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AspinaLL, Mr. AxpErson of Illinols,
Mr. Youne, Mr, McCuLLOCH, Mr, Ep-
MONDSON, and Mrs, MaY) :
H.R.18798. A Dbill to establish a Commls~
sion on Fuels and Energy to recommend
programs and policies intended to insure
through maximum use of indigenous re-
sources, that the U.S5. requirements for low-
cost energy be met, and to reconcile en-
vironmental guality requirements with fu-
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ture energy needs; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.
By Mr. RYAN:

H.R. 18799. A bill to amend the Child Nu-
trition Act of 1966 to strengthen and improve
the school breakfast program for children
carried out under such act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. STEED:
H.R. 18800. A bill for the relief of persons

27211

who suffered damages as a result of the sonic
boom tests over Oklahoma City, Okla,, In

1964; to the Commitftee on the Judiclary,

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

5685. The SPEAEKER presented a petition of
Andrew Huggins, Avon Park, Fla,, relative to
redress of grievances, which was referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE—Tuesday, August 4,

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. QUENTIN N.
Burpick, a Senator from the State of
North Dakota.

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

Almighty God, whose Word declares
“Commit Thy way unto the Lord; trust
also in Him and He shall bring it to
pass,” we now commit ourselves and our
Nation to Thee in the faith that “Thou
shalt bring forth Thy righteousness as
the light and Thy judgment as the noon-
dB-Y."

We ask Thee, O Lord, not to take away
our burdens but to give us strength to
carry them; not to make our way easy
but to make it right.

Through Jesus Christ, our Lord. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
of the Senate (Mr. RUSSELL).

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., August 4, 1970.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon, QUENTIN N. BURDICK, a Sena-
tor from the State of North Dakota, to per-
form the duties of the Chalr during my
absence.
RIicHARD B. RUSSELL,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BURDICK thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, August 3, 1970, be dispensed with.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR McINTYRE TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that tomorrow, fol-
lowing the disposition of the reading of
the Journal, the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. MCINTYRE) be
recognized for not to exceed 15 hours.

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN) completes his remarks, there be
a period for the transaction of routine
morning business, with a limitation of 3
minutes on statements made during that
period.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
HansgEN) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, first of
all, let me express my real appreciation
to the distinguished majority leader and
the distinguished minority leader for
their kindness and courtesy in convening
early, despite the fact that we have long
days, and making it possible for me to
speak upon a subject that is of real con-
cern to me, and I believe will be of real
interest to the country as a whole.

OIL IMPORTS AND THE PUBLIC
INTEREST

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I was
somewhat surprised and startled yester-
day to learn that as an advocate of the
oil industry position in the controversy
over the oil import quota program, I am,
at least in the opinion of one Senator,
opposed to the public interest.

Upon reading the remarks made here
yesterday, I asked for time to discuss the
charges here in the presence of the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE), and invited
him to be present at this time, Because of
a prior commitment, my good friend
from New England could not be here,
but I feel that I should set the record
straight as to the blanket indictment he
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made against “advocates of the oil in-
dustry” and the “private influence”
which he says “is strong enough to over-
ride the representatives of the public in-
terest.”

Inasmuch as I have been named as an
advocate of the oil industry and its posi-
tion in the oil import controversy, I pre-
sume Senator McINTYRE included me in
those he accuses of selling him “their bill
of goods for years when it was so ob-
viously and so outrageously contrary to
the public interest.”

Pirst, I would like to assure the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire that I am not
one of those oil industry advocates “with
personal and financial ties to the oil
community."”

Second, I regret that he bought this
“hill of goods” for so many years when
it was actually a bargain, but now that
the bargain rates have been sucked into
the Middle East caldron, he would have
us paying more for imported oil than our
OWIL

I own no oil stock, no oil or gas
royalty, nor any interest in any oil or gas
company. I do, however, consider it in
the public interest to do what I can to
see that this country never has to sub-
mit to foreign blackmail for the oil and
gas that provides three-fourths of our
energy requirements and without which
all transportation and most industry
would come to a grinding halt.

The vital importance of oil and gas
to this Nation’s entire economy and
America's national security has been
recognized by four Presidents. Started by
President Eisenhower, the basic concepts
of the program have been carried out
under the Presidential proclamation that
established the program by Presidents
Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon. President
Kennedy acted twice to strengthen the
national security aspects of the program
and President Nixon had that in mind, I
believe, when he directed the study that
resulted in the current controversy. The
program had been riddled and weakened
by exceptions and exemptions that had
progressively raised the level of foreign
oil in relation to domestic production
until the original concept of preserving a
strong and viable domestic petroleum
industry was lost in the rush for more
cheap oil.

We learned a lesson the hard way fol-
lowing the 6-day Arab-Israel war of
June 1967, when all the Arab countries
stopped shipment of oil to Western
Europe and the United States.
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Because we had the reserve cushion of
excess production and the oil companies
had the expertise and ability, along with
an emergency plan already worked out
in cooperation with the State and Fed-
eral Governments, oil production was in-
creased to take care of European de-
mands, as well as our own demands, and
we even furnished Canada some of the
oil she had been importing from those
sources.

Mr. President, only last week I ar-
ranged for Dr. Wilson M. Laird, Director
of the Office of Oil and Gas, to brief
Senators on the Middle East situation
and the threat of another oil embargo
should things get worse.

All Senators were notified and invited.
I believe my friend from New Hampshire
cculd have benefited from the briefing,
and for the benefit of those Senators who
could not attend, the junior Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. BErLrmonN) and I entered
into a discussion here last Friday and,
also by unanimous request, entered Dr.
Laird’s remarks in the Recorp. But ap-
parently oil import quota critics do not
know what the facts are or do not care
that the program is actually saving
American consumers considerable money
rather than costing them more.

Senator Berrmon and I pointed out
here last Friday that events in the Middle
East and North Africa had resulted in a
world wide tanker shortage and that
delivered prices of oil from that area
to the U.S. east and west coasts are
now considerably higher than domestic
prices.

In fact, Senator Berimon did some
arithmetic showing consumer costs would
be $5.4 billion higher per year at present
prices should the plan Senator MCINTYRE
advocates be adopted. On top of some
$4.26—the east coast delivered price last
week—the tariff plan would add another
$1.35 a barrei, making the price about
$5.60 a barrel as compared with a de-
livered price of U.S. crude of about
$3.80.

But this is not all. A critical natural
gas shortage is now imminent in the
Northeast and imports of liquefied
natural gas, at more than double the
cost of domestic gas, would add another
$6 billion to consumer costs.

The $5 billion cost of the program
referred to by Senator McINTYRE was, in
my opinion, completely mythical to be-
gin with, inasmuch as the total value of
all the crude oil produced in the United
States in 1969 was $10.3 billion. And that
estimate did not take into acount the
differences in transportation costs, the
effect on U.S. exploration and supply, the
higher prices for domestic natural gas
that would result, the true economic
costs to the Nation, nor the benefits from
the present program.

I weould hope that Senator McINTYRE
might review recent events, such as those
reported by Dr. Laird, or read the New
York Times or Wall Street Journal, both
of which have repeatedly published the
growing seriousness of the situation.

Inasmuch as east coast refineries de-
pend on Middle East and north African
oil for a considerable portion of their
needs, I would think critics of the pro-
gram would be looking toward more de-
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pendable sources rather than continu-
ing to flay the oil companies which are
even now stepping up domestic produc-
tion to help alleviate the critical fuel
shortage brought on by events in the
Middle East. Many of us warned of just
such an eventuality.

Senator MuUskIe's Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations is now hold-
ing hearings on the electrical power crisis
in New York City which has been aggra-
vated by a natural gas shortage and a
growing shortage of heavy industrial
grade fuel oils—a factor that has sent
prices soaring. Most of this oil is im-
ported. The tariff plan Senator McIn-
TYRE proposes would not only worsen the
gas shortage by discouraging exploration
for new sources, but would also tack on
an added tariff which would be paid by
the consumer.

If Senator McINTYrE has an oil import
plan which would do what he says it
would, I suggest he make it known to the
appropriate committees of the Senate
which will consider a U.S. trade policy
bill as soon as the House has acted on
the Ways and Means Committee bill
which includes the oil import amend-
ment.

Mr. President, the vote in the Ways
and Means Committee against the pro-
gram Senator McINTYRE advocates was
17 to 7. Senator McINTYRE'S proposal to
amend that bill when it comes to the
Senate and strike out the language which
would nail the quota program into law
may not have the support he apparently
expects. That same bill includes quotas
on textiles and shoes which he appar-
ently believes are more of a threat to
the Nation than oil imports. The Senator
from New Hampshire sponsored those
bills himself, and he may need a little
support from the 31 oil State senators
or, at least, from those who consider the
Nation’s security and self-sufficiency for
its principal source of energy more im-
portant than some mythical savings that
certainly are no longer valid, if they
ever were,

Another aspect the so-called experts
and oil erities ignore is the effect of oil
imports on the gas shortage.

Mr. President, not only is such a plan
as proposed by Senator McINTYRE un-
sound, but it is completely inconsistent
with the recent recognition, at long last,
by the Federal Power Commission of the
fallacy of Federal price-fixing policy.

The FPC, in the face of a critical natu-
ral 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 pol-
icy, according to FPC, will result in
higher consumer prices as well as higher
returns to producers.

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

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

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

Mr. President, if the distinguished
junior Senator from New Hampshire
was here Friday, he may have missed a
colloquy that Senator BELLmon and I had
on the import problem. Although I re-
ferred earlier to this discussion, I would
like to repeat a few remarks I made in
reply to Senator BreLLMON'S question
about the need for more domestic en-
ergy sources and whatever plans Dr.
Laird of the Office of Oil and Gas may
have for alleviating them.

I said, yes; he does have some plans,
and I shall be happy to detail specifically
just what he recommended.

For one thing, he stresses the urgency
of an overall energy policy which will
focus attention upon the need that we
have in this country for fuel in the fu-
ture, in order to satisfy all the energy
needs we have, as well as the need for
exploration and development of our re-
sources, in order to develop the potential
we have.

Insofar as our allies’ interests go, the
NATO countries and Japan would likely
have to make accommodations with
Libya, Irag, and other important oil-
supplying countries, if there should be a
disruption in the delivery of oil from
those areas.

Obviously, the alternative would be
the development of other sources of sup-
ply in other free world areas. But this
could take considerable time.

There are no quick, easy answers for
these energy deficient countries. But,
with respect to our domestic needs, I
think all agree—certainly those of us
who have taken the time to investigate
the problem—that the most competent
authorities estimate we have just barely
scratched the surface, insofar as the de-
velopment of our resources here in this
country goes.

Further, in specific response to the
question raised by the Senator from
Oklahoma, let me say that as chairman
of the Petroleum Security Subcommit-
tee of the Foreign Petroleum Supply
Committee, it was the duty and the
responsibility of Dr. Wilson Laird,
the Director of the Office of Oil and Gas,
to make recommendations and to review
the situation. He has done that, and
they can further reactivate, if necessary,
the Emergency Petroleum Supply Com-
mittee which has been on a standby basis
since 19617.

Generally speaking, I think that the
need is to take advantage of every re-
source we have in this country. There
have been some who have said, “Let us
forget about 15 percent of the reserves
we have in the so-called stripper wells.”
I know that many of these wells are in
the home State of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. They are also in
Wyoming, representing rather signifi-
cant reserves.

Some have said, “Let us forget about
that, because this oil is too high priced.
Let us forget about that 15 percent of
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our known reserves, and let us shut off
the wells.” A lot of things happen, so
that they could not be brought back
into production, as the Senator knows,
but, with reckless abandon for the long-
range, even the short-range welfare of
this country, there have been some, with-
in the last year, who have said, “Let us
forget about that.”

I think, now, that the lack of wisdom
and foresight on the part of those mak-
ing such recommendations is obvious to
all of us.

Thank heavens, we have the reserves.
Thank heavens, we can still produce
them.

For those who thought we could con-
tinue to import foreign oil, as the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma knows, we can im-
port it, but no one wants to buy it be-
cause it is so high priced—higher than
our domestically produced oils.

I think these are some of the things
that Dr. Laird was saying to us.

Another point the junior Senator from
New Hampshire seems to have missed
entirely is the effect the present Middle
East and north African situation would
have had on a2 refinery that was pro-
posed under a foreign trade zone ar-
rangement at Machiasport, Maine.

The total supply of oil for that refinery
would have been from Libya, the country
that has caused a good part of the pres-
ent disruption and shortages.

Libya also recently expropriated the
marketing facilities of all foreign com-
panies and forced a cuthack of more than
a half-million barrels a day in produc-
tion. This is part of Libya’s continuing
ploy with the oil producers for higher
taxes on the oil produced.

Not only would that oil under Senator
McINTYRE'S proposal cost some $5.60 a
barrel rather than the $2 talked about
in the task force report, but also, it would
probably not be obtainable at even that
price.

And that, Mr. President, is what we
are talking about in this long debate
over oil imports and U.S. trade policy.

But oil is only one part of the fight
over trade legislation, although by far
the most important because of national
security implications. The trade bill Sen-
ator McINTYRE would amend as far as
oil is concerned started out as a textile
quota bill but is now being called a
Christmas tree bill. Some are saying that
import quotas are not in the interest
oi the United States. Others are saying
that addition of anything other than
quotas to protect their own regional in-
dustries are not in the interest of pass-
ing the bill, as it was at first reported,
as tentativcly approved.

I would think the New Englanders who
attacked the oil amendment in the bill
would, in yview of the prices now prevail-
ing for oil from the Middle East, now fa-
vor the amendment which would assure
that the imports would continue to come
in under quotas and not be further in-
creased by a proposed $1.25 a barrel
tariff. The tariff is presently 10 cents a
barrel.

In addition to this, Mr. President,
those who demand more imports from
Canada certainly must not realize that
Canada is a net importer of oil herself
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and is affected by price fluctuations, such
as the sudden escalation of the cost of oil
from the Middle East and north Africa.

Most of Canadian production is in her
Western Provinces, but most of her re-
fining capacity is in her Eastern Prov-

inces. Canada has no pipeline connec-
tions from her own producing areas to
her easiern refineries. She imports as
much oil as she exports to the United
States, and the price of that imported
oil has suddenly gone up. Canada may, if
this situation continues or worsens, find
it to her advantage to use her own oil
when the price differential disappears or
becomes a minus rather than the plus
it has been.

I do not mean to say that we should
not develop a common energy policy with
Canada which is, undoubtedly, our most
secure source. But what I do want to
point out is that Canada will certainly
take care of her own needs first in an
emergency, such as the 1967 embargo of
Middle East and north African oil that
followed the Arab-Israel war.

I cannot conceive of the Canadians
gazing benignly across the border as.the
U.S. Treasury rakes off a fat tariff for
their oil without taking a cut for them-
selves. That is another fallacy of the
academically inspired tariff proposal.
With the ups and downs of tanker rates
and the wuncertainties of tomorrow in
north Africe and the Middle East, we can
be thankful that there were some who
could foresee the risks involved in the
task force—majority—proposal and
that, finally, others are realizing that
cheap foreign oil will remain cheap only
so long as we do not have to depend upon
4

One last word, Mr. President, and that
is in reply to Senator McINTYRE'S state-
ment that:

If the public really understood this issue,
we In the Congress would not be able to
withstand the winds of change that would
blow through these halls—nor the public
accounting it would demand of us.

