improvements are needed. Should we not
get a completed prototype, fully tested
and workable, before we continue pro-
duction?

MBT-T70

What about this tank? Do we have one
or two prototypes fully tested and which
really work? I noted that we are asked
for $41 million for “advanced production
engineering” in addition to R. & D.
funds—page 24,

Is it not a fundamental principle that
we should build one or two of these weap-
ons first and fully test them before mov-
ing into production? At least, is that not
the fundamental meaning of “fly before
you buy”? But under the tank programs,
it appears that we have been moving into
production while the tanks are still not
fully tested and unworkable? Should we
not apply fiy before we buy to the tanks?

AX

What about the AX—the close air
support aircraft? The report states—
page 24—that $27.9 million is requested
to initiate development. Has it been
fully tested? How many prototypes were
there?

TOW MISSILE

Report, page 25-6. Does the TOW real-
ly work? We are authorizing $113 million
for production. Is it not a duplication
of the Shillelagh? Why is it needed now?
But, particularly, how can we go ahead
and comply with the principle that the
Secretary of Defense has enunciated,
which Americans have been told we are
putting into effect in our Defense De-
partment, of “test before you buy” or
“fly before you buy,” when we are asked
to authorize $113 million for production,
when we are not assured that this mis-
sile works?

F-15 AIRE FORCE FIGHTER

Apparently there is $370 million for
R. & D. for the F-15 in this bill. But it
will apparently be operational in the
mid-1970’s. How many planes are there
under the R. & D. portion? Will we really
have one or two prototypes fully tested
before it becomes operational? Or are we
just moving ahead with a large number
of R. & D. planes in the hope that we
will get the bugs out later?

Of course, that is another gquestion.
We certainly do not want to get into the
position of saying that we are only going
to have research and development and
then find that the prototype concept has
been extended to such a point that we are
actually producing many planes as proto-
types because this is the one way we can
justify going into production before we
finish testing. It is true that we have to
have some prototypes, but they should
be cne or two or three and not an in-
definite number.

If we have an indefinite number, we
are then not following the fiy-before-
you-buy principle, but are going into
production before we have tested the
equipment.

F—-14 NAVY FIGHTER

Here is a real question. Apparently we
are building some 26 of the F-14's while
we are testing. What about the fly before
we buy policy here?—p. 27, report. A
third of the money is for R. & D. Two-
thirds is for production of 26 F-14A air-
craft. Should not we produce a few pro-
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totypes, fully tested and fully workable,
before rushing into production?
What about other programs?
B—1 BOMBER

Here is an example of fly before you
buy, but is it not intended to build seven
planes? Why are not two or three
enough? The XB-70 was stopped after
two were produced. Why do we need seven
B-1's to test it?

5~3A CARRIER-BASED ANTISUBMARINE AIRCRAFT
How many of these are we asked to
fund for production? Have they been
tested? Do they work? Are we moving
into production before adequate testing?
Does the fly before you buy principle
apply here?
MISSILES

CONNORR, MAVERICK. AND

SPARROW F

I note that the committee is cutting
back on funds for these programs because
they need additional research and de-
velopment. I commend the committee
heartily on that action. But why did not
the Pentagon apply the fly-before-you-
buy policy here? I am pleased that the
committee is doing this, even though
the Pentagon recommended them.

CHAPARRAL, IMPROVED HAWEK, LANCE

These three missiles are apparently
new or newly developed. Has there been
a fly-before-you-buy policy on these?—
pages 43-4.

SPARROW AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE

I note on page 46 of the committee re-
port that the committee recommends a
reduction in funds for the AIM-TF on
grounds that we need additional devel-
opment before a significant buildup in
production.

That looks as if the Navy asked for
production funds before it had been fully
tested. The committee refused fo go
along. I commend the committee. Did
the Navy fly that one before it urged
Congress to buy it?

SIDEWINDER

What about Sidewinder? The commit-
tee report—page 47—says it has an ex-
panded acquisition mode plus new solid
state electronics for greater reliability
and reparability. That sounds as if it
did not work very well in the past. Was it
fully tested first?

PHOENIX AIR-TO-AIR

We are asked to authorize $101 million
for procurement. But we are also asked
for $8.5 million in R. & D. Have we had
workable prototypes fully tested? From
the report it looks like they are still test-
ing.

= STANDARD MISSILES

According to the report—page 47—
these replace Tartar and Terrier. Is the
money for procurement or for R. & D?
Has Standard been fully tested? Does it
meet the fly-before-you-buy principle?

SUBROC

Does it work? Is the money for pro-
curement or for testing? Does it really
work?

CONDOR (INAVY)

The committee is knocking out $28.9
million in procurement money because
this weapon needs more research and de-~
velopment. Did the Navy ask for the pro-
curement money before it was fully
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tested? What about fly before you buy for
Condor? Apparently the Navy Depart-
ment did not do that. I commend the
committee for its action.

SHIPS

We have a vast new shipbuilding pro-
gram. Many of them are under a “systems
contract” with companies designing them
and building them without completing
prototypes.

What about the destroyers—DD 9632
Do we build prototypes there? We au-
thorize $459 million for six ships. Why
not build one prototype first?

LHA (GENERAL PURPOSE ASSAULT SHIP)

We fund two and go for leadtime on
two more. According to the table on page
59 of the report, it appears that eight are
authorized. What about fly before we buy
the LHA?

DLG

What about the DLG guided missile
frigate? Last year we authorized one and
go for four more this year. Has the one
been fully tested? Does it work?

MS0 MINESWEEPERS

What about the MSO minesweeper?
We approved 10 last year and five more
this year. Has prototype been built and
fully tested?

I think it ought to be clear from this
quick, brief review of the weapons Sys-
tems that whereas the committee is ap-
plying the principle in some cases and
has denied some funds for programing
and production, on the good grounds that
the equipment has not been adequately
tested and has not met the fly-before-
you-buy principle, there are a number
of other expensive systems for which
the committee has gone ahead and pro-
vided production funds, and as to which
the principle enunciated by the Secre-
tary of Defense, which all Americans
can applaud, is not being followed, even
after the committee has acted. Again
and again and again, in each and every
ph_ase of the Pentagon program, this
principle seems clearly to be violated.

I have placed these questions in the
REecorp because I had expected to have
an opportunity to ask the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services (Mr. STENNIS) to respond to
them on the floor of the Senate. The
questions are complicated and require
responsible and necessary checking with
the Department of Defense and the staff
of the committee, For that reason, the
chairman asked if I would place the
questions in the REcorp, saying that he
would reply, presumably, very soon. I cer-
tainly respect his position.

REPLY TO SENATOR GOLDWATER

Briefly and tentatively, because I will
reply in greater detail later, I want to
answer the speech made yesterday by
the distinguished Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GoLDWATER) . The Senator from Ari-
zona made, as usual, a forthright, vig-
orous speech which attacked those who
are contemplating reducing the defense
budget.