Mr. President, I believe the public
understands this whole import problem a
lot better than Senator MCcINTYRE gives
them credit for; and, even as complex as
the oil import issue is, I am convinced
that the public is more concerned about
having a dependable supply at reason-
able prices as they have always had than
in the dubious now nonexistent—savings
of a cent or two a gallon on a supply that
could be cut off overnight as it has been
before.

What we need to do and do quickly is
get on with a national energy policy that
will guarantee now and in the future
that this Nation will be self-sufficient in
its basic energy needs.

There is no doubt thet we have them
in abundant supply—oil, gas, coal, oil
shale, and potential nuclear energy. We
have the technology to develor these re-
sources, but we need to begin and fo
do it now.

URBAN RESEARCH AND
TECHNOLOGY

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I am
greatly disturbed that the conference
committee has reported a bill that cuts
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the wurban research and technology
budget of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development from $55 million
to $30 million.

Although the President requested $55
million for this impeortant program, the
House cut the appropriation almost in
half to $30 million. The Senate, I believe
wisely, restored the appropriation to the
level of the President's request. Now,
however, the conference committee has
reported the House figure.

The Department of Housing and Urban
Development is putting these funds to
good use. In addition to work aimed at
improving housing, work to help our
cities operate more effectively, and work
to avoid some of the noise pollution that
we face, the research budget also pro-
vides for developing means to consider
geologic factors in the design and de-
velopment of urban areas.

I must admit that I am most familiar
with urban research and technology work
in the last area of interest. Throughout
the Nation, including my own State of
Wyoming, we find geologic problems that
endanger the safety of our people and
limit the development of our urban com-
munities. Subsidence into empty mine
tunnels has cost this Nation dearly in
life and property. Methods must be found
to overcome that problem. Earthquakes
and mud slides also cause irreparable
damage, incur large costs, and cause loss
of life in urban areas.

Urban planners have not been ade-
quately equipped to consider the signifi-
cant effects of these geologic hazards in
their planning process. The research or-
ganization of HUD has begun to tackle
these problems, and I commend them for
their farsighted approach to this and
other problems.

Today, many Members of the Congress
are asking that important military and
transportation projects be delayed be-
cause they feel that the projects have not
been researched adequately. I earnestly
hope that the Members of this body do
not find that in future years we must de-
lay urgently needed programs to meet
our housing and urban needs as a result
of a failure to invest adequate funds in
research activities today.

Mr. President, I do not believe that we
should discourage continued and ex-
panded efforts in this area by cutting the
urban research and technology budget
from $55 million, the amount requested
by the President, to $30 million.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ArLLEN), Under the previous order, the
distinguished Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Youxnc) is now recognized for nct to ex-
ceed 30 minutes.

ATTORNEY GENERAL MITCHELL
AND JUSTICE DEPARTMENT OF-
FICIALS DESERVE CREDIT FOR
THOROUGH IMPARTIAL INVESTI-
GATION OF KENT STATE TRAG-
EDY—FEDERAL GRAND JURY IN-

VESTIGATION IN CLEVELAND

NEXT IN ORDER

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
next month, very shortly following Labor
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Day, under authority of Attorney Gen-
eral John Mitchell, I predict that a team
of lawyers in the Department of Justice
will join the U.S. attorney of the north-
ern distriet of Ohio, Robert Krupansky,
and a Federal grand jury will be sum-
moned to convene to investigate the
tragedy at Kent State University which
occurred on Monday, May 4. A large
number of witnesses will be subpensaed to

testify before this Federal grand jury. I
assert that very definitely there is prob-
able cause that some officers of the Na-
tional Guard and National Guardsmen
will be indicted for murder in the second
degree.

Under direction of Attorney General
Mitchell and top officials of the Depart-
ment of Justice, 100 FBI agents over a
period of 2 weeks made a most thorough
inquiry interrogating numerous wit-
nesses including students, both boys and
girls, faculty members, National Guards-
men and officers and hundreds of mem-
bers of the Ohio Highway Patrol and
citizens living near the Kent State Uni-
versity campus and officials and police-
men of Kent. This, Mr. President, was a
most thorough official investigation and
it is stated that the summary of the re-
port of officials of the Department of
Justice covered 7,500 pages. This docu-
ment has been signed by the Chief of the
Civil Rights Section of the Department
of Justice, Jerris Leonard.

Mr. President, some of the highlights
and readily provable statements con-
tained in this report are:

First. The shootings by National
Guardsmen “were not necessary and not
in order.”

Second. No guardsmen had been hurt
by flying rocks, and none was in danger
of his life at the time of the shooting.

Third. The guardsmen had not run
out of tear gas, as was widely reported at
the time, and could have controlled the
situation by using tear gas or making
arrests.

Fourth. One guardsman fired at a stu-
dent who was making an obscene gesture,
A second fired at a student preparing to
throw a rock. This notwithstanding that
the distance separating the front line of
the guardsmen and this student and
other students was so eonsiderable that
a thrown stone would not have struck
any guardsman with sufficient force to
cause injury. A third National Guards-
man is reported to have run around im-
mediately after the incident shouting
hysterically, “I shot two teenagers! T
shot two teenagers!”

Fifth. The memorandum of the FBI ad-
vised Ohio officials that six guardsmen
could be held criminally responsible for
their part in the shootings. And it listed
the six by name, rank, unit, and home
address.

This FBI report directly refutes as ut-
terly false the allegations of Adj. Gen.
Sylvester T. Del Corso. This fellow made
reckless allegations, one of the least of
which was his repeated statement that
a sniper from a university rooftop fired
at National Guardsmen on that Monday
morning preceding the shooting and kill-
ing. Later Del Corso was compelled to
admit that there was no such occurrence.
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The facts are that on Monday, May 4,
right up to the time of the killing of four
university students, two girls and two
boys, and wounding of 10 others by rifle
fire, not one of whom was rioting nor
had made any threats whatever, which
shooting occurred at about 12:22 p.m.,,
not one National Guardsman was injured
by any stone or other object allegedly
thrown by students. Not one National
Guardsman required first-aid treatment
that morning or during the noon hour
up to and including the moment the vol-
ley was fired by guardsmen. The FBI
report was completely corroborative of
the report filed by seven investigative
reporters of the Knight newspaper chain
including the Miami Herald, Detroit Free
Press, Akron Beacon Journal, and other
metropolitan newspapers. In their report
following a thorough 2-week investiga-
tion, these reporters concluded that
guardsmen committed murder in the
early afternoon on that day and that no
National Guardsman was injured by act
of any students.

At the time this volley was fired, or
immediately following, when one guards-
man shouted hysterically, “I shot two
teenagers. I shot two teenagers,” one Na-
tional Guardsman fainted and another
allegedly suffered a heart attack. Those
were the only casualties. Adjutant Gen-
eral Del Corso is guilty of uttering bla-
tantly false statements when he said:

A lot of guardsmen up there were hurt by
rocks and other objects thrown at them.

His word is not worth a plugged nickel.

Now Del Corso, evidently fearing a
Federal grand jury investigation, said
that since the Guard had completed its
study of the incident, he would favor a
county grand jury investigation by the
prosecuting attorney of Portage County.
He is meeting with Paul W. Brown, pres-
ently Ohio attorney general, who ran a
poor third in the Republican primary last
May 5, to discuss his proposal for this
county grand jury investigation. They
prefer such mini-investigation and Gov-
ernor Rhodes favors this. Paul W. Brown,
the lameduck attorney general, who was
so decisively beaten by Ohio voters when
he aspired to be the Republican nominee
for Governor at the primaries last May,
running a poor third, now comes forth
with the fantastically false statement
that he has evidence that “nonstudent
drug pushers and users participated in
the Kent State University riot that re-
sulted in the shooting death of four stu-
dents.” This lameduck politician is op-
posed to a Federal grand jury investiga-
tion but he has stated:

We all regret the deaths of those four kids
but the guardsmen were on duty in a rlot.

Of course Adjutant General Del Corso
now a thoroughly discredited political
general fears a Federal grand jury inves-
tigation.

This statement of politicians Brown
and Del Corso that the students were
rioting that tragic Monday is utterly
false in at least two particulars. First,
the FBI and seven investigative reporters
have determined that there was no riot
on the Kent State University commons
on Monday, May 4. This fellow Brown is
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further guilty of a fantastically false as-
sertion that nonstudent drug pushers
and users were on the campus on the
day of the shooting, He and Adjutant
General Del Corso have become hysteri-
cal in the false statements they are
making.

Mr, President, perhaps the first vietim
was Sandra Scheuer who had just opened
the door and had started to walk to a
speech therapy class. She was on the
campus of her university. She had not
even stepped onto the university com-
mons to view the guardsmen, officers
and men, who had been called out by
Governor Rhodes on the previous Satur-
day night—the most ruinous and sense-
less decision that James A. Rhodes had
ever made. As she lay dead her school-
books were by her side.

Allison Krause, a young coed from
Pittsburgh, and William Schroeder, an
outstanding 19-year-old student from
Lorain, Ohio, and young Jeffrey Miller
of Plainview, N.Y., were on the campus or
university commons enjoying the beauti-
ful sunny day as spectators who had
finished their classwork for that day.
Their university was in session. They
had every right to be where they were.
Not one of these four and not one of the
10 students who were wounded by rifle
fire of the guardsmen, was rioting or
had resorted to any violence. Seven of
these students were shot in the back or
in the side. They were not even facing
the guardsmen. Robert Stamps of Cleve-
land, who was very seriously wounded,
was shot in the back. The bullet missed
his spinal column by about an inch and
emerged from the front part of his body.
He was a distance of 610 feet away from
the front line of the National Guard at
the time he was seriously wounded by a
guardsman’s rifle.

Another youngster who was shot, Dean
Kahler, is paralyzed from the walist
down. Another, Thomas Grace, was
struck in the side of his leg by a guards-
man'’s bullet which penetrated downward
into his ankle and exploded. Three of the
10 wounded will be hospitalized indefi-
nitely.

Of course the efforts of Attorney
General Brown and Adjutant General
Del Corso to have a Portage County
grand jury listen to the testimony of the
witnesses they select and then white-
wash this horrible tragedy will fail.
Whatever these fellows do will not pre-
vent a Federal grand jury investigation
next September or October. There is rea-
sonable and probable cause that six Na-
tional Guardsmen and officers are guilty
of murder in the second degree. Also a
Federal grand jury investigation may dis-
close that other guardsmen should be
indicted for the lesser offense of shooting
to kill, A Federal grand jury will fully,
fairly and thoroughly investigate the
facts. Vice President Acnew in a state-
ment made by him in California after he
had acquired the facts from officials of
the Department of Justice said that the
National Guard overreacted and officers
responsible should be held for murder—
not murder in the first degree—but
murder.
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U.S. MILITARY IN SOUTH VIETNAM
AID AND ABET TORTURE OF PRIS-
ONERS OF WAR TAKEN BY OUR
GI'S BUT TURNED OVER TO SOUTH
VIETNAMESE OFFICERS FOR TOR-

TURE—SOMETIMES MURDER

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
during the summer months tens of thou-
sands of American and foreign fourists
come to visit the Capitol Building where
the legislative branch of the U.S. Gov-
ernment conducts its business. In the two
great legislative Chambers in this build-
ing, visitors can see the Senate and House
of Representatives in session. In the cor-
ridors of the Capitol, are statues of some
of the greatest legislators and patriots
in our Nation's history, and exhibits
depicting the development of Congress
and the growth of the Capitol Building
as the national landmark of which all
Americans have reason for pride.

This summer, tourists have been
treated to another type of display inside
the Capitol Building. This novelty, de-
signed to pull at the heartstrings of
patriotic visitors to Washington, depicts
what is supposed to be the horrible plight
of American prisoners of war in North
Vietnam. It consists of one “tiger cage,”
one “rat-infested cell” complete with rat
and a lifelike model of a starving, ema-
ciated prisoner of war, and a few emo-
tion-packed pictures.

All of this—on display in the Capitol
chamber known as the crypt—is by rea-
son of action of that Texas multimillion-
aire, H. Ross Perot, who attained national
advertising some months ago for his cost-
1y but abortive effort to fly supplies and
food into Hanoi for American pilots and
others held in North Vietnam. Of course,
Mr, Perot might have had a greater im-
pact with his mission had he displayed
more commonsense and probably spent
less money from his tremendous annual
income. Women's Strike for Peace and
other antiwar groups have been success-
ful at getting through to American pris-
oners of war in North Vietnam for quite
some time. They have not sought nor
received the publicity and personal ad-
vertising that H. Ross Perot has received
probably due to his great wealth and
flamboyant actions. Without a doubt he
deserves acclaim for seeking to soften
the hard life of American prisoners of
war, and as a result of his efforts more
messages, packages, and medical supplies
have been delivered to Americans held
as prisoners of war.

Certainly Mr. Perot is a man of great
personal achievement for transforming
an investment of a few thousand dollars
into a mammoth billion dollar computer
corporation. Perhaps it never occurred to
him that officials in Hanoi would not wel-
come with open arms a rich capitalist
who had given his full support to an
American policy of escalation of our in-
volyvment in a civil war in Vietnam and
then bombing with our napalm bombs
and with our gigantic B-52’s thousands
of square miles in Vietnam, both north
and south of the 17th parallel.

Mr. President, we Americans have been
absolutely right in pressing our conten-
tion that the Hanoi Government and the
forces of the National Liberation Front
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of South Vietnam have been mistreating
our airmen and other fighting men who
have been prisoners of war over many
months or even years. Inhumane treat-
ment of helpless human beings is inex-
cusable under any circumstances. I have
denounced the i1l treatment of American
pilots and others taken prisoners of war
in Vietnam in the past and I do so again
today.

However, emotional and grisly exhibits
such as the one now on display in the
Capitol serve no useful purpose. Further-
more, on the basis of firsthand reports
made by American pilots shot down and
taken prisoner, who engaged in bombing
runs over North Vietnam and were later
released, their captors treated them very
well. One officer reported that his right
arm, badly shattered at the elbow, was
operated on by a Hanoi surgeon and he
still has his arm and some movement in
his elbow. He reported that he feared an
amputation as the easiest and most logi-
cal action for his captors. He expressed
admiration for the surgeon for his skill in
performing the operation and his inter-
est in treating his arm. He reported he
was well treated. Of course all Americans
taken prisoner lose weight on the Asiatic
rice diet.

As long as there is war, there will be
prisoners of war. Officials of a country at
war do not want to release captives who
may later return to fight against their
captors. The quickest and surest way to
assure the release of American prisoners
of war now held in North Vietnam is to
end our involvement in the brutal, im-
moral Southeast Asia war, now spread
over the entire area of the old French
Indochinese colonial empire.