A large part of the speech was devoted
to the assumption that if we reduce the
defense budget, we will reduce the ability
to meet our commitments, not be able
to maintain our position as the leading
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country in the world, and will become a
second-class power. I do not know on
what basis the distinguished Senator
from Arizona has reached these coneclu-
sions, because the basis is not in his
speech. He certainly did not analyze the
amount we spend compared with the
amount that the Soviet Union and other
nations spend militarily. If that is done,
it is clear that we spend far, far more
than any other country, if we include
atomic energy expenditures and military
assistance expenditures, we spend about
$75 billion for defense.

U.S. DEFENSE SPENDING ALMOST DOUBLE SOVIETS

The London office of Strategic Studies
has indicated that in comparable terms,
if we adjust rubles for dollars, and allow
for a lower wage level in the Soviet
Union, Russia is spending about $40 bil-
lion on defense. So we are spending
about twice as much. It seems to me it is
perfectly responsible for us to save $8
billion or $9 billion or $10 billion from
the overall expenditure without putting
us in the position of being a second-class
power. We are spending not almost twice
as much as the mainland Chinese; we
are spending six or seven times, at
least—I repeat; at least. We have a
navy bigger than all the navies in the
world combined. We have an air force
that is more powerful than those of
other countries. I pointed out in detail in
a speech last Friday that in terms of
strategic power it is true the Soviet
Union has made greater advances com-
pared with us and is in a position of
rough parity with us, as to land-based
missiles.

The point is, what are we going to do
about it? We have the assured destruc-
tive capacity, or the power with 400 de-
liverable warheads to destroy 25 percent
or 30 percent of Russia’s population and
75 percent of its industry after they hit
us. That has been considered to be a
sufficient capability. In other words, we
can do this with the second strike, or in
retaliation if they launch a first strike.

ENOUGH IS ENOUGH

In the event that we were to increase
our strategic capability enormously, so
that we would have, say, 10 times the
missile firepower we have, we would not
be in a position to destroy a much greater
proportion of their country. There is a
point of diminishing return. By doubling
the deliverable warheads, from 400 to
800, we could destroy 8 percent or 9 per-
cent more of their people, but only 1 per-
cent more of their industrial capacity.
According to published sources we have
from 4,200 to 6,000 deliverable warheads
in our arsenal.

At any rate, it is hard to see, under
these circumstances, why we have to pro-
ceed to increase our strategic firepower
immensely and why, if the Russians have
rough parity with us, in land based mis-
siles, we have to struggle to reestablish
what we had some years ago—2 to 1,
3 to 1, or 5 to 1 superiority; when the
missile number ratio is meaningless.

MORE WEAPONS—LESS SECURITY

There is every indication, as the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE)
indicated yesterday, that to the extent
we are able to MIRV our missiles so
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that we might have a kind of first strike
capability, the Russians will have to do
the same thing; result: they would have
less security and we would have less se-
curity.

It is very clear in terms of many of the
assumptions that the Secretary of De-
fense has announced—of a one and one-
half war—that we could reduce our
general purpose force from $43 billion a
year to $34 billion a year.

This estimate is based on a very care-
ful and well documented analysis by
Charles Schultze, the former Budget Di-
rector, working with the Brookings staff.
He made a study which showed that this
could be done and that we would be ca-
pable, if we made this kind of cut, of
achieving all the strategic eapabilities
we are asked now to achieve including
Phase II ABM, MIRV missiles, and so
forth with no reduction in activity what-
soever in Vietnam, and would be able to
fight a one-plus war and yet be able to
do so with a $9 billion cut in our mili-
tary budget.

WASTE IN PROCUREMENT

Furthermore, Mr. President, the argu-
ments that have been made, even this
early in the debate on the pending bill,
have suggested how we can cut the budg-
et very sharply and still be responsible.

We have had a series of speeches and
descriptions of the terrific waste in pro-
curement and overruns.

I am convinced, as many other Sena-
tors are, that we can cut down on our
expensive procurement and that the
best way would be to limit the amount
available to the Defense Department to
spend.

There are other ways, also, but this
would seem to me to be one of the most
construetive.

The distinguished Senator from I1-
linois (Mr. PErcY) pointed out that with
much more efficient handling of our food
service in the three military services, we
would be able to save an estimated $1
billion. He did not claim that we would
save that much. He said that we would
save, however, $500 milion if we simply
put into effect a commonsense reorga-
nization of our grossly antiquated and in-
efficient method of handling this service.
We would save this money and do it
without any reduction in the quantity
or quality of the food made available.

EXCESSIVE BASES AND COMMITMENTS

We had a speech by the distinzuished
Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) ,
whose subcommittee has gone into our
commitments in 23 nations and has held
specific hearings on 13 of those nations
and found that our commitments are
very vague and indefinite and that, in-
deed, we are involved in Laos; although
we have no treaty or agreement or execu-
tive agreement or any other understand-
ing. Yet, we are spending hundreds of
millions of dollars in Laos and losing the
lives of Americans.

Here is another area of vague and in-
definite commitments where funds have
been made available to meet unspecified
and indefinite obligations and where a
reduction in funds available would have
a wholesome effect on our policy because
we would otherwise become militarily
committed.
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VIETNAM SPENDING

I am not, of course, raising the poten-
tial savings many Senators and many
Americans support that we could
achieve by more rapidly withdrawing
from Vietnam.

I have said that would constitute an
area in which we could greatly reduce
military expenditures without mention-
ing many other areas where spending can
be reduced, aside and apart from the
worldwide commitments which have been
s0 vague and indefinite.

We have many bases where we are
spending billions of dollars a year, some
of which are unnecessary, obsolete, and
redundant.

CUT OUT FAT

At any rate, I do feel very strongly
that T—and I am sure that I speak for
many others who would like to reduce
the military budget—cannot in any sense
be characterized as opposing a strong
American military force.

Some people have talked about how we
ought to have a parity with the Soviet
Union. I am convinced that we can
sharply reduce the budget and still have
a military force superior to the Soviet
Union in every sense. We can do that
and do it responsibly.

There are, of course, many good Amer-
icans who would want to go much further
than that. But I do not know of any
Senator or any Member of Congress who
would want to make a precipitate or dan-
gerous reduction in our Armed Forees. I
do not know of any Member of Congress
who would want to reduce our military
or strategic forces or reduce our forces
in any other significant sense so that we
would be behind the Soviet Union. That
is a red herring. We all realize that we
must have a strong military force in the
kind of world in which we live.