Mr. President, it is regrettable but it
is a fact that the United States has very
little moral ground on which to criticize
the treatment of our prisoners by the
North Vietnamese. For years American
GI's have turned over immediately all
VC soldiers that they captured to ARVN
soldiers and officers who apparently in
every case beat and torture these pris-
oners of war. These prisoners taken by
our GI's are immediately hooded and
manacled by the South Vietnamese.

Mr. President, as one who served for
37 months in World War II, most of
that time being in north Africa and
Italy—and I know ofhers of my col-
leagues who have served in that war can
testify to the same facts—on many, many
occasions I saw prisoners of war, fine
young Germans of the African Corps,
within minutes after they had been taken
prisoner. Not one was manacled. Not one
was hooded. Not one had his hands tied
behind his back.

All that was done to those prisoners
of war in World War II was that they
were marched off under guard. They had
their hands above their heads.

General Loan, now 2 high official in the
Saigon militarist-regime, fired the shot
heard around the world. A VC officer
taken prisoner by an American GI in a
Saigon street was immediately turned
over to a South Vietnamese sergeant
who manacled the prisoner in violation
of Geneva regulations on the treatment
of war prisoners. This was during the
1968 Tet offensive. That Vietnamese
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soldier conducted his prisoner to Gen-
eral Loan then chief of police of Saigon,
and then as now a close friend of Air
Marshal Ky, General Loan immediately
emptied his revolver killing the captured,
manacled VC officer. This was one of the
most memorable, eruel and shocking
photographs to come out of the Viet-
namese war.

For some years the militarist Saigon
regime of General Thieu and Air Marshal
Ky has maintained a human torture
chamber at Con Son Island., Hundreds
of men and women have been locked up
in dark windowless stone cages, confined
five or more together in 5-by-9 stone
cells or cages, living in filthy conditions,
suffering from malnutrition and disease
and enduring physical beatings and tor-
ture.

Mr. President, the Associated Press re-
ported from Saigon on August 2 that Maj.
Gen. Nguyen Ngoc Loan, the former na-
tional police chief of South Vietnam, has
been promoted to the position of special
assistant to the South Vietnamese De-
fense Ministry.

Perhaps a copy of the photograph of
General Loan or a model of a Con Son
tiger cage should accompany Mr. Perot's
emotional display. The fact is, Mr. Presi-
dent, that no pulling of heartstrings can
end the cruelty and brutality of war.

The immoral undeclared war in
Southeast Asia now escalated with daily
bombings and killings in Cambodia and
Laos is the most unpopular war waged in
the history of our Republic. Ending our
invelvement in that war without further
delay is the only solution to the brutality
that has been brought upon all who have
had a part in it.

THE TERRIBLE CRIPPLER

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the undeclared war Americans have been
waging since Lyndon Johnson became
President, first by intervening in a civil
war in Vietnam but now, unfortunately,
expanded and escalated during the Nixon
administration to Cambodia, Laos, and
Thailand, has become the bloodiest and
most costly war in our history, excepting
only World War II. It is now an Indo-
chinese war and Americans are the ag-
gressors as were the French colonial op-
pressors until their defeat at Dien Bien
Phu. This has become the most unpopu-
lar war in the history of our Republic
costing the priceless lives of more than
50,000 of our finest young men. Thou-
sands of American GI's have been killed
in what Pentagon terms accidents and
incidents.

Nothing can be done to restore its
popularity. The Chinese sage Confucius,
years before the birth of our Savior, said
that a man who makes a mistake and
then does not correct it makes another
mistake. That is what we have been
doing in Vietnam and now in all of
Southeast Asia. As you know, Mr. Pres-
ident, many of us have heard our col-
leagues say we never should have inter-
vened in the civil war in Vietnam in the
first place, but now that we are in it we
have to see it through. I do not go along
with that view because nations make
mistakes the same as individuals.




27216

One often overlooked fact is that nearly
300,000 men of our Armed Forces have
been wounded in Vietnam, Laos, Thai-
land, and Cambodia. Many of these
wounded will be maimed for life.

Due to the use of helicopters as am-
bulances in Cambodia, Laos, and South
Vietnam immediately removing the
wounded within minutes or at most with-
in an hour, the death rate of wounded
GI's is but 2.3 percent compared to nearly
5 percent in World War II. Deaths in
combat are down but GI's who would
have been mortally wounded and would
have died within hours in World War II
now survive due to instant evacuation by
helicopter and the advance of medical
science.

Yet for 50 years to come “basket cases”
and GI's helplessly and hopelessly
maimed for life will survive, many spend-
ing all of their remaining days in Army
hospitals. This is a most terrifying and
horrible end result of our fighting a
major war in Southeast Asia which was
commenced by intervention in a civil war
in Vietnam, a faraway Asiatic country of
no importance whatever to the defense
of the United States.

In addition many thousands of GI's
have been afflicted with bubonic plague,
malaria fever, and other tropical dis-
eases. Some have died. Many thousands
will suffer as long as they live.

Mr. President, Thomas W. Pew, Jr.,
the editor and publisher of the Troy
Daily New in my home State of Ohio,
has written a most informative article
which was published in the August 1970
issue of Progressive magazine. In that
article, Mr. Pew notes the sad fact that:

The war in Vietnam is crippling GI's at
twice the rate of the Korean war and three
times the rate of World War II.

He disclosed the sad fact that more
than 12 percent of all our wounded Viet-
nam veterans are totally disabled and
will be invalids as long as they live.

Mr. Pew argues strongly and convinc-
ingly that greater efforts should be made
to provide adequate medical care for our
wounded veterans who have returned to
our country. There must be many more
veterans’ hospitals constructed and fitted
with most modern facilities. In addition,
the facts he presents provide another
powerful argument for ending our tragic
involvement in Southeast Asia without
further delay.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the column “The Terrible Crippler”
by Thomas W. Pew, Jr. be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the column
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

THE “TERRIELE CRIPPLER"

The war in Vietnam is crippling GI's at
twice the rate of the Korean war and three
times the rate of World War II. Compared
with 6.7 percent for the Korean war and 4.4
percent for World War II, 12.4 percent of all

wounded Vietnam veterans are totally dis-
abled.

According to California’s Democratic Sen-
ator Alan Cranston, the chairman of the
Senate Subcommittee on Veterans Affairs
which has recently completed a five-month
inquiry into the medical care provided veter-
ans, Vietnam is.a “terrible crippler” because
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of the new weapons such as high powered
rifies and, ironically, because of speedy medi-
cal care that saves many men who would have
dled on the battlefleld in past wars.

Anyone who has vislted hospitals in Viet-
nam. can attest to the painful truth of the
testimony given to the VA subcommittee by
Dr. E. James Lieberman, a National Insti-
tute of Mental Health psychlatrist who is
studying the effects of the Vietnam war on
American families: “It's easler to visit a
cemetery than some hospital wards."

Dr. Lieberman noted that many of these
saved men, with missing limbs or paralyzed
from wounds, don't want to see their fam-
illes when they return home. He attributes
this to the significance Americans place on
physical attractiveness. “We must treat these
men like heroes,” the doctor sald, “and make
sure they get the best medical, soclal, and
psychological care.”

In the face of this challenge, Dr. Lieberman
told Senator Cranston that he i1s “dismayed”
by cuts in the Veterans Administration budg-
et. Cranston is more than dismayed. He
claims that as a result of staff shortages, esti-
mated at as many as 10,000 persons, twenty-
year-old psychiatric patients from Vietnam
are “tranquilized and stashed away” in nurs-
ing homes for the rest of their lives. Cranston
emphasizes: “We are simply not providing
the budget needed.”

Cranston, according to a recent issue of
Life, has thoroughly documented gross in-
adequacies and laid the main blame directly
on a series of cutbacks in the VA medical
budget. This sum presently amounts to
roughly $1.6 billion a year, somewhat less
than the cost of one month’s fighting in Viet-
nam, Additional appropriations of $122 mil-
lion for next year awalt probable Congres-
sional approval and could help ease the im-
mediate crisis. But within the next twelve
months 16,000 more men from Vietnam are
expected to come under the Veterans Ad-
ministration's care,” the Life statistics show.

Cranston fears the President's proposed
budget for fiscal 1971, which provides for a
one per cent increase in the funds for med-
ical care staff, will prove grossly inadequate
even if the funds are actually spent. And he
doubts that they will be.

The extent of Inadequate rehabilitation
facilities and programs was polignantly re-
vealed in testimony before the VA subcom-
mittee by retired Capt. Max Cleland of At-
lanta. Cleland, a triple amputee, said that
“the odds are that I would not be here if I
had received the same wounds in World War
II or Korea. But unfortunately I did not find
that the up-to-date rapidly applied medical
techniques used in saving men on the battle-
fleld had their counterparts in my rehabilita-
tion.”

Following the saving of his life by “the
most fantastic processes known to modern
science,” Cleland’s rehabilitation was delayed
by red tape and inefficiency. According to the
captain's testimony it took more than a year
to get his own wheel chair, although chairs
were available. It took more than a year be-
Tore he was fitted with artificlal legs for the
first time, but following the fitting it
took only ten weeks training before he
was able to walk out of the hospital. Cleland
sald that “there is no doubt in my mind that
my rehabilitation time could have been cut
in half.”

Cleland's testlmony does not stand alone.
He joins an array of witnesses who have testi-
fled that VA hospitals are not dolng thelr
Job. Cleland’s testimony was specifically
backed up by Dr. Sedwick Mead, rehabilita-
tlon specialist and consultant to VA hos-
pitals, who testified that rehabilitation is
definitely lagging behind lifesaving tech-
niques.

A lack of adequate funds in the VA budget
for rehabilitation facilities at a time when
crippled GI's are returning to America at two
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to three times the rate of previous wars makes
cne wonder just how serious an injury this
war has Inflicted on the American con-
sclence, not to mention the people upon
whom we have visited war.

OUR NAPALM BOMBING

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, in
Vietnam a popular song blaring from tape
recorders in GI hooches or sung by
helicopter pilots goes something like this:

Napalm sticks to kids, napalm sticks to
kids,

When'll those gooks ever learn?

We shoot the sick, the young, the lame,

We do our best to kill and maim,

Because the “kills” all count the same,

Napalm sticks to kids.

In a Saigon officer’s club, with officers
entertaining their Vietnam gal guests,
the GI orchestra did not play this popu-
lar song. Also, it is a good bet marines
in our Embassy at Sagon do not cus-
tomarily sing “Napalm Sticks to Kids,”
at least unless Ambassador Bunker is
away. Another of the many verses is:
Blues (helicopter gunships) out on a road

recon,
See some children with their mom,
What the hell, let's drop the bomb,
Napalm sticks to kids.

A helicopter pilot with access to a type-
writer made mimeographed stencil copies
of the song. He wanted the song printed.
Those officers in charge of headquarters’
mimeograph machine refused permission,
saying, “that’s not official business.”

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In ac-
cordance with the previous order, the
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ore-
gon (Mr. HarFieLp) for not to exceed 30
minutes.

8. 4168 THROUGH S. 4178—INTRO-
DUCTION OF BILLS RELATING TO
MILITARY JUSTICE

Mr. HATFIELD, Mr, President, over
the two centuries since our country’s
founding, the formal codes of behavior
which have governed our Armed Forces
have undergone many significant
changes. First adopted in 1775, the arti-
cles of war were a direct adaptation of
the British articles of war which had
evolved from the 17th century codes set
down by Gustavus Adolphus. In each
case these rules and regulations were
separate from the civil codes, the theory
being that it was the military command-
er's prerogative to maintain discipline
through practical punishment in order
to deal effectively with the demands of
military life.

There were two separate justice sys-
tems, one for the Army, the articles of
war, and one for the Navy, the articles
of the government of the Navy. The
three-level hierarchy of the military
courts—summary, special, and general
courts-martial—has remained essen-
tially the same for the last 200 years and
has generally reflected the philosophy
that the military commander should
have control over the discipline of his
men and should be the final judge as to
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how to best uphold the proper behavior
of his troops. Until 1920 minor changes
oceurred in the two court systems of the
Army and Navy, those revisions taking
place in 1806, 1874, and 1916. Essentially,
the proceedings were nonjudicial in
character. The commanding officer acted
as the convening authority, appointed
all members of the court-martial and re-
viewed the decision and sentence. The
accused had no right to counsel, although
an officer was generally assigned as de-
fense counsel if the accused so requested.

Since World War I, the evolution of
the military codes of justice has been
marked by inecreasing influence of ci-
vilian common law, this process usually
being referred to as “clvilianization.” It
has been the case in our history that
major wars in which we have partici-
pated have focused public attention on
our military justice system. This was
the case after World War I—1920—World
War II—1950—and EKorea and Viet-
nam—1968. And, it occurred due to the
large number of men called into mili-
tary service and the public outcry re-
garding reports of unduly harsh sen-
tences and arbitrary and unfair proceed-
ings. Gen. Samuel T. Ansell, the major
proponent of reform immediately fol-
lowing World War I, in his 1919 testi-
mony presented numerous examples of
injustices which had occurred during
his tour of duty with the office of the
Judge Advocate General, for instance:
a 20-year sentence for being 3 months
absent without leave—AWOL—40 years
at hard labor for 20 days AWOL; and
the conviction and immediate execution
of 13 men accused of mutiny at Fort Sam
Houston, Tex., without their records be-
ing reviewed, nor without any of them
having the opportunity to seek clem-
ency.

In spite of revisions subsequent to
our World War I experience, public furor
again occurred in response to allegedly
harsh sentences during World War I1.

The revision of the articles of war in
1950 saw all of the armed services
brought under one system of law, the
Uniform Code of Military Justice—
UCMJ. Enlisted men were allowed to
serve on courts-martial, the accused was
allowed the right to legally qualified
military or civilian counsel, and the U.S.
Court of Military Appeals was estab-
lished, its jurisdiction extending to the
review of all sentences of less than hon-
orable discharge or confinement of more
than 1 year. The commander, however,
still determined whether or not to prose-
cute, appointed the investigating officer,
the members of the court, the counsel
for the defense and prosecution, the law
officer, and the court personnel. He also
retained the power to review the convic-
tion and sentences.

Our involvement in Southeast Asia
has once again focused public attention
on military justice. Such incidents as
those that allegedly occurred at Mylai,
the court-martial of Captain Levy, the
mutiny courts-martial at the Presidio in
San Francisco, increasing dissent with-
in the military and the Pueblo incident
have brought a reexamination of the role
of the individual within the military, his
rights, and his responsibilities.
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The latest revision of the UCMJ, hav-
ing taken place in 1968, made changes in
four areas. First, a military judge with
new powers and duties, similiar to those
of a civilian judge, independent of the
commander convening authority re-
placed the law officer. Various changes
in the post-trial proceedings were made,
including a provision for deferring a con-
victed man's beginning to serve his sen-
tence until his case had been completely
reviewed, and the authorizing of the
Judge Advocate General to modify or
vacate a sentence on various grounds.
The Military Justice Act of 1968, in an
effort to further limit command influence
in eourts-martial—a long-standing criti-
cism—oprovided that general lectures or
information courses on military justice
could not be used to influence a court-
martial nor could the commander con-
sider an individual’s performance in a
court-martial when the commander was
preparing an efficiency, effectiveness of
fitness report on that individual.

The 1968 act also implemented certain
changes with respect to defense coun-
sel. It extended, with certain qualifica-
tions, to the accused in a special court-
martial the right to be represented by
defense counsel who was a lawyer and
provided certain criteria which had to
be met when a primitive discharge was
adjudged. All of these modifications were
designed to bring a greater degree of im-
partiality and provide more structural
safeguards to protect the rights of the
accused within the military, these re-
forms being adaptations of certain com-
mon law techniques and procedures.

Paralleling the civilianization of our
military justice system have been similar
developments in other countries. Great
Britain, Canada, France, New Zealand,
Australia and, most particularly, West
Germany, have experienced greater civ-
ilianizing influences in many instances
than we have in the United States and
appear to have met with general suc-
cess with no adverse effects on disci-
pline. Great Britain, Canada, Australia,
and New Zealand, for instance, have civ-
ilian tribunals reviewing military trials.
In Great Britain the military Judee Ad-
vocate General is a civilian office under
the Lord Chancellor, and in West Ger-
many military personnel are subject to
civilian courts for all specifically non-
military crimes.

Functionally and organizationally, the
Armed Forces is analogous to a para-
military group—such as a police or fire
department. Its judicial system has been
traditionally viewed like a State’s, for
example, independent of the Federal ju-
diciary. According to article II, section
2, of the Constitution, the President is
the Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces. The Congress, as stated in article
I, section 8, of the Constitution, has the
responsibility to determine the rules and
regulations for military personnel. It is
by virtue of the demands of fighting un-
der combat and the training necessary
to acquire proficiency for such a con-
tingency that puts special requirements
on certain military personnel.

In this regard, the maintenance of dis-
cipline is of paramount importance in
accomplishing a combat mission; these
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men have to work efficiently and effec-
tively as a team. It is this fact that sep-
arates military from most civilian groups.
Beyond the rules and regulations gov-
erning the area of specific crimes of a
particularly military nature, such as
a.w.0.l. and desertion, are erimes gener-
ally punishable in any civilian court, such
as murder, theft, and forgery. Yet, the
distinction between these two types of
crimes has not been made within our
judicial systems, nor is the analogy be-
tween the military judieial system and
a State’s judicial system proper,

The Armed Forces is an agency of the
Federal Government, directly responsible
to the President and Congress. It also
comprises a great portion of our popula-
tion, spends about 66 cents of each tax
dollar, and does business with domestic
and foreign companies, individuals, and
governments, In other words, it has a
great impact within our country, as well
as around the world, and is a direct arm
of the Government: A State does not
have a commensurate impact, nor is it
a Federal agency. Consequently, except
in cases which are military by nature, or
crimes of a civilian or military nature
committed in a foreign country by mili-
tary personnel, military courts should
not have jurisdiction; Federal courts
should. Furthermore, there is no reason
why the individual’s rights should not
have the safeguards within the military
structure that are present in our civilian
sector.

There are three criteria which are
helpful in determining the appropriate
judicial jurisdiction for a crime com-
mitted within the territorial limits of
the United States. First, is the act solely
a function of military necessity. That is,
does the particular act assume a criminal
nature because it is committed within
the military environment. A.w.0l. and
desertion, for instance, are two such
crimes. If a civilian employee leaves his
job for a short time or leaves without
returning, in both cases not notifying and
asking permission of his boss, the con-
sequences are not of the same magnifude
as they are in the military.

The second criteria relates to cases in-
volving the physical security of all or a
portion of our society. If an act com-
mitted in the United States in a direct
manner threatens the physical security
of our country the jurisdiction for the
crime would fall within the purview of
the Federal court system. Mutiny and
aiding the enemy are certainly acts which
transcend the question of maintaining
proper discipline and have direct con-
sequences of more than an internal mili-
tary nature.

The third criteria is the complement
of the first, namely, is an act of such a
nature that it would be viewed as crimi-
nal irrespective of one's role in society.
Murder and robbery are two such crimes
and, consequently, would be within the
jurisdiction of the Federal courts when
the crime was committed by military
personnel within the territory of the
United States.

There is a definite positive correlation
between the degree of civilianization and
the decreased problems of maintaining

discipline. Not only do we have the ex-
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perience of foreign countries to leok to,
but our experience reflects this as well.
A good indicator is the frequency of
a.w.o.l. and desertion cases. Court-mar-
tial cases in every branch of the armed
services show a significant decline in
those two areas over the past 18 years.
In 1952, 1 year after article 15—non-
judicial punishment—was instituted,
there were 28,827 convictions in the Air
Force for a.w.o.l.—article 86—and 881 in
1968. For the same time period the Air
Force had 320 desertion convictions—
article 85—in 1952, and 16 in 1968. In the
Army there were 4,107 a.w.ol. convic-
tions in 1955, and 1,521 in 1969; for de-
sertion convictions the Army in 1955
there were 1,943, and in 1969 there were
197. In the Navy, in 1960, there were
3.213 convictions for a.w.ol. and 2,901
in 1969; in 1953 the Navy had 1,191 de-
sertion convictions, and 263 in 1969.
When these figures are compared to
manpower levels over the past 20 years,
it is significant to note that not only
does the rate of convictions generally de-
crease numerically, they decrease pro-
portionately, as well. And, even more
significantly, this is in spite of increased
hostililty, particulalry among our
youth—those most likely to be joining
the Armed Forces—to our policy in
Southeast Asia and to the draft.
Consequently, I am introducing today
11 bills which I believe will implement
the necessary changes to effect a more
equitable and effective justice system for
military personnel. These revisions
should fully eliminate command influ-
ence from courts-martial, struecturally
and procedurally adapt certain civilian

techniques to the military judieial sys-
tem, specifically delineate civilian and
military ecrimes, and insure the maxi-
mum individual liberty to military per-
sonnel while increasing military effee-
tiveness.

To adequately adjudicate cases in-
volving U.S. military personnel in areas
outside the United States, the legislation
I am proposing would divide the world
into judicial circuits, each circuit being
under the command of an Armed Forces
Judicial Circuit Officer, who is respon-
sible directly to the Judge Advocate Gen-
eral of the military department of which
the Judicial Officer is a member, and
who would be responsible for the prep-
aration of efficiency ratings for per-
sonnel under his command.

Each judicial circuit would be divided
into four sections: a field judiciary sec-
tion, a trial counsel section, a defense
counsel section, and a trial review sec-
tion. Each section would function as a
separate office with the officer in com-
mand of each section being under the
command of the Judicial Circuit Officer
of that circuit.

The commander of the field judiciary
section of any of the circuits would be
responsible for detailing a military judge
for the court-martial of any accused to
be held within his judicial circuit and
would also detail or employ qualified
court reporters to record the proceed-
ings -and testimony taken before any
court-martial, military commission or
court of inquiry held within his judicial
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circuit, He would also be responsible for
detailing or employing interpreters, for
making all arrangements necessary re-
garding the time and place for any court
martial trial to be conducted within his
circuit, and for notifying the accused,
trial and defense counsel, the command-
ing officer of the accused and other per-
sons directly concerned with the trial.

The trial and defense counsel sections
of each judicial eircuit would be respon-
sible for detailing trial and assistant
trial counsel, defense and assistant de-
fense counsel, respectively, for the court-
martial of any accused to be held within
their judicial circuit. And, the trial re-
view section would review all court mar-
tial cases held within its jurisdiction.

The pretrial investigation would also
be revised to some extent. The Judicial
Circuit Officer would, at the written re-
quest of the convening authority, assign
an investigating officer to investigate the
charges. The investigating officer would
then, upon completion of his investiga-
tion, submit a report of his investigation
to the appropriate Judicial Circuit for
review. If the ecircuit officer disagrees
with any of the recommendations of the
investigating officer, he would make a
written report on each issue of fact and
law raised by the investigating officer
and would indicate his reasons for deter-
mining if there were legally sufficient
evidence for referring such charges to a
general court-martial for trial. If the
convening authority were to disagree
with the recommendation of the investi-
gating officer or Judicial Circuit Officer
against a trial of any charge by general
court-martial, he would promptly sub-
mit the charge to the Judge Advocate
General. The Judge Advocate General
would then review the charge and deter-
mine whether it should be tried by gen-
eral court-martial and then notify the
convening  authority of his decision,
which would be final.

A verbatim record of each special and
general court-martial would be made if
the accused requested it or the com-
mander determines that lengthy or com-
plicated testimony is expected at the
trial. After the trial the record would be
forwarded to the judicial eircuit for re-
view and action by the review section of
that circuit. If any part of a sentence
imposed by a general or special court-
martial remains after review by the judi-
cial circuit, the record of that trial would
be forwarded by the judieial ecircuit to
the Judge Advocate General.

Eligibility requirements for serving on
a general or special court-martial would
be broadened. Any commissioned officer
on active duty would be eligible to serve
and any enlisted member of the Armed
Forces on active duty who is not & mem-
ber of the same unit as the accused would
also be eligible to serve—provided that
the accused personally, or through coun-
sel, requested in writing that enlisted
personnel serve on it. Not less than one-
half of the total membership of a general
or special court-martial would be com-
posed of members of the same rank and
grade as the accused. The convening
authority would be responsible for selec-
tion of individuals who were to serve on
the courts-martial by drawing names at
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random from a master roster. No mem-
ber of the Armed Forces could be tried
by a court-martial any members of which
were junior to him in rank, and no mem-
ber of the Armed Forces would be eligible
to serve as a court-martial member if he
were the accuser, witness for the prose-
cution, had acted as investigating officer,
or as counsel in the same case.

Within the U.,S. Federal District
Courts would have jurisdiction in all
cases involving crimes committed by mil-
itary personnel except those covered by
articles 15, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 90, 91,
92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 107, 108, 109,
112, 113, 115,133, and 134, While articles
88 and 89 and the death penalty would
be abolished, the district courts would
have jurisdiction to hear and grant ap-
propriate relief in any case in which mili-
tary personnel claim a denial of his con-
stitutional rights where such claim is
based upon the action of a court-martial
or other military action and the individ-
ual shows that the relief available to him
under military law or regulation is in-
adequate to protect the constitutional
rights to which he is entitled. The district
courts would also have jurisdiction to
hear and grant appropriate relief to any
such individual where he shows that re-
lief by the court is necessary to prevent
chilling effect upon his—or other individ-
uals’ similarly situated—rights under the
first amendment of the Constitution.

Within proposed legislation, much of
which became the Military Justice Act of
1968, one bill would have abolished the
summary court-martial, the thought be-
ing that nonjudicial punishment could
adequately handle the cases and over-
lapped the jurisdiction of the summary
court-martial. It was not passed, how-
ever, because there had not been enough
experience with the article 15 to safely
make such a determination as the aboli-
tion of the summary court-martial.
Three years have passed since that de-
bate and evidence supports the original
contention that the summary court-mar-
tial can be abolished without jeopardiz-
ing discipline or the court structure.

Today there exists the possibility of a
State court trying a military man and
the military again trying him for the
same crime. In my proposal, double jeop-
ardy between military and State jurisdic-
tion would be eliminated.

Pretrial confinement would be limited
to cases where substantial and convine-
ing evidence is presented to the appro-
priate Judge Advocate General, or to a
military judge designated by the Judge
Advocate General, that such confinement
were necessary to assure the presence of
the accused for trial.

The Court of Military Appeals would
review all courts-martial cases which in-
clude sentences of a bad conduct dis-
charge or confinement for more than 1
year.

The President would establish within
each of the Armed Forces a Court of
Military Review which would be com-
posed of one or more panels, each of
which would have not less than three
appellate military judges, appointed by
the President, for terms of 3 years.

All requests to compel witnesses to
appear and testify and to compel the
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production of other evidence before
courts-martial would be submitted to a
military judge for approval, and any
material which, because of security or
other reasons, cannot be made available
for examination by the accused and his
defense counsel would be inadmissible as
evidence. =2

The physical arrangement and other
facilities of any room in which a court-
martial is conducted would be as nearly
jdentical to the arrangement of the fur-
niture and facilities in a Federal district
court as practicable. There would be no
formal or informal requirement for the
seating arrangement of individuals serv-
ing as members of a court-martial, ex-
cept that the President of a general or
special court-martial may be seated
either at the center of the seating or in
the chair nearest the military judge, if
one has been detailed, and would wear
judicial robes.

At the lowest level of the judicial sys-
tem would be the primary arm of han-
dling disciplinary problems, article 15—
nonjudicial punishment. Next in the
hierarchy would be the special court-
martial with its present jurisdiction and
then the general court-martial. Each
case would be reviewed by the circuit
review section and the Military Court of
Appeals would hear cases appealed from
the lower courts. The entire system would
be an independent authority subject only
to the Judge Advocate General and prec-
edents set down by the Federal courts.
The accused in every case would have
access to the Federal courts if his rights
could be shown to be jeopardized. The

individual within the military, whether a

general, admiral, private, or seaman
would no longer be troubled by vaguely
worded crimes, would be insured of his
rights as a citizen of the United States,
and would have the confidence in the
system that every citizen felt. There
would no longer be a question as to the
distinction between military and civilian
crimes, and the likely decrease in dis-
ciplinary problems within the Armed
Forces would help produce a more effec-
tive and prestigious military.

To attain the standards of justice
throughout every sector of our society,
which have made this country what it
is today, would be a greatly beneficial
step toward constructive change and
peace. And our Armed Forces are an in-
tegral part of this effort. Our ideal of
equal justice for all and our reliance on
individual liberty form the strength of
our country and should be reinforced in
every possible instance. These values and
the practical consequences of them as-
sume a particularly ecritical and impos-
ing magnitude when assessing the role
of our military. The legislation I have
proposed today would help bring the mil-
itary closer to the mainstream of Ameri-
can life and values.

It would strengthen the role of the
individual within the Armed Forces both
as a citizen of the United States and as
one who bears a great responsibility for
our physical security. Besides increasing
internal discipline within the military,
the proposed legislation would have the
overall effect of bringing a greater sense
of dignity to military service and reas-
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sure those who fear a growing military
elitism within our country. Bringing our
standards of justice within the military
system up to, and in some cases sur-
passing, the standards of our civil codes
would greatly enhance the role of the
military within our society and of our
society within the world.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the proposed legislation I am
introducing today be printed in the
REcoRD at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LEN). Without objection, it is so ordered.

Does the Senator introduce the bills at
this time?

Mr, HATFIELD, Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bills
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bills
will be printed in the RECORD.

The bills, introduced by Mr. HATFIELD,
were received, read twice by their titles,
referred to the Committee on Armed
Services, with the exception of S. 4170,
which was referred to the Commitee on
the Judiciary; and ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

B.4168
A bill to improve the military justice sys-
tem by establishing military judicial cir-
cuits, and for cther purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That chapter 47
of title 10, United States Code, 15 amended
as follows:

{1) Subchapter I is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sections:
““§806 a. Art. 6a. Armed Forces judicial circuits

“{a) The United States and all areas out-
side thereof shall be divided in judicial cir-
cuits. Such ecircuits shall be known as Armed
Forces judicial circuits (hereinafter in this
chapter referred to as ‘judicial circuits’) and
each such circuit shall be under the command
of an Armed Forces Judicial Clrcult Officer
(hereinafter in this chapter referred to as a
‘Judieial Circuit Officer’).