Mr. President, as I say, this does not
constitute a full response to the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), Who
spoke at some length on yesterday. But
it is my off-the-cuff and offhand reaction
to his speech.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
TOMORROW TO MONDAY, AUGUST
3, AT 11 O'CLOCK i

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
when the Senate completes its business
on tomorrow, it stand in adjournment
until 11 o’clock on Monday morning
next.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR McINTYRE ON MONDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the disposition of the reading of
the Journal of proceedings on Monday
morning next, the able Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) be rec-
ognized for not to exceed 30 minutes.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate stand
in recess subject to the call of the Chair,
the recess not to extend beyond 3:30
p.n. today.

The motion was agreed to, and at 3:21
p.m. the Senate took a recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

At 3:29 p.m., the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. PAcCKwWoOOD).

MILITARY MUST COMPLY WITH
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

AMENDMENT NO. 808

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, today
I am submitting an amendment to the
Military Authorization Act which would
require that before funds could be spent
an environmental report be submitted on
all major military proposals for legisla-
tion and other major actions as required
by section 102 of the Environmental Pol-
icy Act of 1969. Section 102 requires that:

All agencies of the federal government
shall . . . Include in every recommendation
or report on proposals for legislation and
other major Federal actions significantly af-
fecting the quality of the environment, a
detailed statement by the responsible official
on the environmental impact of the proposed
action.

Specifically, the amendment provides
that no funds authorized or appropriated
for specific major military programs or
projects may be expended before the De-
partment of Defense has complied with
the provisions of the act.

Frankly, Mr. President, I am prepared
to call it up and discuss it. I was ready
to act on this amendment today. It would
have been fine with me if we could have
had it before the Senate for a vote today
or tomorrow. But, in consultation with
the staff of the Armed Services Commit-
tee they urged that a short period be al-
lowed for the Defense Department to
gives its understanding or its judgment
on it.

IMPACT ON ENVIRONMENT

Mr. President, the need for this
amendment is demonstrated by the wide
range . of projects in which the Depart-
ment of Defense is involved which have
a major impact on the environment. This
past year the Department spent about
$75 billion for its activities. According to
a spokesman from the Council on En-
vironmental Quality, the Defense De-
partment is responsible for almost 80
percent of all the pollution caused by
activities of the U.S. Government around
the world. Defense installations are a
major source of both air and water pol-
lution in the United States. Collectively,
they are responsible for millions of gal-
lons of sewage, tons of garbage, and a
great deal of air pollution each year.

SHIPS

Another major source of environmen-
tal damage is the day-to-day operation
of our military aireraft, our naval ves-
sels, and other defense-related equip-
ment. Presently, the Navy owns and op-
erates 940 ships. The Air Force, the Navy,
and the Army operate a combined to-
tal of 26,000 aircraft. The pollution from
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these two sources alone is substantial.
Naval vessels create oil pollution when
they flush their fuel tanks at sea. While
this is now prohibited it has been difficult
to enforce compliance. Some of our naval
vessels still dump their garbage over-
board. While much of this goes undis-
covered, some of the garbage washes up
on to beaches each year and is later
traced to U.S. naval vessels.
JET PLANES

Military aireraft create both air and
noise pollution. Like commercial jefs,
they spew forth clouds of unburned kero-
sene and other high octane fuels. Each
year military aircraft are responsible for
many sonic booms across the United
States which cause untold property
damage.

As a matter of fact, I had a call last
night from Oklahoma, in which a judge
informed me that in a case that had
been decided in that State yesterday
damage from a sonic boom was found to
be actionable and the determination was
in favor of the complainant that the
sonic boom had caused serious injury to
him as well as to his property.

1 think this may be quite a landmark
decision. He is sending me the details
on it. I do not have the details at the
moment.

In addition, I have received many com-
plaints concerning takeoff and landing
noise of military jets—mnoise which is a
constant source of aggravation to area
residents who feel powerless to do any-
thing about it.

MOTOR VEHICLES

Motor vehicles cwned and operated by
the Department of Defense are a major
source of air pollution. The Army dlone
owns thousands of trucks, cars, and other
tracked vehicles, all of which give off
carbon monoxide and other air pollut-
ants. Needless to say, the environmen-
tal damage done by this many vehicles
is substantial.

Mr. President, I may say that I just
talked with a Senator who it a strong
supporter of the Defense Department
and who said he agreed with me whole-
heartedly on this amendment. Whereas
he might disagree on a number of ofher
amendments, he said that, after all, if
the Government itself was not to set a
good example in this respect, we could
hardly expect industry to do an effective
job in reducing their polluting effects.

WEAPONS SYSTEMS

A little known, but very significant
source of environmental degradation is
the construction of major weapons sys-
tems. Whenever one of the armed serv-
ices lets a contract calling for many mil-
lions of dollars’ worth of military con-
struction, it also creates major environ-
mental problems. It is virtually impos-
sible to pour tens of millions of dollars
into an area for a large project and not
create massive environmental problems
related to land use, waste disposal, and
urbanization. The awarding of a major
contract may encourage an influx of
potential employees into an area creating
pressure for new housing, additional
waste disposal facilities, and other serv-
ices. All of these activities create en-
vironmental problems, problems which
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are caused by the completion of military
contracts.
CONSTRUCTION

Similar problems are encountered dur-
ing the construction of any large defense
facility. The construction of new military
bases and other installations results in
untold environmental damage. At one
time, for example, the Navy was con-
sidering filling in 95 acres of San Fran-
cisco Bay to make way for new facilities.
Only the bitter resistance of environ-
mental groups prevented the Navy from
destroying a large section of the remain-
ing bay area. More recently, the Depart-
ment of Defense has pushed for devel-
opment of Project Sanguine, a huge com-
munications grid to be constructed in
northern Wisconsin which would have
major environmental implications.

By “major environmental implica-
tions” I mean the ecology would be very
seriously affected. Plant life and even
human beings could be seriously affected
by this very extensive project. I received
a number of protests about it from my
State. In spite of the fact that the State
would gain considerable economic bene-
fit from a project that would cost at least
$2 billion, and which some people esti-
mate would cost $10 billion, the attitude
in our State is strongly against it because
of the environmental fallout.

I might say there is also the attitude
that if it is a military necessity, if it is
necessary for the defense of our country,
then the project would of course, be
accepted—with regret, but accepted.

At any rate, these are just two ex-
amples of the many projects which the
Defense Department is involved in every
year which have massive environmental
effects.

Unfortunately, these environmental
problems rarely are considered prior to
the funding of the project. Normally the
question asked is, How many new jobs
will the contract create; not How much
damage could it do to the environment?
Often, only after the work is well under-
way.and the damage is all too apparent
is consideration given to protecting the
environment. By that time it may be too
late to reverse the damage already done.,

TESTING OF WEAPONS

A very serious threat to the environ-
ment is posed by the testing and trans-
fer of various weapons in the United
States and other parts of the world. A
well-known example is the transfer of
chemical and biological warfare agents
across the United States. Despite the
precautions taken by the Department,
there is little question that the transfer
of such weapons represents a serious en-
vironmental hazard. Should the protec-
tive casing rupture as a result of an acei-
dent, large numbers of people would be in
real peril.