“(b) The Judge Advocates General of the
military departments are responsible for pro-
viding the personnel necessary to staff each
judicial circuit. The number of personnel
furnished by each Judge Advocate General
to any judlelal circuit shall be in direct ratio
to the personnel strength in such circuit of
the military department of which such Judge
Advocate General is a member.

“(e) The officer assigned as the Judicial
Circuit Officer of any judicial circuit shall
be selected in accordance with regulations
issued by the Secretary of Defense but shall,
whenever feasible, be an officer from the stafl
of the Judge Advocate General of the mili-
tary department having the greatest person-
nel strength within such judicial circuit. All
personnel assigned to a judicial eircuit shall
be under the command of the Judicial Cir-
cuit Officer for that circuit; and the Judi-
cial Circuit Officer for any judicial circuit
shall be under the command of the Judge
Advocate General of the military department
of which such Judicial Officer is a mem-
ber.

“(d) The Judicial Circuit Officer for each
judieial eireuit shall be responsible for the
preparation of efficiency ratings for person-
nel under his command.

“§ B06b. Art. 6b. Divislon of Armed Forces
judiecial ecircuits

“(a) Each judicial circuit shall be divided
into four sections as follows:

“(1) a fleld judiclary section;

“(2) a trial counsel section;

*“(3) a defense counsel section; and

“(4) a trial review section.
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Each section of a judicial eircuit shall func-
tion as a separate office but the officer In
command of each such section shall be
under the command of the Judieclal Circuit
Officer of that judicial circuit.

“(b) Under such regulations as the Secre-
tary of Defense may prescribe, the com-
mander of the field judiciary section of any
Judicial circuit shall, in appropriate cases,
detall a military judge for the court-martial
trial of any accused to be held within such
judicial circuit, and shall detail or employ
qualified court reporters to record the pro-
ceedings and testimony taken before any
court-martial, military commission, or court
of inquiry held within such judicial circuit.
Under like regulations such commander may
detail or employ interpreters to interpret
for any such court or commission. The com-
mander of the fleld judiciary section shall be
responsible for making all arrangements nec-
essary regarding the time and place for any
court-martial trial to be conducted within
the judieclal cireuit in which he is assigned
and shall be responsible for notifying the
accused, trial and defense counsel, the com=-
manding officer of the accused, and other
persons directly concerned with the trial.

*(e) The trial counsel section of any judi-
cial circuit shall detail trial counsel and
assistant trial counsel (when appropriate)
for the court-martial trial of any accused
to be held within such judicial eircult.

“(d) The defense counsel section of any
judicial circult shall detail defense counsel
and assistant defense counsel (when appro-
priate) for the court-martial trial of any
accused to be held within such judicial
circuit.

“{e) The trlal review section of any judi-
cial circuit shall review all court-martial
cases held within such judieial circuit.”

(2) The table of sectlons at the beginning
of subchapter I is amended by adding at
the end thereof the followlng:

“806a 6a. Armed Forces judicial circuits.
“808b 6b. Division of Armed Forces judicial
circuits.”

(3) Subsection (a) of section 828 (article
26(a) ) is amended to read as follows:

“(a) Military judges shall be assigned to
judicial circuits by the Judge Advocate Gen-
eral of the military department of which
such military judge is a member, When a
military judge is assigned to a judicial cir-
cuit he shall serve in the fleld judiclary
section of that judicial circuit. A military
judge shall preside over each open session
of the court-martial to which he has been
detailed.”

(4) Subsectlon (c) of section 826 (article
26 (c)) is amended to read as follows:

“{c) The military judge of a general court-
martial shall be designated by the Judge
Advocate General, or his deslgnee, of the
armed force of which the military judge is
a member for detail by the commander of
the fleld judiclary section of the judicial
circuit to which such military judge is as-
signed to duty. No person shall prepare or
review any report concerning the effectlve-
ness, fitness, or efficiency of a military judge
other than a Judge Advocate. A commis-
sioned officer who is certified to be qualified
for duty as a military judge of a general
court-martial may perform such duties oaly
when he is assigned and directly responsible
to the Judge Advocate General, or his desig-
nee, of the armed force of which the military
Judge 15 a member and may perform duties
of a judicial or nonjudicial nature other than
those relating to his primary duty as a mili-
tary judge of & general court-martial when
such dutles are assigned to him by or with
the approval of that Judge Advocate Gen-
eral or his designee.”

(6) The first sentence of subsection (a)
of section 827 (article 27 (a)) is amended to
read as follows: “The commander of the
trial counsel section and the commander of
the defense counsel sectlon of the judicial
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circult concerned shall detail trial counsel
and defense counsel, respectively, and such
assistants as the commander of each such
section conslders appropriate.”

(6) Section 827 (article 27) 18 further
amended by adding at the end thereof a
new subsection as follows:

“(d) Defense counsel detalled to represent
any accused may be a member of an armed
force other than the armed force of which
the accused is a member unless the accused
requests that defense counsel detalled to
represent him be a member of the same
armed force as the accused.”

(7) Sectlon 828 (article 28) is repealed and
the table of sections at the beginning of sub-
chapter V is amended by striking out “828.
28. Detaill or employment of reporters and in-
terpreters.”

(8) Section B832(a) (article 32(a)) 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “The appropriate Judicial Circuit
Officer shall, upon written request from the
convening authority, detall an investigating
officer to investigate the charges, Any person
detalled to investigate charges against any
accused shall be so detailed by reason of his
impartiality, experience, education, and tem-
perament, and shall not be under the com-
mand of the forwarding officer.”

(9) The second sentence of subsection (b)
of section 832 (article 32(b)) is amended to
read as follows: “Upon his own request he
shall be represented by civillan counsel if
provided by him, or military counsel of his
own selection if such counsel is reasonably
available, or by counssl detailed by the com-
mander of the defense counsel section of the
appropriate judicial circuit.”

(10) The last sentence of section 832(b)
(article 82(b)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: "Upon completion of the Investiga-

tion, the investigating officer shall submit a
report of his Investigation to the appropriate
Judieial Circuit Officer for review. The Judi-
clal Circuit Officer may disagree with any
recommendation made by the investigating

officer with respect to the trial of any charge,
but if the Judicial Circuit Officer disagrees
with the recommendations of the investigat-
ing officer that any charges not be referred
to a general court-martial for trial, the Judi-
cial Circult Officer shall make a written re-
port on each Issue of fact and law raised by
the investigating officer and indicate his rea-
sons for determining there is legally sufficlent
evidence for referring such charges to a gen-
eral court-martial for trial.”

(11) Section 834(a) (article 34(a)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “If the investigating officer or the
appropriate Judicial Circuit Officer recom-
mends against a trial of any charge by gen-
eral court-martial, the convening authority
shall, if he disagrees with such recommenda-
tion, promptly submit the charge to the
Judge Advocate General of the armed force
of which the convening authority is a mem-
ber for review by such Judge Advocate Gen-
eral. The Judge Advocate General shall re-
view the charge and determine whether it
should or should not be tried by general
court-martial. He shall, as soon as practi-
cable after receiving the charge for review,
notify the convening authority of his de-
glslon and his decision thereon shall be

nal.”

(12) Subsection (b) of sectlon 838 (article
38(b)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof a new sentence as follows: “The com-
mander of the defense counsel section of the
appropriate judiclal circult is authorized,
whenever he deems such action appropriate
In the court-martial case of any accused,
to detail to such case as defense counsel a
Judge advocate from the appellate defense
counsel section of the Office of the Judge Ad-
vocate General of the military department of
which such commander is a member; and
such counsel shall be permitted to represent
the accused through appellate review of the
case."”
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(13) Section B854 (article 54) is amended
by adding at the end thereof a new subsec-
tion as follows:

“(d) The commander of the fleld judiciary
section of the judicial circuit concerned shall
require that a verbatim record of the general
or speclal court-martial trial of any accused
be made If the accused requests that such a
record be made and the commander defer-
mines that lengthy or complicated testimony
is expected at the trial.”

(14) Bection B80 (article 60) 1s amended
to read as follows:

“After a trial by court-martial the record
shall be forwarded to the appropriate judicial
circuit for review and action thereon by the
review section of such circuit.”

(15) Section 861 (article 61) and the catch
line thereof are amended to read as follows:
“§ 861, Art. 61. Review by the judicial circuit

“The review section of such judicial circuit
shall review the record of all court-martial
trials conducted within such judicial circuit.
If any part of a sentence imposed by a gen-
eral or special court-martial trial remains
after review by the judicial circuit, the record
of such trial shall be forwarded by the ju-
dicial circult to the Judge Advocate General
of the armed force of which the Judiclal
Circuit Officer or the judicial circuit con-
cerned is a member."”

(16) The table of sections at the beginning
of subchapter IX is amended by striking out
“861. 61, Same—General court-martial rec-

ords.”

and inserting in lieu thereof

*861. 61. Review by judicial circuits.”

(17) Bubsections (a) and (b) of section
862 (article 62) are amended by striking out
“convening authority” each time it appears
and inserting in lleu thereof “Judicial Cir-
cult Officer of the judicial circult concerned”.

(18) Subsection (a) of section 863 (article
63) 1s amended by striking out “convening
suthority” and inserting in lieu thereof “Ju-

iclal Circuit Officer of the judiclal circuit
concerned”.

(19) The catch line of section 864 (articl?
64) is amended to read as follows:

“§ 864, Art. 64. Approval by the Judieial
Circuit Officer”.
(20) Section 864 (article 64) is amended
by striking out “convening authority” and
inserting in lleu thereof “Judicial Circuit
Officer of the judicial circult concerned.”
(21) The table of sections at the beginning
of subchapter IX is amended by striking out
“864. 64. Approval by the convening author-
ity.”

and inserting in lieu thereof

“864. 64. Approval by the Judiclal Circuit
Officer."

(22) Section 865 (article 65) and the catch
line thereof are amended to read as follows:
“g 865, Art. 65. Disposition of records after

review by the appropriate
judicial circuit

“(a) When the Judicial Circuit Officer of
the judicial circult concerned has taken
final action in a general or special court-
martial case, he shall send the entire record,
including his action thereon, to the appro-
prate Judge Advocate General.

“(b) If the sentence of a special court-
martial as approved by the Judicial Circult
Officer includes a bad conduct discharge,
whether or not suspended, or confinement for
four months or more, the record shall be
sent to the appropriate Judge Advocate Gen-
eral to be reviewed by a Court of Military
Review.

“(c) All other special and summary court-
martial records shall be reviewed by the
review section of the appropriate judicial
circult and shall be transmitted and disposed
of as the Secretary coneerned may prescribe
by regulations.”

(23) The table of sections at the beginning
of subchapter IX is amended by striking out
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“865, 65, Disposition of records after review
by the convering authority.”

and in=erting in lieu thereof

*“g65. 65. Disposition of records after review
by the appropriate judiclal cir-
cult.”

(24) Bubsection (b) of section 866 (arti-
cle 66(b)) is amended by striking out “one
year or more” and inserting in lieu thereof
“four months or more''.

(256) The first sentence of subsection (e¢)
of section 866 (article 65(c)) is amended by
striking out “convening authority” and in-
serting in leu thereof “Judicial Circuit
Officer”,

(26) Subsection (d) of section 887 (article
67(d)) 1s amended

(A) by striking out “convening authority"”
in the first sentence and inserting in lieu
thereof “Judicial Circult Officer”; and

(B) by striking out the last sentence and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “The
Court of Military Appeals may take action in
any case with respect to law or fact.”

(27) Sectlon 868 (article 68) is amended to

read as follows:
““The Secretary concerned may direct the
Judge Advocate General to establish a branch
office within any judiecial circult. The branch
office shall be under an Assistant Judge Ad-
vocate General who may perform for that
judiclal eircuit, under the general super-
vislon of the Judge Advocate General, the
duties for that judicial circuit which the
Judge Advocate General would otherwise be
required to perform as to all cases involving
sentences not requiring approval by the
President.”

(28) Section 873 (article 73) is amended
by striking out “convening authority” in the
first sentence and inserting In lieu thereof
“Judicial Circuit Officer"”.

Bec. 2. The provisions of this Act shall be-
come effective on the first day of the sixth
calendar month following the month in
which this Act is enacted.

S. 4169

A bill to amend section 825 (article 25) of
title 10, United States Code, relating to
eligibility standards for service on courts-
martial and the method of selecting mill-
tary personnel for such service
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That sec-

tion 825 (article 25) of title 10, United States

Code, and the catch line thereof are amended

to read as follows:

“§ 825. Art. 26. Who may serve on general
and special courts-martial;
selection for service

*“(a) Any commissioned officer on active
duty is ellgible to serve on all courts-martial
for the trial of any person who may lawfully
be brought before such courts for trial.

“(b) Any waitrant officer on active duty is
eligible to serve on general and special courts-
martial for the trial of any person, other than
a commissioned officer, who may lawfully be
brought before such courts for trial.

“(e) (1) Any enlisted member of an
armed force on active duty who 1s not a
member of the same unit as the accused is
eligible to serve on general and special
courts-martial for the trial of any enlisted
member of an armed force who may law-
fully be brought before such courts for trial,
but he shall serve as a member of a court
only if, before the conclusion of a session
called by the military judge under section
830(a) of this title (article 38(a)) prior to
trial or, in the absence of such a session, be-
fore the court is assembled for the trial of
the accused, the accused personally or
through counsel has requested In writing
that enlisted members serve on it. After such
a request, the accused may not be tried by a
general or special court-martial the mem-
bership of which does not include enlisted
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members in a number comprising at least
one-half of the total membership of the
court.

“(2) In this article, the word ‘unit’' means
any regularly organized body as defined by
the Secretary concerned, but In no case may
it be a body larger than a company, squad-
ron, ship’s crew, or body corresponding to
one of them.

“(d) Not less than one-half of the total
membership of a general or special court-
martial shall be composed of members of the
same rank and grade as the accused Iif the
accused, before the conclusion of a sesslon
called by the military judge under sectlon
839(a) of this title (article 39(a)) prior to
trial, or in the absence of such a session, be-
fore the court is assembled for his trial, per-
sonally or through counsel requests in writ-
ing that the court membership be so com=-
posed.

“(e) (1) The convening authority shall be
responsible under regulations prescribed by
the Secretary of Defense and in accordance
with this subsection for selection of persons
to serve on general and special courts-martial
for the trials of accused persons conducted
within the command of such convening au-
thority.

“(2) The name of every officer and warrant
officer within the command of the convening
autherity who is eligible to serve as a mem-
ber of a general or special court-martial shall
be Included on a court-martial master roll
and the name of every enlisted man within
such command who is eligible to serve as a
member of a general or special court-martial
shall be included on a separate court-martial
master roll.

“(3) The selectlon of officers to serve as
members of courts-martial trials shall be
made by a random selection method from the
court-martial master roll of officers and
warrant officers. The names of enlisted per-
sonnel shall be selected by a random selec-
tion method from the court-martial master
roll of names of enlsted members whenever
an accused has requested that the court-
martial be composed In part of enlisted
members. The random selection method shall
be used for the selection of members of a
court-martial for each separate trial.

“(4) No commissioned officer, warrant. offi-
cer, or enlisted member shall be exempt from
serving as a member of a general or speclal
court-martial unless exempted by Presiden-
tial directive, The convening officer may re-
lieve any officer or enlisted member from
serving as a member of a court-martial upon
presentation of evidence that such service
would result in extreme personal hardship
or materially interfere with the performance
of urgent military dutles.

“(6) When it can be avolded, no member
of an armed force may be trled by a court-
martial any member of which is junior to
him in rank or grade.

“(6) No member of an armed force shall
be eligible to serve as a member of a general
or special court-martial when he is the ac-
cuser or a witness for the prosecution or has
acted as investigating officer or as counsel
in the same case.”

Sec. 2. The provisions of this Act shall
become effective on the first day of the sixth
calendar month following the month in
which this Act 1s enacted.

B. 4170

A bill to confer jurisdiction on United States
district courts to grant relief in certain
cases involving military personnel where
the relief available to such personne]l un-
der military law or regulation is inade-
quate for the protection of the constitu-
tional rights of such personnel, and for
other purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United Stales of

America in Congress assembled, That sub-
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chapter IX of chapter 47 of title 10, United

States Code, is amended by adding at the

end thereof a new sectlon as follows:

“§ 876a. Art. 76a. Special jurisdiction of
United States district
courts

“Any United States district court shall
have jurisdiction to hear and grant appro-
priate relief in any case in which any per-
son subject to this chapter claims a denlal
of his constitutional rights where such claim
is based upon the action of a court-martial
or other military action and such person
shows that the rellef avallable to him under
military law or regulation is inadequate to
protect the constitutional rights to which
he is entitled. Any such court shall also have
jurisdiction to hear and grant appropriate
rellef to any such person where such person
shows that relief by the court is necessary to
prevent a chilling effect upon the rights of
such person, or other persons similarly situ-
ated, under the first amendment of the Con-
stitution of the United States.”

SEc. 2. Subsection (c¢) of section 838 (arti-
cle 388(c)) is amended by inserting *“(1)"”
immediately after “(c)” and by adding at
the end thereof a new paragraph as follows:

“(2) The defense counse] Is authorized to
file an action in any United States district
court when he considers such action neces-
sary to protect the constitutional rights of
any accused he has been detailed to repre-
sent; and the costs of such action shall be
paid for by the United States.”

Sec. 3. The provisions of this Act shall be-
come effective on the first day of the sixth
calendar month following the month in
which this Act is enacted,

B. 4171

A bill to amend section 803 of title 10, United
States Code, relating to jurisdiction for the
trial of military personnel
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That section

803 (article 3) of title 10, United States

Code, is8 amended by adding at the end

thereof a mew subsection as follows:

“{d) Where there Is a disagreement be-
tween civil authorities and military authori-
ties with respect to which has jurisdiction
to try an accused person subject to this
chapter for any offense, the accused shall
have a right to elect to be tried in a civil
court or military court; but the foregoing
shall not prevent a subsequent trial of the
accused (1) by court-martial if it is ju-
dicially determined that the civil authorl-
ties did not have proper jurisdiction to try
the accused for the offense or, (2) by a civil
court if it is judicially determined that the
accused was not subject to trial by court-
martial for the offense.”

Sec. 2. Sectlon 814 (a) (artlele 14 (a)) of
title 10, United States Code, is amended by
striking out “Under" and inserting in lieu
thereof “Subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 803 (d) (article 3 (d)) and under”.

Sec. 3. The provisions of this Act shall
become effective on the first day of the sixth
calendar month following the month in
which this Act is enacted.

5. 4172

A bill to amend section 810 of title 10,
United States Code, relating to the confine-
ment of military personnel prior to trial by
courts-martial
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That section

810 (article 10) of title 10, United States

Code, is amended (1) by inserting “(a)” im-

mediately before “Any” in the first sentence

thereof, and (2) by adding at the end of

such section a new subsection as follows:
“(b) Any person subject to this chapter

charged with an offense under this chapter
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shall, upon his or his counsel's request, be
released from confinement pending trial of
tie charges against him unless substantial
and convincing evidence is presented to the
appropriate Judge Advocate General, or to a
military judge designated by the appropriate
Judge Advocate General, that pre-trial con-
finement is nscessary to assure the presence
of the accused for trial and the Judge Advo-
cate General or law officer, as the case may
be, 1ssues an order authorizing the continued
pre-trial confinement of the accused.”

SEc. 2. The provisions of this Act shall be-
come effective on the first day of the sixth
calendar month following the month In
which this Act is enacted.

8. 4173
A bill to amengd section 867 of title 10, United
States Code, to require the Court of Mili-
tary Appeals to review all courts-martial
cases which include sentences of a bad con-
duct discharge or confinement for one year
O more

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
B867(b) (article 67(b)) of title 10, United
States, Code, is amended by striking out the
semicolon at the end of clause (1) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: “or in-
cludes a bad conduct discharge or confine-
ment for one year or more;",

S=c. 2. The provisions of this Act shall be-
come effective on the first day of the sixth
calendar month following the month in
which this Act is enacted.

B. 4174

A bill to amend chapter 47 of title 10, United
States Code, to provide that judges of the
Courts of Military Review shall be ap-
pointed by the President, to confer au-
thority on the Court of Military Appeals
to issue orders and wrlts necessary to pro-
tect the rights of military personnel, and
for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
subsection (a) of section 866 (article 66(a))
of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by striking out the first sentence and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the following : *““The Presi-
dent shall establish within each of the
armed forces a Court of Military Review
which shall be composed of one or more
panels, and each such panel shall be com-
posed of not less than three appelate mili-
tary judges. Judges of the Courts of Mili-
tary Review shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent for terms of three years, The Court of
Military Review established for each armed
force shall be assigned for administrative
purposes only to the office of the Judge Ad-
vocate General of that armed force.”

(b) Subsection (a) of section 866 (article
66(a)) is further amended by

(A) striking out “assigned” in the third
sentence and inserting in leu thereof “ap-
pointed”; and

(B) striking out the fourth sentence and
Inserting In lieu thereof the following: “The
President shall designate one of the appel-
late military judges of each Court of Mill-
tary Review established by the President un-
der this subsection to serve as chief judge of
that Court of Military Review."”

(c) Subsections (f) and (g) of section 866
(article 66 (c)) are amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(f) The President shall prescribe rules of
procedure for Courts of Military Review
established under this section.

“(g) No member of the armed forces serv-
ing as a member of a Court of Military Re-
view shall during his term on such court
be rated on his performance as a member
of such court. Appellate military judges of
the Military Courts of Review may be re-
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moved by the President, upon notice and
hearing, for neglect of duty or malfeasance
in office, for mental or physical disability, or
for extreme military exigency, but for no
other cause.”

Sec. 2. Section 867 (article 67) is amended
by adding at the end thereof a new subsec-
tion as follows:

“(h) The Court of Military Appeals shall
have authority to issue any order or writ
necessary to protect any right under the
Constitution, any law of the United States,
or any militery regulation of any person sub-
ject to the provisions of this chapter.”

Sec. 3. The provisions of this Act shall be-
come effective on the first day of the sixth
calendar month following the month in
which this Act is enacted,

8. 4175

A bill to amend chapter 47 of title 10, United
States Code, to require that all requests to
compel witnesses to appear and testify and
to compel the production of other evidence
before courts-martial trials be submitted
to a military judge for approval, and to
provide for the inadmissibility of certain
evidence at courts-martial trials
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That section

848 (article 46) of title 10, United States

Code, is amended by inserting after the first

sentence a new sentence as follows: “All

requests to compel witnesses to appear and
testify and to compel the production of other
evidence shall be submitted to the military
judge if one has been detalled to the court-
martial case or to a military judge designated
for such purpose by the appropriate Judge

Advocate General if a military judge has not

been detailed to the case; and the military

judge shall approve or disapprove such re-
quests In accordance with the regulations
prescribed by the President.”

Sec. 2. (a) The catch line of section 850
(article 50) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: *; inadmissibility of certain evi-
dence”.

(b) Section 850 (article 50) ot such title
is further amended by adding at the end
thereof a new subsection as follows:

“{d) Any report or other material which
cannot because of security or other reasons
be made available for examination by the
accused and his defense counsel shall be in-
admissible as evidence in a court-martial.”

(c) The table of sections at the beginning
of subchapter VII of such title is amended
by adding “; inadmissibility of certain evi-
dence” immediately after “Admissibility of
records of courts of inquiry™.

Sec. 3. The provisions of this Act shall be-
come effective on the first day of the sixth
calendar month following the month in
which this Act is enacted.

8. 4176

A bill to amend chapter 47 of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, so as to prescribe certain
requirements with respect to the physical
arrangements of furniture and other facili-
ties of rooms in which courts-martial
trials are conducted, and for other pur-
poses
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That sub-

chapter XI of chapter 47 of title 10, Uniteéd

States Code, is amended by adding at the

end thereof a new section as follows:

“§ 941, Art, 941. Physical arrangements of
court-martial room; seat-
ing arrangement of per-
sons serving on courts-
martial; judicial apparel
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“{a) The physical arrangement of the fur-
niture and other facilities of any room in
which any court-martial trial is conducted
shall be as nearly identical to the arrange-
ment of such furniture and facilities in a
Federal district court room as practicable.

*(b) There shall be no requirement, formal
or informal, for the seating arrangement of
persons serving as members of a court-mar-
tial to be seated according to rank or grade,
except that the President of a general or
special court-martial may be required to be
seated in the center of the seating arrange-
ment for members of the court or at the end
of such seating arrangement which is near-
est the military judge, if one has been de-
tailed.

“(e) Military judges shall wear judielal
robes while presiding at any general or spe-
cial court-martial trial.”

(48) The table of sections at the begin-
ning of subchapter XI is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof a new item as fol-
lows:

941, 41. Physical arrangement of court-mar-
tial room; seating arrangement of
persons serving on courts-martial;
judicial apparel.”

Sec. 2. The provisions of this Act shall be-
come effective on the first day of the sixth
calendar month following the month in
which this Act is enacted.

8. 4177
A bill to amend chapter 47 of title 10, United

States Code, so as to ellminate summary

courts-martial from the military justice

system

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chap-
ter 47 of title 10, United States Code, 1s
amended as follows:

(1) The first sentence of section 810 (arti-
cle 10) is amended by striking out *; but
when charged only with an offense normally
tried by a summary court-martial, he shall
not ordinarily be placed in confinement”.

(2) Section 816 (article 16) is amended by
adding at the end of clause (1) (B) the word
“and"; by striking out ", and" at the end of
clause 2(C) and inserting in lieu thereof a
period; and by striking out clause (3).

(3) Section 820 (article 20) is repealed.

(4) Section 824 (article 24) 1s repealed.

(5) Subsections (b) and (c) of section 843
(article 43) are amended by striking out
“summary” and Iinserting In ‘lleu thereof
“special”.

(6) Section 865 (c) (article 656 (c)) is
amended by striking out “and summary”.

(7) Section 936 (a) (article 36 (a)) is
amended by striking out clause (3) and re-
designating clauses (4) through (7) as
clauses (3) through (6), respectively.

(8) Section 4711 is amended—

(A) by striking out “summary court-mar-
tial” in subsection (a) and inserting in lieu
thereof *“court of inquiry or investigating
officer”; and

(B) by striking out “summary court-mar-
tial™ in subsections (b) and (c¢) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “court of inguiry or in-
vestigating officer, as the case may be,"”.

(9) Section 4712 is amended—

(A) by striking out “summary court-mar-
tial” in subsection (b) and inserting in lieu
thereof “court of inquiry or investigating
officer”; and

(B) by striking out “summary court-mar-
tial” each time it appears In subsections
(e), (d), (e), (f) and (g) and inserting
in leu thereof “court of inquiry or investi-
gating officer, as the case may be,”.

(10) Section 9711 is amended—

(A) by striking out “summary court-mar-
tial” in subsection (a) and inserting in lieu
thereof “court of inquiry or investigating
officer”; and

(B) by striking out “summary court-mar-
tial” in subsections (b) and (¢) and insert-
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ing in lieu thereof *“court of Inquiry or in-
vestigating officer, as the case may be.”

(11) Section 9712 is amended—

(A) by striking out “summary court-mar-
tial” in subsection (b) and inserting in lieu
thereof "court of inquiry or investigating
officer”; and

(B) by striking out “summary court-mar-
tial"” each time it appears in subsections (¢),
(d), (e), (f), and (g) and inserting in lien
thereof “court of inguiry or investigating
officer, as the case may be,"”.

SEc. 2. (a) Section 326 of title 32, United
States Code, Is amended by striking out “gen-
eral, special, and summary” and inserting in
lien thereof “general and speclal”.

(b) Bection 329 of such title is repealed.

(c) Section 332 of such title is amended
by striking out “or a summary court officer”.

Bec. 3. The amendments made by this Act
shall become effective on the first day of the
sixth calendar month following the month in
which this Act is enacted.

S.4178
A bill to amend chapter 47 of title 10,

Unlited States Code, to limit the jurlsdic-

tion of courts-martial, to limit the maxi-

mum period of confinement which may be
imposed for certain offenses, to eliminate
the death penalty, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chapter
47 of title 10, United States Code, iz amended
as follows:

(1) The third sentence of section 804 (ar-
ticle 4) is amended by striking out *or
death”.

. (2) Section 818 (article 18) is amended

y—n

(A) striking out *, including the penalty
of death when specifically authorized by this
chapter” in the first sentence; and

(B) by striking out the second sentence.

4 (3) Section 819 (article 19) is amended
y—

(A) striking out the first sentence and in-
serting in lleu thereof the following: “Sub-
ject to section B17 of this title (article 17),
special courts-martial have jurisdiction to
try persons subject to this chapter for any
offense made punishable by this chapter.”;
and

(B) striking out "death,” in the second
sentence.

(4) Section 820 (article 20) is amended

(A) striking out “noncapital™ in the first
sentence; and

(B) striking out “death,” in the last sen-
tence thereof.

(5) Bection 821 (article 21) is amended
by—

(A) Inmserting “(b)" at the beginning of
the present text of such section;

(B) inserting a subsection (a) immedi-
ately above the present text of such section
as follows:

“(a) No person subject to thls chapter
may be tried by courts-martial for any of-
fense committed within the United States
or in any Territory or possession of the
United States except for an offense described
in section 803 (article 83), (article 83),
884 (article B4), B85 (article 85), B86 (article
86), 887 (article 87), 890 (article 90), 891
(article 91), 892 (article 92), 895 (article 93),
8956 (article 95), 896 (article 96), 897 (ar-
ticle 97), 898 (article 98), 907 (article 107),
908 (article 108), 909 (article 109),:912 (ar-
ticle 112), 918 (article 118), or 915 (article
115). All other offenses under this chapter
committed within the United States or in
any Territory or possession of the United
States by any person subject to this chap-
ter shall be tried in the district court. of
the United States for the district In which
the offense was committed or In which the
accused is found; and jurisdiction is hereby
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conferred upon such courts for the trial of
such offenses’; and

(C) striking out the catch line and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:
“§821. Art. 21. Limitation on jurisdiction of

courts-martial”.