Testing of weapons also presents en-
vironmental hazards. Recently, it has
been reported that radiation levels far in
excess of AEC standards have been found
near major underground test sites in
Nevada. Several years ago over 5,000
sheep were killed as a result of exposure
to VX nerve gas which had escaped acci-
dentally from testing grounds in Utah.
In a case which still has not been set-
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tled, various conservation groups have
charged the Navy is destroying the wild-
life on Culebra, an island off the coast of
Puerto Rico, as a result of artillery prac-
tice conducted against the island. These
are just a few examples of the hazards
involved in the testing and transfer of
weapons—hazards which cannot be dis-
missed as insignificant or justified on the
grounds of national security.
SIZE ALONE AFFECTS ENVIRONMENT

These are just a few of the activities
carried on by the Department of Defense
which contribute to the degradation of
the environment. It would be virtually
impossible to catalog all of the projects
undertaken by the Department which af-
fect the environment in one way or an-
other. The Department of Defense may
be no more at fault than other Depart-
ments. But it is much bigger. The fact
that the Defense Department alone ac-
counts for over 35 percent of the total
expenditures under the new consolidated
budget should indicate the extent to
which departmental programs affect the
environment.

In view of the estimate that 80 percent
of the pollution problem caused by the
Federal Government is caused by the
Defense Department, I think those two
figures can be reconciled when we rec-
ognize that virtually very little pollution
is caused by paying $20 billion interest
on the national debt. I doubt if much
pollution can be attributed to the fact
that $33 billion a year is paid for soecial
security.

There are many other programs that
would not be related in any ordinary
sense to pollution. But the activities of
the Defense Department, as I have indi-
cated, certainly are.

In view of this, it is essential that every
major Defense proposal for legislation
or actions be carefully scrutinized to de-
termine its environmental impact. Every
proposal for a major weapons system
should be studied to determine what ef-
fect its development, construction, and
operation will have on the environment.

NOT AFFLICABLE TO EFFECTS DURING WAR

Obviously, the ultimate purpose of ev-
ery weapon is to destroy lives or property.
In the process, the environment will be
damaged. In war this is unavoidable. This
type of destruction is not what we are pri-
marily concerned with today. Our con-
cern centers mainly around the damage
done to the environment as a result of
maintaining our Military Establish-
ment—damage caused by the careless
construction, testing, and maintenance
of weapons. The purpose of the amend-
ment we are offering today is not designed
to cover the destruction caused by bombs
and rockets in open warfare. That would
be ridiculous, and I hope that during the
course of our debate on this amendment
that does not become a red herring, be-
cause it certainly would be if it were
charged that we were attempting to elim-
inate the pollution caused by war. All of
us would like to do that, but that is im-

possible,
WHAT WILL THE AMENDMENT DO?
What programs and activities of the
Defense Department does the amendment
cover? Essentially six types of activities

26637

are identified in the amendment. While
this list is not meant to be inclusive, it
covers the major projects and activities
of the Department for which a full en-
vironmental report is required under sec~
tion 102(2) (¢) of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act.

The first area covered is the construe-
tion, testing and operation of any weap-
on system which would significantly af-
fect the environment, except when used
in warfare. This provision would require
the Department of Defense when it pro-
poses a new weapon to make a full re-
port on such effects as air pollution
caused by the weapon, excessive noise
during operation, and other environmen-
tal effects. This provision would also
cover testing and construction of the
weapon and the effects each of these
would have on the environment. What
is not required by this amendment is a
report on the destructive capability as
such of such weapons in actual warfare
situations. This destruction of the en-
vironment is an unfortunate conse-
quence of any type of warfare, and thus
can be controlled only by efforts to
keep the peace.

The second major activity covered un-
der the amendment is the transporta-
tion or disposal of dangerous substances
or devices. This provision is designed to
cover the transfer of deadly nerve gases,
for example, across the United States or
to other parts of the world if that is
covered by the basic act. It would also
cover the disposal of such agents. This
will prevent the Department from dis-
posing of dangerous substances before
the full environmental hazards of such
disposal are known.

REPORT ON HERBICIDES AND CEW AGENTS

The third activity covered is the use
of herbicides or other chemical or bio-
logical warfare agents. Recently, it has
been reported that widespread use of
herbicides in Vietnam has resulted in
massive, possibly irreparable damage to
the ecology of South Vietnam. The pur-
pose of this provision is to understand
the effects of such agents and their
permanent impaect on an area. The dam-
age done by some of these substances
may far outweigh the damage done to
the environment in actual warfare., The
need for knowledge before they are au-
thorized is only too obvious.

The fourth provision requires that a
report be submitted on all projects or
activities carried out under contracts
amounting to more than $100 million or
under other contracts which, in the judg-
ment of the Council on Environmental
Quality, will have results significantly af-
fecting the environment. The purpose of
this provision is to insure that before the
Department of Defense awards & major
contract for the construction of a major
weapon system, for example, a consid-
eration has been given to the effect the
completion of such contract will have on
such factors as increased urbanization,
land use, sewage treatment and other
changes brought about by the infusion of
large sums of money into a particular
area. Too many times, huge contracts
have been awarded to areas which may
have been totally unprepared to deal with
the economic and social and environmen-




26638

tal consequences of large-scale military
development. This provision will insure
that a report detailing such potential ef-
fects will be made before construction
gets underway.

The fifth provision, which is closely re-
lated to the preceding one, requires that
reports be submitted on the environ-
mental effects of all proposals for mili-
tary construction projeects which will
have a significant impact on the human
environment. The need for this has al-
ready been examined—the cases cited
show the tremendous impact which mili-
tary construction can have on the envi-
ronment. Certainly, construction is one
of the most important activities carried
on by the Department of Defense which
affects the environment.

COVERS DISPOSAL OF DANGEROUS SUBSTANCES

The final provision requires that re-
ports be submitted on the sale or dis-
posal of dangerous substances or devices
whose use could significantly affect the
environment. The need for this require-
ment was brought sharply to public at-
tention yesterday when the Evening Star
reported that the Defense Department
had offered for sale 94,000 pounds of the
deadly pesticide, dieldrin, without notify-
ing the Department of Agriculture which
is responsible for control over such pes-
ticides. Despite the fact that Interior has
already banned the use of the pesticide,
the Defense Department was offering for
sale a quantity of the pesticide which
was three times the amount the Depart-
ment of Agriculture had approved for
nationwide use in this year. This type of
practice should be stopped. Submission
of an environmental report on such
major actions will allow time for Con-
gress or the appropriate regulatory agen-
cy to head off such action.