(6) The table of sections at the beginning
of subchapter IV is amended by striking
out
“g21. 21. Jurisdiction of courts-martial not

exclusive.”
and inserting in lieu thereof

“g21. 21" Limitation on - jurisdietion of

courts-martial."”
(7) Bection 849 (article 49) is amended

(A) striking out “not capital” in sub-
section (d); and

(B) striking out subsection (f).

(8) Section 852 (article 52) is amended
by—

(A) striking out subsection (a) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“{a) No person may be convicted of any
offense under this chapter except by the con-
currence of two-thirds of the members of the
court-martial present at the time the vote
is taken or except as provided in section 8456
(b) of this title (article 45 (b)).";

(B) striking out subsection (b); and

(C) redesignating subsection (c) as sub~
section (b).

(9) Section 856 (article 56) is amended to
read as follows:

“§ 856. Art. 56. Maximum limits

“The punishment which a court-martial
may direct for an offense may not exceed
such limits as the President may prescribe
for that offense. The President shall not have
authority to modify or suspend punishment
with respect to any particular geographical
area or with respect to any particular of-
fense."”

(10) Section 867 (b) (1) (article 67 (b)
(1)) is amended by striking out “or extends
to death”.

(11) Section 871 (article 71) is amended
by—

y(A) striking out "extending to death or”
in the first sentence of subsection (a);

(B) striking out *“, except a death sen-
tence” in the second sentence of subsection
(a); and

(C) striking out *, except a death sen-
tence” in the second sentence of subsection
(d).

(12) Sections 933 and 934 (articles 133 and
134) are amended to read as follows:

‘& 033, Art. 133. Conduct unbecoming an of-
ficer and gentleman

“Any commissioned officer, cadet, or mid-
shipman who is guilty of conduct unbecom-
ing an officer and a gentleman shall be sub-
ject to punishment under section 815 (article
15) of this title,

“§ 934. Art. 134. General article

“Though not specifically mentioned in this
chapter, all disorders and neglects to the
prejudice of good order and discipline in the
armed forces, all conduct of a nature to bring
discredit upon the armed forces, of which
persons subject to this chapter may be guilty,
shall be taken cognizance of and punished
under section 815 (article 15) of this title.”

Sec. 2. The amendments made by this Act
shall become effective on the first day of the
sixth calendar month following the month
in which this Act is enacted.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the unfinished
business not be laid before the Senate
until the morning business is completed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

CXVI——-1T715—Part 20
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GRrAVEL) . Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, informed the Senate that,
pursuant to the provisions of section
5(a), Public Law 87-758, the Speaker had
appointed Mrs. HaNseN of Washington
as a member of the National Fisheries
Center and Aquarium Advisory Board, to
fill the existing vacancy thereon.

The message announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the bill (S. 2484) to amend the Agri-
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937 to authorize marketing agreements
providing for the advertising of papayas.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 3547) to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to construct, operate, and maintain the
Narrows unit, Missouri River Basin proj-
ect, Colorado, and for other purposes,
with an amendment, in which it request
with an amendment, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 11032. An act to prohibit the use of
interstate facilities, Including the malls, for
the transportation of salaclous advertising;

H.R. 13125. An act to amend section 11 of
the act approved February 22, 1889 (25 Stat.
676), as amended by the act of May 7, 1932
(47 Stat. 150), and as amended by the act of
April 13, 1948 (62 Btat. 170), relating to the
admission to the Union of the States of North
Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and Wash=-
ington, and for other purposes;

H.R. 13434. An act to provide for the dis-
position of judgment funds on deposit to the
credit of the Hualapal Tribe of the Hualapal
Reservation, Ariz., In Indian Claims Com-
misison dockets Nos. 90 and 122, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 14097. An act to authorize the use of
funds arising from a judgment in favor of
the Citizen Band of Potawatomi Indians of
Oklahoma In Indian Claims Commission
docket No. 98, and for other purposes;

H.R. 14373. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Navy to convey to the city of
Portsmouth, State of Virginia, certain lands
situated within the Crawford urban renewal
project (Va.-53) in the city of Porstmouth,
in exchange for certain lands situated with-
in the proposed southside neighborhood de-
velopment project;

H.R. 14827. An act to provide for the dis-
position of funds to pay a judgment in favor
of the Sac and Fox Tribes of Oklahoma in
Indian Claims Commission docket numbered
220, and for other purposes;

H.R.15937. An act to curtail the mailing
of certain articles' which present a hazard
to postal employees or mail processing ma-
chines by imposing restrictions on certain
advertising and promotional matters in the
mails, and for other purposes; and

H.R.17695. An act to amend section 2735
of title 10, United States Code, to provide
for the finality of settlement effected under
section 2733, 2734, 2734a, 2734b, or 2737.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (S. 2484) to amend the Agri-
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of
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1937 to authorize marketing agreements
providing for the advertising of papaya.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, as
indicated:

H.R. 11032, An act to prohibit the use of
interstate facilities, including the mails, for
the transportation of salacious advertising;

H.R. 15837. An act to curtail the mailing
of certain articles which present a hazard
to postal employees or mail processing ma-
chines by imposing restrictions on certain
advertising and promotional matters in the
malls, and for other purposes;

H.R. 17695. An act to amend section 27356
of title 10, United States Code, to provide for
the finality of settlement effected under sec-
tion 2733, 2734, 2734a, 2734b, or 2737; to the
Committee on the Judiciary;

H.R. 13125. An act to amend section 11 of
the act approved February 22, 1889 (25 Stat.
676) as amended by the act of May 7, 1932
(47 Stat. 150), and as amended by the act
of April 13, 1948 (62 Stat. 170) relating to the
admission to the Union of the States of North
Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and Wash-
ington, and for other purposes;

H.R. 13434. An act to provide for the dis-
position of judgment funds on deposit to the
credit of the Hualapal Tribe of the Hualapai
Reservation, Arizona, in Indian Claims Com-~
mission dockets numbered 90 and 122, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 14097. An act to authorize the use of
funds arising from a judgment in favor of
the Citizen Band of Potawatom! Indians of
Oklahoma In Indian Claims Commission
Docket No. 96, and for other purposes;

H.R. 14827. An act to provide for the dis-
position of funds to pay a judgment in favor
of the Sac and Fox Tribes of Oklahoma in
Indian Claims Commission docket numbered
220, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affalrs; and

H.R. 14373. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Navy to convey to the city of
Portsmouth, State of Virginia, certain lands
situated within the Crawford urban renewal
project (Va—53) in the clty of Portsmouth, in
exchange for certain lands situated within
the proposed Southside neighborhood devel-
opment project; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GraveL). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) is
now recognized for a period of not to
exceed 45 minutes.

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITY

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, on Febru-
ary 19, 1970, Senate Resolution 359 was
adopted by the Senate. This resolution
sets up a Select Committee on Equal
Educational Opportunity.

Then under date of March 17, 1970,
Senate resolution 366 was passed by the
Senate, providing for an appropriation
of $375,000 to defray the cost of the
work of this committee. The terms of
Senate Resolution 359 require that—

Not later than August 1, 1970, such select
committee shall make an interim report to
the appropriate committees of the Senate.

Some weeks ago in debate on the Sen-
ate floor, the junior Senator from Ala-
bama expressed considerable interest in
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this resolution and expressed the hope
that the report would be made feeling
that it would have considerable bearing
on the work of the Senate regarding a
Federal policy with respect to the public
schools of this country.

Inquiry this morning of the Select
Committee on Equal Educational Op-
portunity disclosed the fact that the in-
terim report by August 1, required by
the resolution creating the committee,
has not been filed.

This select committee was set up the
day following the passage of the Sten-
nis amendment to the elementary and
secondary school bill in the Senate.

The legislative history of this commit-
tee is to the effect that the committee was
set up to study de facto segregation—the
type of segregation that is said to exist
in areas outside the South—and to make
recommendations with respect to a Fed-
eral policy regarding the handling of de
facto segregation.

Mr. President, it must be borne in mind
that the Supreme Court of the United
States has not ruled that the segregation
of the type that exists in the North—de
facto segregation—is constitutional. It
has not been ruled to be constitutional.
There is nothing that would prevent the
Federal bureaucracy from proceeding
against de facto segregation, the segre-
gation that exists in the North, that is
said to come about through a fortuitous
pattern of residence, whereas the so-
called de jure segregation which is said
to exist in the South comes about by rea-
son of some past legal requirement on
the part of State or local agencies.

Mr. President, I read from the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of February 19, 1970,
the date of the adoption of the resolu-
tion establishing the Select Committee
on Equal Educational Opportunity, on
page 4134, The distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), speaking
for the adoption of Senate Resolution
359 creating the select committee, had
this to say:

This committee would make an interim re-
port by the first of August of this year, and
a final report by January 31, 1971, The in-
quiry would consider all phases of the prob-
lem of de facto segregation, including devel-
opment of possible alternatives to busing,
which would still insure equal educational
opportunities.

Mr. President, what a noble purpose
for this committee. What could be a
loftier aim for this committee than to
study all phases of the problem of de
facto segregation, including development
of possible alternatives to busing, which
would still insure equal educational op-
portunities? Who could be against that?

I say parenthetically that on yesterday
I informed the able and distinguished
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE),
the author of the resolution, that today
at 11 o'clock in the morning I would
address the Senate and that in the course
of my remarks I would comment on the
work of this select committee and on
certain actions which he has taken in
recent days with respect to that investi-
gation.

The distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota in speaking for this resclution had
this to say:
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The one observation I should like to make,
which may be somewhat irrelevant in the
light of our agreement here, is that we act
on this proposal in the context of the action
we took yesterday.

I might say parenthetically that re-
ferred to the adoption of the Stennis
amendment.

He continued:

1 view yesterday's action as one primarily
directed at the problem of the dual school
system. I know that many will disagree.
That is how I view it. I view the action on
this resolution—

Senate Resolution 359—
as the only step that can reasonably be taken,
and in my opinion must be taken, to try to
deal with the national problem of de facto
segregation.

There we have again the purpose of
the commitiee, stating that it is the only
step that can be reasonably taken and in
his opinion—that is in the opinion of
the Senator from Minnesota—must be
taken to deal with the national problem
of de facto segregation.

So, with this thought in mind, know-
ing that the committee would act in ac-
cordance with the purpose of the com-
mittee as outlined by its advocates, I
felt sure that the committee would be
sending investigators into and perhaps
holding hearings in the areas where de
facto segregation exists.

I thought they would be taking testi-
mony in Chicago, New York, Philadel-
phia, and the city of Washington, D.C.

Mr. President, so as not to encumber
the REcorp I am not going to put in the
Recorp the statements which the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi (Mr,
StENNIs) placed in the REcorp last year
as an introduction or as preliminary in-
formation in connection with the later
considerations of the Stennis amend-
ment. I am going to read sketchily from
these pages.

Speaking with reference to the city of
Philadelphia,

Philadelphia has 9 schools with a total en-
rollment of 7,206 that are 100 percent Negro.
It has another 57 schools, with a total en-
rollment of 68,402, that are 99 percent to 99.9
percent Negro segregated. It has 28 schools,
with a total enrollment of 26,333, that are
95 percent to 98.9 percent Negro segregated,
and another 17 schools with a total enroll-
ment of 14,5671, that are 90 percent to 95 per-
cent Negro segregated.

There are further tabulations, but I
think that is enough to illustrate the
point.

Mr. President, the item I just read
appeeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
volume 115, part 27, page 36637.

Then, appearing in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, volume 115, part 28, page 37859,
also in remarks by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) :

In New York City there are 119 schools
which are 99 and 100 percent minority group
segregated, which have a Negro enrollment of
89,957 or 19 percent of the city's total Negro
enrollment. There are 207 schools having a
Negro student enrollment of 146,575—43.7
percent of the city’s total Negro enrcllment—
that are 956 to 100 percent minority group
segregated.

Then, in the city of Washington, D.C.,

reading from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
volume 115, part 27, page 36266, also from

August 4, 1970

remarks by the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) :

There are 56 schools with 41,109 students
that are 100 percent Negro. There are another
57 schools that have 99 to 99.9 percent Ne-
gro students, which makes an aggregate of
113 schools with enrollments totaling 96,518
which are 99 to 100 percent Negro.

Then, with respect to the city of Chi-
cago, reading from the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, volume 115, part 28, page 37529,
the remarks by the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. SteEnnis), he
stated:

On previous occasions I have talked about
racial segregation in Chicago, where 248,677
or 80.6 percent of its 308,266 Negro student
enrollment are attending schools which are
99 to 100 percent Negro, and where 90 percent
of the total Negro enrollment of the city are
in schools between 90 and 100 percent Negro.

In comparison to those astounding fig-
ures which played a prominent part in
the passage on February 18, of the Sten-
nis amendment in the Senate, providing
for uniformity of application of Fed-
eral rules as to desegregation of public
schools, the administration has stated
categorically that by this September it
will have desegregated 97 percent of the
school districts in the South.

Now, Mr. President, is it not reason-
able that a committee, formed for the
purpose, as its sponsors stated, of check-
ing, investigating, and making recom-
mendations with respect to de facto
segregation, the type which exists in Chi-
cago, New York, and Philadelphia, would
have inquired into conditions which ex-
ist in New York, Chicago, and Philadel-
phia, and that those areas would have
been the proper and the likely fields of
their activities?

Mr. President, if we had this report,
which should have been filed on the 1st
of August, we would know, or I assume
we would know, if it made such a report,
what activities the committee had un-
dertaken with respect to making a study
of de facto segregation.

Mr. President, I do not know whether
the distinguished Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. MonpaLE) was in search of de
facto segregation when, around the mid-
dle of last month, according to newspaper
accounts published after the fact on his
visits, he went to some three different
communities in three different southern
States. He went to Prattsville, Ala. I
might say that visit is the occasion for
my speaking in the Chamber at this time.
He went to the city, or town, because it
is hardly more than that, of Homer, La.;
and he went to the town of Uvalde, Tex.,
which gained its fame not for the de
facto segregation it has, because I assume
it has none, but because it was the home-
town of the late great former Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, John Nance
Garner.

Mr. President, the people of Alabama
are a most hospitable people, and most
friendly., We show true southern hospi-
tality to all visitors within our borders.
We welcome visitors to Alabama. We
hope they will enjoy our wonderful eli-
mate, our lakes, our streams, our moun-
tains, our gulf coast. We hope they will
enjoy coming to Alabama, enjoy their
stays there, and become citizens of our
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State if that is their wish. We welcome
visitors into our State.