DOD SHOULD COMPLY WITH LAW

Mr. President, we can no longer con-
done damage done to the environment
by military activities as well as other
agencies merely due to the lack of knowl-
edge. The amendment I am offering to-
day will not give the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality the power to get a re-
port. It merely requires that the Defense
Department comply with the law. The
National Environmental Policy Act does
not exempt the Department of Defense
from compliance. It specifically states:

All federal agencies shall be required to
comply with the provisions of this section.

Up to this time, the Department has
complied with the law only on a limited
scale.

LONG PIPELINE

I recall very well, a few weeks ago when
we were holding hearings before the Sub-
committee on Economy in Government,
the subject of the National Environmen-
tal Policy Act came up, and I asked a rep-
resentative of the Defense Department
whether or not they had made reports.
I pointed out that the only reports avail-
able from the Defense Department
seemed to be in two minor areas.

They said, “Well, they are in the pipe-
Ijne."

Of course, the Defense Department has
the world’s longest pipeline. This act
has been on the books for many months,
and it would seem that, in view of the
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many activities by the Department of
Defense, we should have reports on file,
but we do not have them. This amend-
ment is one way to make sure we will get
those reports, If the Defense Department
is to get the money for its projects, it
will have to file the reports.

The purpose of this amendment is to
make certain that there is a submission
of an environmental report before we
fund major projects and activities. This
is all the law requires—that a report be
submitted. This is the very least we can
do to protect the environment. Congress
has a right to know before it authorizes
or funds a new project what the environ-
mental consequences of such a project
will be.

POLLUTION THREATENS SECURITY

We must accept the fact that our na-
tional security is also threatened by the
pollution of our environment—from
whatever source. The projects of the De-
partment of Defense are no exception. In
fact they constitute, because of their
numbers alone, one of the most serious
threats. Of course every other agency
must comply with the law, and I intend
to introduce a similar amendment to oth-
er bills if that is necessary.

There is no justification for exempting
the activities of the Department of De-
fense and every reason to make certain
it complies. The amendment I am intro-
ducing today will insure that every major
military program or project is subjected
to a thorough review to determine in ad-
vance its probable impact on the en-
vironment. Hopefully, such studies will
enable us to avoid many of the problems
which such programs have created in the
past. With some careful planning many
of these problems can be solved and ex-
tensive environmental damage can be
avoided.

Mr. President, I send the amendment
to the desk, and ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the REecorp in accordance with the
Senator’s request.

Mr. ProxMIRE'S amendment (No. 808)
is as follows:

At the end of the bill add a new section as
follows:

“Sec. 507. None of the funds authorized to
be appropriated by this or any other Act to
or for the use of the Armed Forces of the
United States may be obligated or expended
for any project or activity described In this
section which is carried out by or for the
Armed Forces of the United States, unless
and until the Department of Defense has, in
the case of such project or activity, complied
with the provisions of section 102 (1) and
(2) (C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969. Projects or activities of the
Armed Forces subject to this section shall in-
clude, but not be limited to, the following:

“(1) The development, contruction, test-
ing, and operation of any weapon system
which significantly affects the quality of the
human environment, except when main-
tained and used in warfare.

“(2) The transportation or transfer of
dangerous substances or devices.

*“(3) The use of herbicides or other chem-
ical or biological warfare agents.

“(4) All projects or activities carried out
under contracts amounting to more than
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$100,000,000 and all other contracts whose
completion will have results significantly
affecting the quality of the human environ-
ment.

“(5) All military construction projects
which will significantly affect the quality of
human environment.

“(8) The sale or disposal of dangerous sub-
stances or devices whose use could signifi-
cantly affect the quality of the human
environment,"”

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

HEW DESEGREGATION GUIDELINES
IN TEXAS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, there are
more than 1,300 school districts in the
State of Texas. Some 48 of these are, in
the opinion of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, not in compli-
ance with the constitutional mandate to
end dual school systems.

These 48 school districts have been
unable to meet the desegregation guide-
lines as enunciated to them by rep-
resentatives of HEW. Because of this, it
appears likely that these school districts
and the school boards which govern them
will be forced into Federal court for a
final determination of the issue.

Perhaps this is necessary. It may well
be that this Federal agency has at last
reached such a point of dedication to bu-
reaucracy that it cannot respond to the
needs and will of the people of this Na-
tion or the realities of the world in which
they live. I regret to concede it, Mr.
President, but it appears that this is so.
For no other explanation of the gap be-
tween the stated policies of the President
and Congress and the acts of HEW teams
in the field exists.

In his comprehensive message on
school desegregation of March 24 the
President said:

If we are to be realists, we must recognize
that in a free soclety there are limits to the
amount of government coercion that can rea-
sonably be used; that in achleving desegrega-
tion we must proceed with the least possible
disruption of the education of the nation’'s
children; and that our children are highly
sensitive to conflict, and highly vulnerable
to lasting psychic injury.

In addition, he stated in “Policies of
This Administration”:

In devising local compliance plans, pri-
mary weight should be given to the con-
sidered judgment of local school boards—
provided they act in good faith, and within
Constitutional limits.

The neighborhood school will be deemed
the most appropriate base for such a system.

Transportation of pupils beyond normal
geographic school zones for the purpose of
achieving racial balance will not be required.

Congress has repeatedly acted to
adopt language to forbid the use of Fed-
eral funds to bring about a racial bal-
ance in schools through the use of busing.

In the recently passed education ap-
propriations bill for fiscal year 1971, sec-
tions 209 and 210, read as follows:

Sec. 209. No part of the funds contained
in this Act may be used—

To force any school or school district which
is desegregated as that term is defined In
title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
Public Law 88-352, to take any action to
force the busing of students;
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To force on account of race, creed, or color
the abolishment of any school so desegre-
gated, or

To force the transfer or assignment of any
student attending any elementary or second-
ary school so desegregated to or from a par-
ticular school over the protest of his or her
parents or parent.

SEec. 210, No part of funds contained in this
Act shall be used—

To force any school or school district which
is desegregated as that term is defined in
title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Pub-
lic Law B88-352, to take any action to force
the busing of students;

To require the abolishment of any school
50 desegregated; or

To force on account of race, creed, or color
the transfer of students so desegregated as a
condition precedent to obtaining Federal
funds otherwise available to any State, school
district or school.

Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
contains the following definition of de-
segregation:

Desegregation means the assignment of
students to public schools and within such
schools without regard to their race, color,
religion or national origin, but “desegrega-
tion” shall not mean the assignment of stu-
dents to publie schools in order to overcome
racial imbalance.

The policy, then, is clear. Federally
imposed busing is not to be used as a
means to bring about a forced racial
balance in public schools.

And this policy is just and proper. It
is patently absurd to pretend that trans-
porting a child away from his natural,
neighborhood school to one some dis-
tance away just so that he attends
classes with children of another race im-
proves the education he receives. Busing
to bring about a racial balance simply
siphons funds from meaningful educa-
tional programs into the purchase and
maintenance of vehicles. Instead of al-
lowing the child as much time as possible
in the classroom or in his neighborhood,
it places him in a mobile, glass-enclosed
box for substantial periods each day.

Furthermore, it is equally absurd to
assume that busing is a useful educa-
tional tool. While some may argue that
there is educational benefit to be derived
from attending classes outside of one’s
neighborhood, this argument ignores the
profound negative impact en the edu-
cational process which accompanies the
destruction of the neighborhood or com-
munity school. Traditionally, the public
school has been a valuable part of the
local community, tying its citizens to-
gether through a common bond—the
desire to educate children as well as
possible. In our modern, fractured so-
ciety, there is more need than in the
past for a focal point of commonality in
the community. I repeat, to discard this
fundamental benefit for an ephemeral,
unproven one is to practice absurdity.

The reasons, then, for Presidential
and congressional opposition to foreed
busing are sound.

But somewhere between the policy-
makers and the policy implementers, Mr.
President, there is'a gap. Oh, we all know
that HEW never demands that a school
district adopt a desegregation plan which
involves substantial busing. This is not
the bureaucratic way. Instead, the field
teams investigating a given school dis-
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trict simply refuse to accept any and
all proposals submitted by the local
school board on the ground that they
do not bring about the desired racial
balance until only a busing plan is left.
The result, however—and this is eriti-
cally important—is the same. The chil-
dren of the school district in question are
forced to attend schools other than their
neighborhood school. It matters not what
bureaucratic technique is used to bring
this result into play. Whatever ploy is
presented, the tremendous negative im-
pact upon the local educational system is
the same.

I began by regretfully conceding that
it may well have become necessary for
these 48 school distriets in Texas to take
their case to the Federal courts. I should
like to comment briefly upon them, Mr.
President.

Over the past years, I and my office
have worked as closely as possible with
the school districts in order to help
them devise a plan which meets desegre-
gation guidelines. Since these guidelines
have been constantly shifting and since
no one has yet determined just what a
“racially identifiable” school is, our task
has not been easy. Yet all but 48 out of
over 1,300 have been successful—at least
until the next HEW guideline is de-
veloped.

I would like to share my observations
of these school districts and school
boards with my colleagues. The vast ma-
jority of them have acted and are con-
tinuing to act in a good faith effort to
bring about school desegregation as
rapidly and reasonably as possible. The
school boards which have contacted my
office have been composed almost exclu-
sively of men and women of good will,
good intent and honest effort.

I repeat, their job has not been easy. In
an effort to achieve the constitutional
mandate of desegregation they have
often advocated plans and proposals
which were not popular in their school
distriets. And every time a third or fourth
level bureaucrat devises a technicality
to disprove of that plan or proposal, Mr.
President, he undermines the leadership
of that school board in its community.
He increases rather than decreases the
likelihood that disharmony and educa-
tional disruption will occur. This is the
tragedy of an unresponsive Federal
agency.

I want to digress briefly here to make
one important point. No part of my re-
marks nor any of my actions on behalf
of the school boards of the State of Texas
are or can be taken to be in support of a
school district which does not act in good
faith. Desegregation is the law of the
land. This, too, is just and proper. There
is a positive duty on each and every
school board in Texas to act affirmatively
to end educational segregation. I will de-
fend a school board acting in good faith
with all of my abilities but I cannot lift
one finger in support of one that does not.

Again, I quote the President in his
March 24 message:

In my discussion of the status of school
desegregation law, I indicated that the Su-
preme Court has left a substantial degree of
latitude within which specific desegregation
plans can be designed. Many lower courts
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have left a comparable degree of latitude.
This does not mean that the courts will tol-
erate or the Administration condone evasions
or subterfuges; it does mean that if the es-
sential element of good falth is present, it
should ordinarily be possible to achieve legal
compliance with a minimum of educational
disruption, and through a plan designed to
be responsive to the community’s own local
circumstances.

Because I believe the school districts
of Texas to be governed by men and
women of good faith, I support them. If
they must take their case to Federal dis-
trict court in order to escape the perva-
sive bureaucracy of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, then so
be it. But I urge each and every school
board, each and every parent, to continue
to act in good faith. We in Texas cannot
allow our educational system to be de-
stroyed by hate and bitterness. Whatever
the final outcome of the present conflict,
we must make the best of it, for this is
the American way of doing things. We
are entitled to a hearing before those
who would alter our neighborhood schools
and we are entitled to our day in court.
But when all is said and done we have a
duty to obey what is finally construed to
be the law. The importance of preserving
an orderly society demands that we com-
ply with the law, however unfair we be-
lieve it to be, until and unless we can
change it.

I pledge my unremitting efforts to bring
about reasonable administrative, legisla-
tive and judicial attitudes toward the
problems of school desegregation in Texas
and throughout the land. I urge each and
every Texan to join with me in positive,
constructive efforts to preserve and im-
prove the quality of education available
to all children in Texas, which, in the
final analysis, must be our ultimate goal.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 17123) to author-
ize appropriations during the fiscal year
1971 for procurement of aircraft, missiles,
naval vessels, and tracked combat ve-
hicles, and other weapons, and research,
development, test, and evaluation for the
Armed Forces, and to prescribe the au-
thorized personnel strength of the se-
lected Reserve of each Reserve compo-
nent of the Armed Forces, and for other
PUrposes.

BAFEGUARD ABM

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, once
again the Senate is about to debate the
ABM. Once again the'issue is not simply
the necessity or effectiveness of a particu-
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lar weapons system but rather the effec-
tiveness and commitment of our Govern-
ment. The ABM debate is a test of
whether we can truly begin to reorder
our priorities. It is a test of whether the
mere incantation of the words “national
security” will continue to prevent us from
exercising unnecessary military expendi-
tures.

A year ago, the senatorial critics of
ABM, Democrats and Republicans alike,
forcefully argued that deployment of
Safeguard would not in fact enhance our
national security, but could only serve
to escalate the arms race. These Sen-
ators were supported by virtually every
important nongovernment scientist in
the Nation. Their arguments were not
refuted by the administration and have
not been refuted since.

Yet this year the administration is
calling for an expansion of Safeguard.
And it purports to have a new justifica-
tion for its request. Deployment of Safe-
guard is required, we are told, in order
to give bargaining chips to our negotia-
tors at the SALT talks. But the United
States already has ample bargaining
chips in its unquestioned capacity to con-
tinue and even accelerate the arms race.
It is this capacity which the Russians are
concerned with, not an unbuilt ABM
system of dubious efficacy. The Russians
recognize that if no agreement is reached
at SALT, we can eventually build far
more effective ABM systems than Safe-
guard, and can massively increase our
defensive strength. This is their incen-
tive to negotiate meaningfully at Vienna.

Under the administration’s logic the
period preceding an arms control ne-
gotiation should not be one of mutual
restraint. It should instead be a time of
frenzied military buildup, as each side
arms to parley. And, somehow, as we
construct more Safeguards and MIRVs
and the Russians construct more SS-9's,
an atmosphere of constructive harmony
will be established. It is just this kind of
logic which has fueled the arms race for
so0 long.

The administration does not rely sole-
ly on the bargaining chip argument to
strengthen its case for an expanded
Safeguard. It had also sought to support
its position by presenting a distorted pic-
ture of the current strategic balance.

Secretary Laird has warned that we
are “at a crossover point in the strategic
balance,” that the United States is on the
verge of becoming a second-rank nuclear
power. This is simply untrue. Although
the Russians do have a slight lead over
us in vulnerable land-based missiles, we
hold a commanding lead in nuclear-
armed submarines and bombers. At the
most, the Russians are approaching
parity with the United States as a nu-
clear power,

Mr. Laird has also stated that, in con-
trast to the Russians, we have main-
tained a neutral position in our strategic
foree level since 1965. This, too, is not
true. Our budget for strategic forces has
risen from $6.8 billion in 1965 to $9.1
billion in 1969 to $9.6 billion in 1970. We
have carried out far more nuclear tests
in the 5 years since 1965 than in the pre-
ceding 20 years, including 24 tests in the
first 6 months of 1970. We have begun
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deployment of both ABM and MIRV sys-
tems and now plan a threefold increase
in our stockpile of nuclear warheads.
This is not “neutral gear.”

We are in no danger of becoming a
second-rank nuclear power. So we should
not be panicked into accepting Safe-
guard. We should assess that system
carefully and clinically, This I now pro-
pose to do.

The administration’s contention that
we must deploy Safeguard ABM to pro-
tect our second-strike capabilities from
Soviet attack is specious on numerous
grounds. First, our second-strike capa-
bility is protected even without Safe-
guard by our Polaris submarines. Secre-
tary Laird has conceded that he is “fully
confident” that our Polaris force “is in-
vulnerable to surprise attack today and
should remain so for the next 5 to 7
years and hopefully longer.” In fact, the
technology which would render this de-
terrent ineffective is not even on the
drawing board yet.

It is true, as Secretary Laird has
stated, that these submarines represent
only 15 percent of our nuclear weapons.
But what the Secretary somehow forgot
to add is that this 15 percent is easily
sufficient to destroy the 50 largest cities
in the Soviet Union—twice.

Second, there are grave doubts that
the Safeguard could protect any of our
land-based Minuteman missiles under
any circumstances. The ABM system has
three critical components: Radars to de-
tect and track the incoming missiles,
computers to gage their speed and di-
rection and to guide the antiballistic
missile, and the defensive missile itself.
If any component fails the system fails.

Many scientists believe that the Soviets
already have inexpensive penetration
aids which would sharply reduce the
effectiveness of Safeguard’s perimeter
acquisition radars. Nobel laureate Hans
Bethe has described the many devices
which the Russians could use, ranging
from simple decoys which could fool our
radars to atmospheric nuclear explosions
which could black out our radars. Even
more important, it now appears that the
Russians could almost certainly destroy
the Safeguard missile site radars—
MSR's—and thereby render the entire
defense system completely useless. The
MSR’s are relatively soft targets
which are difficult to protect from enemy
missiles. Furthermore, they are so ex-
pensive—as much as $200 million for one
radar and the associated data processing
equipment—that we cannot simply em-
ploy a number of redundant radars at
each Minuteman complex. In short,
Safeguard’s most crucial link is its
weakest link,

At recent hearings, Defense Depart-
ment officials conceded that the MSR's
expense and vulnerability pose serious
problems. They admitted the need for re-
search into smaller and cheaper radars
which would be adequate for a dedicated
hard-point defense. But they insist on
pressing ahead with Safeguard before
the required research has been com-
pleted.

The second critical component of the
Safeguard system—its computer—may
also be inadequate. Many leading scien-
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tists, including members of a Depart-
ment of Defense Advisory Panel on Safe-
guard, doubt that it will be possible to
provide computer programs for the Safe-
guard system. They contend that it
would be far easier to design and de-
velop a computer for a dedicated hard-
point system.

It is not surprising that Safeguard is
an ineffective system for the protection
of our land-based missiles. Safeguard
was not originally designed for that task.
It is an adaptation of the former Sen-
tinel and Nike-X systems which were
primarily designed as city-defense ABM
systems. Its mission has been altered by
Pentagon decree, but this does not make
the system effective.

In the past the administration has
argued that even if Safeguard is not the
optimal system for missile defense it has
the advantage of also providing area de-
fense. The Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee has knocked the props out from
this argument by recommending that the
Safeguard now should be used only for
missile defense. The committee action
raises the obvious question: If it is in
fact necessary to protect our land-based
missiles from a first-strike attempt, why
not employ a system which is specifically
designed for that purpose?

The technical deficiencies of Safe-
guard raise another important issue,
Last year the administration often re-
ferred to Safeguard phase I as a proto-
type system to be tested and proved out.
President Nixon stated:

We will take maximum advantage of the
information gathered from the initial de-
ployment in designing the later phases of
the Program.

And just last Monday, Secretary Laird
announced that the Pentagon was plan-
ning to adopt a “fly before you buy’ pol-
icy which would require step-by-step
testing and evaluation of weapons sys-
tems before billions of dollars are spent,
Apparently, however, this policy does
not apply to Safeguard. For although the
two phase I sites have neither been con-
structed nor tested, the administration is
now requesting additional sites for phase
II.

Third, assuming the presently planned
Safeguard system can work, it is clear
that the Soviets can easily overwhelm it.
Secretary Laird has conceded that if the
Soviets deploy MIRV, which we are al-
ready doing, if they continue to build
ICBM’s at their present rate and if they
improve ICBM accuracy, Safeguard
would be inadeguate by the mid-1970’s
“without substantial improvement and
modification.”

There can be little doubt the Russians
will react to our deployment of Safe-
guard by adding to their offensive
strength. We must remember that our
response to the 64 ABM launchers which
the Russians built around Moscow is to
plan for 6,000 more warheads in our
stockpile. Thus, the Russian’s ABM pro-
gram, rather than increasing their secu-
rity has produced a quantum leap in the
arms race and thereby reduced their
security. Our ABM will surely do the
same. Although the Russians will doubt
the efficacy of our ABM, their defense




July. 30, 1970

planners will engage in some “worst
case” analysis that ours do. They will
respond to Safeguard by building up
their offensive forces in the manner Sec-
retary Laird has described. We would
then need “substantial improvement and
modification” of our ABM's. In plain
language, this means more ABM sites,
more radars, and more missiles. In the
end we will have achieved a new level of
arms stockpiling without the slightest
increase to our security.

Fourth, Secretary Laird's suggestion on
May 12 that immediate deployment of
Safeguard is desirable because it avoids
the necessity of adding to our offensive
potential during the SALT talks is com-
plete doubletalk. We are adding to our
offensive potential right in the middle of
SALT by deploying MIRV.

Fifth, a final grisly point is that given
present technology there can be no ABM
defense to a Soviet missile attack which
is successful in the long run. If the radar
works, the missiles fire, and the warheads
destroy the incoming missiles high above
the atmosphere—all highly questionable
suppositions—the radioactivity released
would kill a large portion of our popula-
tion within a generation.

As I have already noted, the Senate
Armed Services Committee has recom-
mended against funding the area defense
components of Safeguard. But the ad-
ministration is likely to urge the Con-
gress to reinstate area defense as a pro-
tection against the “Chinese threat.” I
therefore wish to review and analyze the
administration’s arguments in favor of a
Chinese oriented ABM system.

Secretary Laird explained in his Febru-
ary posture statement that an anti-
Chinese ABM system is necessary because
the credibility of our Asian commitments
would be reduced if China had any ca-
pacity to inflict nuclear damage on this
country. This argument is unpersuasive.
The Soviet Union has had such a capacity
for years, but since we have retained our
powerful second-strike capabilities, no
one seriously doubts the credibility of our
vital commitments in Europe or else-
where,

In the posture statement, Secretary
Laird suggested that our deterrent might
not be as effective against China as it is
against Russia because China has a more
rural population. This again is nonsense.
Two-thirds of China’s population is con-
centrated in only about one-eighth of its
area. Furthermore, the Chinese have no
effective fallout shelters or defenses
against our bombers. There can be no
doubt that the United States using only
its bomber forces—and thereby retaining
its deterrent against Russia—could com-
pletely destroy the urban and rural pop-
ulation of China. Even 10 percent of our
SAC bomber forces can deliver more than
100,000 times as much explosive power
as the Hiroshima holocaust.

It has also been suggested that the
Chinese Communists are so irrational
that the total destruction of their society
would not serve as a deterrent. This is
parochialism gone wild. Many eminent
students of China have made clear that
the Chinese have recently been extremely
careful to avoid serious confrontations
with major powers. China seems to be as

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

influenced as any nation by the fear of
nuclear destruction.

Furthermore, it is completely unreal-
istic to predict, as has President Nixon,
that Safeguard would be “virtually in-
fallible” against a Chinese attack. The
many failures of far less complex weap-
ons systems and the near tragedy of
Apollo 13 should caution us against mak-
ing any such rosy predictions. We must
bear in mind that we will never be able
to test Safeguard under real batfle con-
ditions and that we will never know how
sophisticated the Chinese penetration
aids are.

Finally, if we attempt to build an in-
fallible defense we must be prepared to
protect each one of our cities against the
entire Chinese missile force. Dr. Herbert
York, Director of Defense Research and
Engineering under President Eisenhower,
estimates that a really serious Chinese-
oriented ABM system would require
many thousands of U.S. ABM intercep-
tors. Aside from the staggering cost of
such a system, we must consider what
the response of the Soviet Union would
be. The Russians would not simply rest
secure in the belief that this system was
not only aimed at China. They would
recognize that, as former Secretary of
Defense McNamara himself stated:

The danger in deploying [a] Chinese-ori-
ented ABM system is going to be that pres-
sures will develop to expand 1t into a heavy
Soviet-oriented ABM system.

The Russians would unguestionably
become nervous about the effectiveness
of their second-strike capabilities and
would begin a massive buildup of offen-
sive missiles,

Thus, whether we look at the Soviet
threat or the Chinese threat, Safeguard
is a destabilizing and unnecessary weap-
ons system. It is a weapons system
which should not be incorporated into
any SALT agreement. It is a weapons
system which should not be built even
if the SALT talks fail. There are far
more effective ways for us to assure our
deterrent capabilities if, tragically, the
arms race is permitted to continue.

This analysis of Safeguard, which re-
lies heavily on the work of many lead-
ing scientific and arms control experts
clearly demonstrates the folly of the ad-
ministration’s position. Yet in a way it
grossly understates the case against
Safeguard. For as McGeorge Bundy has
pointed out, the cold ealculations of even
the best defense analysts are discon-
nected from reality. Think-tank analysts
can set levels of “acceptable” damage
well up in the tens of millions of lives.
They can assume that the loss of dozens
of great cities is somehow a real choice
for sane men. They are in an unreal
world. In the real world of real political
leaders—whether here or in the Soviet
Union—a decision that would bring even
one hydrogen bomb on one city of one’s
own country would be recognized in ad-
vance as @ catastrophic blunder, 10
bombs on 10 cities would be a disaster
beyond history and & hundred bombs on
a hundred cities are unthinkable. Yet
this unthinkable level of incineration is
the least that could be expected by either
side in response to any first strike in the
next 10 years, no matter what happens
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to weapons systems in the meantime.
Even the worst case hypothesized in the
ABM debate leaves at least this much
room for reply. In sane politics, there-
fore, there is no level of superiority which
will make a strategic first strike between
the two great states anything but an act
of utter folly.

In a sense then, the Senate will be en-
tering an unreal world next week when it
debates the ABM and begins to discuss
first strikes, damage limitation and as-
sured destruction capability. We have al-
ready poured billions of dollars into this
world, and with Safeguard we are being
asked to spend at least $20 billion more.

I think it is high time we began to pay
greater attention to the real world, the
real world of poverty, unemployment,
crime, inadequate health care, over-
crowded schools, nonexistent transpor-
tation facilities. Just a short time ago,
the Congress was told that its expendi-
tures on these problems were inflation-
ary. But in truth nothing is more infla-
tionary than military spending, since it
does not provide any of the goods and
services which our people desire.

We can meet the problems of the real
world, including inflation, if we spend
less on weapons and release our scien-
tific and technical resources from bond-
age to the Pentagon. The SALT talks are
a magnificent, and perhaps fleeting, op-
portunity to hasten the conversion to a
peacetime economy. Rather than pro-
moting and deploying the ineffective
Safeguard system, the administration
should be devoting all its efforts to as-
suring that the SALT talks are truly
successful, and that we will no longer
have to spend billions of dollars on an
insane strategic arms race.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Rep-
resentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the report of the commit-
tee of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of
the House to the bill (S. 1076) to establish
a pilot program in the Departments of
the Interior and Agriculture designated
as the Youth Conservation Corps, and
for other purposes.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res. 1336)
to extend the effectiveness of the Defense
Production Act of 1950 to August 15, 1970.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, if there
be no further business to come before
the Senate, I move in accordance with
the previous order that the Senate stand
in adjournment until 11 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 16 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, July
31,1970,at11 am.
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