We were somewhat surprised and
shocked at the unannounced visit of the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota to
Alabama and to other southern States.
It occurs to the junior Senator from Ala-
bama that if the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota had been in search of
de facto segregation, he would not have
gone into those three small towns in Ala-
bama, Louisiana, and Texas, He would
have gone to States with millions of peo-
ple where it is known that de facto segre-
gation exists, of which his committee is
charged with the duty and responsibility
of making a study and making recom-
mendations with regard to the method
of dealing of the Federal Government
with de facto segregation.

We read in the newspapers and heard
through other news media that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota had
been to our State. After consulting we
know not how many individuals—I as-
sume with respect to the school situation
in Alabama—he comes back as a 1-day
expert on the public schools of Alabama
and, after having briefly visited the other
towns, as an expert on the condition in
the public schools of those towns.

The junior Senator from Minnesota
was under no duty to notify the junior
Senator from Alabama that he proposed
to make a trip into his State, though
other Senators—I think of at least four—
who have made frips to Alabama have
come and informed us of their plans. But
had the junior Senator from Alabama
been advised by the Senator from Min-
nesota that he planned a trip to Ala-
bama, the junior Senator from Ala-
bama would have seen to it that a proper
welcoming committee, a committee fully
befitting his lofty position as a U.S. Sen-
ator and as chairman of the Select Com-
mittee on Equal Educational Opportuni-
ties, would have rolled out the red car-
pet for him and made available to him
many more witnesses than those to whom
he apparently was able to talk.

I have an editorial from the Dothan
Eagle, from which I shall read, and
which I ask unanimous consent be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I read
from the editorial:

Finding people who visited and talked with
the Senator was similar to finding someone
interviewed in public opinion polls. That is
to say, It takes a lot of doing if it can be
done at all....

Nevertheless, Senator Mondale told the
world that discrimination and repression of
minorities continues to be “severe and
blatently open™ in the States of the South.

How could that be when the adminis-
tration is desegregating 97 percent of the
school districts in the South and is de-
segregating none in the North?

I have a report from the regents of
the University of the State of New York,
dated in late 1969, stating that segrega-
tion in New York is rapidly increasing.
Why did not the Senator from Minnesota
go to those areas where de facto segrega-
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tion exists, rather than go down to the
State of Alabama, where our communi-
ties are under a court order to desegre-
gate, and where our people, who are law-
abiding citizens, will follow the decrees
of the court?

In debate here with respect to the
Stennis amendment one of the distin-
guished Senators from a section outside
of the South said that if the same de-
segregation rules that are applied in the
South were attempted to be applied in
the North, it would take the U.S. Army
to enforce those regulations.

How does that type of prospective con-
duct on the part of people outside the
South compare with the law-abiding
policies and actions of the people of the
South?

Mr. President, the junior Senator from
Alabama did not vote for the establish-
ment of the select committee. He did
not vote for the throwing away of $375,-
000 of the taxpayers’ money, providing
for the so-called work of this committee.
He did not vote for it because he knew
that, even though the sponsors of the
measure said that it was going to be a
study of de facto segregation, the South
would end up as the whipping boy of the
investigations carried on by the com-
mittee.

Even though no report has been made,
as required by the resolution itself, it
would seem that, from the investigation
that is being made, the ones being in-
vestigated are de jure segregation cases,
most, if not all, of them being under
court orders to desegregate, rather than
areas in the North where, by HEW fig-
ures, segregation exists, is increasing,
and nothing is being done about it.

I want to read in full—it is short—an
editorial appearing in the Montgomery
Advertiser of July 28. It is entitled “Pil-
grim MonpALE's Progress.” I gather he is
likening the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota to Christian, the Pilgrim in
“Pilgrim’s Progress.”

At any rate, the title of the editorial is
“Pilgrim MoNDpALE'S Progress,” and it
reads as follows:

Senator Walter F. Mondale, Minnesota
Democrat, is now an expert on socuthern
race problems.

He qualified for that rating after a whirl-
wind tour of towns in three Southern states,
including Prattville. Having thus gained all
the knowledge he wanted, he announced
Sund&y that the Nixon Administration has
been dragging its feet on school integration
in the Deep South, with possibly explosive
results.

Ninety-seven percent of the school dis-
districts to be integrated by the opening
of school next month, but still he says:

The Nixon administration has been drag-
ging its feet on school integration in the
Deep South, with possibly explosive results.

He deplored, and again blamed on Nixon,
the existence of separatist sentiment among
some Negroes. He sald he got the impression
that integration enthusiasm among blacks
“is beginning to wane,” a development that
he, as chairman of the Senate Committee on
Equal Educational Opportunities, will not
tolerate. He finds it as intolerable among
blacks as whites, neither of whom are ca-
pable of judging what's good for them, pre-
sumably.

But think of it: an authority on southern
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problems actually coming South to find evi-
dence to support his preconceptions. We
might suggest that he would have much
more to worry about had he investigated “de
facto” segregation in the North, and saved
the taxpayers some travel expenses to boot.
But that would be rude to a visitor who came
here with the loftiest of intentions—to for-
tify what he already knew from having read
Uncle Tom's Cabin and other learned texts.

We gather that Mondale carefully se-
lected the cities and towns he would visit to
avold contact with the problems of massive
integration. He wasn't interested in that, but
rather those areas where the problems could
be neatly capsuled as attributable to not
enough integration; hence, “explosive.”

But, to repeat, he at least visited the
South, which is so remarkable among north-
ern experts on Dixie as to eclipse any sus-
picions we have about his intent.

Mr. President, the people of Alabama
had varying reactions to the unscheduled
and unannounced visit of the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota. I dare
say they varied from indifference, to in-
credulity, to amusement, to outrage and
indignation,

But, Mr. President, I am concerned
that we set up a committee and apro-
priate $375,000 for the work of that com-
mittee, and the sponsor of the committee
says here, in an address before the Sen-
ate, that it is set up for the purpose of
studying and making recommendations
with respect to de facto segregation, that
that is the only way they are going to
reach this problem, to set up such a
committee, and then we find the chair-
man of that committee making a whirl-
wind trip to three small towns in Ala-
bama, Louisiana, and Texas.

Mr. President, we will not know with-
out the report, and probably will not
know with it, whether the committee or-
dered the Senator to go to the South
looking for de facto segregation. I ser-
jously doubt that the committee would
have done that. We do not know whether
he was acting personally or as the act of
the committee. We will not know until
we receive that report, and probably not
then. We will not know when the con.-
mittee is going to get down to the ser-
ious business for which it was created, to
try to cope with and handle the de facto
segregation in the North.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an article pub-
lished in the Montgomery Advertiser, en-
titled “MonpALE Visit to Prattville is Re-
called,” commenting on the Senator's
trip to Alabama.

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

MoNDALE VISIT TO PRATTVILLE Is RECALLED

PraTTVILLE.—MTrs. Sallie Hadnot, president
of the Prattville Chapter of the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored
People, said she talked with Minnesota’s Sen.
Walter F. Mondale during a visit he made
here J uly 14.

Mondale also reportedly talked to students
and parents in Prattville, Homer, La., and
Uvalde and San Antonlo, Tex., during his trip.

Sources in Washington said It was believed
that Mondale also talked in Alabama to
Lucius Pitts, president of Miles College of
Birmingham, and John Monroe, a professor
at Miles, and to Montgomery attorney Fred
Gray. Gray was out of the city and unavail-
able for comment,
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Mrs., Hadnot sald she understood that
Mondale was to have talked with these per-
sons but that it was not at the time she
spoke with the senator.

Autauga County School Superintendent
John R. Hargis sald he knew nothing of the
reported Mondale visit.

“If he came into Prattville,” Hargis said,
“he did not contact me or any of the people
in my office.”

Probate Judge E. A. “Bud"” Grouby and
Prattville City Clerk Donald Kelley both said
they had heard nothing of such a visit.
Mayor C. M. “Mack" Gray was out of town
on vacation.

Mr. ALLEN, I read briefly from it, as
follows:

Autauga County School Superintendent
John R. Hargis said he knew nothing of the
reported Mondale visit.

You would think that if an investigator
were investigating schools, he would go
to the school superintendent.

“If he came into Prattville,” Hargis said,
“he did not contact me or any of the people
in my office."

The probate judge—this is the highest
political officer on a local level in a county
in Alabama—was not notified—

Probate Judge E, A. “Bud” Grouby and
Prattville City Clerk Donald Eelly both sald
they had heard nothing of such a visit,

So, Mr. President, it is the hope of the
Senator from Alabama that this com-
mittee, which was set up with such great
hopes by the Senate as a means of com-
bating de facto segregation, will get on
the right track. If it was looking for de
facto segregation, something must have
gone wrong with its compass when it was
directed down South rather than up
North looking for de facto segregation.

Let us get it on the right course. Let
us get it working on the problem in con-
nection with which it was set up. Let us
not worry about the desegregation of the
South. HEW, the Justice Department, the
Federal courts, the Chief Executive him-
self, are handling that, to the point that
they make their boast that they will de-
segregate 97 percent of the school dis-
tricts in the South by September.

There is no need for this committee
helping out the existing agencies with
respect to desegregating southern school
districts. Let us let this committee do
what it was set up to do—try to find the
answer to the problem of de facto segre-
gation, and come back in here with a
recommendation for a uniform school
policy for the Federal Government. That
is what we need for this committee to do,
rather than have its chairman roaming
over the South, looking, we assume, for
de facto segregation, which unfortu-
nately he is not going to find a great deal
of in Alabama and the South.

Ex=HIBIT 1
PROFILE OF AN EXPERT

Senator Walter F. Mondale of Minnesota
whose political designation is listed in the
1970 Congressional Directory as “Democrat-
Farmer-Labor,” was appointed to the U.S.
Senate to fill the unexpired term of Senator
Hubert Humphrey, resigned. Subsequently

he was elected in November 1966 to a full
six-year term.

Senator Mondale, who is 42 or twice the
minimum voting age, serves as chairman of
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the Senate’s special committee on equal Edu-
cational Opportunity. He is an expert in his
fleld, knows more about Equal Educational
Opportunity than any other living person,
bar none. This he does not challenge.

In mid-July he made an unannounced visit
to Alabama, Louisiana and Texas to expand
his expertise in the field of integrated edu-
catlon, Specifically, he said, he visited and
talked with students, parents and residents
in Prattville, Ala., Homer, La., and San An-
tonio, Tex.

Finding people who visited and talked with
the Senator was similar to finding someone
interviewed in public opinion polls. That
is to say, it takes a lot of doing if it can
be done at all, At any rate, the Senator
quoted mno impressionable individuals and
he failed to mention their gualifications to
discuss the subject.

Nevertheless, Senator Mondale told the
world that discrimination and repression of
minorities continues to be *severe and
blatantly open” in the States of the South.

£mong his conclusions, he sald, were these:
“The abuses of the desegregation process
that the select committee has heard testi-
mony on—segregated classrooms, firing of
black faculty members, transfer of public
funds to private academies—appear to be
widespread.

“At least in communities I visited, discrim-
ination and repression of minority groups is
severe and blatantly open. This ranged from
police brutality to insults, to economic
sanctions such as firing of parents of black
and Chican students who were protesting
discrimination ete.

“Despite this continuing discrimination
and despite what amounts to a mockery of
real and effective desegregation, most blacks
I talked to in the South haven't abandoned
the goal of integration. But time is running
out."

Senator Mondale, who devoted four days to
wrapping up his investigation in three States,
even took a dim view of what the FBI has
done to mix and mingle the races. “Person
after person told us of their efforts to in-
volve the department In protecting their
rights, their attempts to report these abuses
to the FBI and Justice Department attorneys,
and the lack of action or the negative action
they received.”

It would appear that the Senator’s whirl-
wind and thorough investigation was one-
sided. He said nothing about the plans of
school authorities to send white children
many blocks from their home into Negro
schools, the similar dispatch of white
teachers, the orders to mix, mix regardless
of the fact that such action lessens rather
than Increases education. Likewise, he
neglected to mention rezoning of neighbor-
hoods Into school attendance zones to force
integration, He also failed to say if he
visited or talked with the first white student,
parent or teacher. His was strictly an investi-
gation according to color.

And this latter is of significance, curious
significance but significance. According to
the World Almanae, the 1960 census showed
that Minnesota, the home of this emerging
Senate expert on race, had 22,263 Negro
citizens. By contrast, Alabama had 980271,
Louisiana 1,039,207 and Texas 1,187,125

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to the previous order, there will now be
a period for the transaction of routine
morning business, with a time limitation
of 3 minutes on statements therein.

TRIBUTE TO DAN KIMBALL AND
DORIS FLEESON

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
several days I have wanted to say some-
thing about the passing of two old
friends—Dan Kimball, a former Secre-
tary of the Navy, and his wife, Doris
Fleeson, a well-known columnist.

I valued the friendship of both. I found
Dan Kimball a man with a big heart, a
man with deep understanding, and with
a deep appreciation of the affairs of
state—domestically and in the field of
foreign affairs.

I found Doris Fleeson a lady with a
sharp tongue and a sharp pen but a big
heart. She was one of the really good
columnists, in my opinion. She did not
try to gloss over the facts as she under-
stood them. She made her views known
in no uncertain language. Everyone al-
ways knew where Doris stood.

It was a happy marriage. It was a
coincidence that Doris Fleeson died on
the 12th anniversary of her wedding to
Dan Kimball. It was more than coin-
cidental, I believe, that she died within
36 hours after Dan's death.

I just want to express my feeling and
that of my wife on the passing of these
two outstanding Americans. We extend
every sympathy possible to those whom
they have left behind. I wish to assure
them that if there is any way in which
I can be of service, I shall be more than
happy to help in any way possible.

I can only say in closing, Mr. Presi-
dent: May their souls rest in peace.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp a newspaper arti-
cle appertaining to the passing of Dan
Kimball and Doris Fleeson published in
Sunday’'s Washington Post.

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

CoLuMmnNIsST Doris FLEEsoN DiEs at 69, 36
Hours AFTER DEATH OF HUSBAND, DAN
KiMBALL

(By Gerald E. Bunker)

Doris Fleeson, one of the most successful
women journalists in American newspaper
history, died early yesterday morning of a
coronary thrombosis at her home, 2120 S
St. NW. She was 69.

Her death came just 36 hours after that
of her second husband, Dan A. Kimball, a
Secretary of the Navy under President Tru-
man, Yesterday would have been their 12th
wedding anniversary.

Miss Fleeson launched a syndicated po-
litical column for the Evening Star and the
Boston Globe in 1945, and at the time of her
semi-retirement in 1967, was being pub-
lished by more than 100 newspapers through
the United Features Syndicate.

Known for her strong opinions and acerbic
wit, she was pralsed yesterday by Ifriends
and colleagues for the unfailing profes-
sionalism of her writing.

“She could sit down at a typewriter in the
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Senate Press Gallery and in little more than
an hour pound out a profound analysis of
a complex situation,” Mary MeGrory, a col-
umnist at The Evening Star and a long-
time friend, said.

She was against injustice and unkindness.
She was a fierce person. She was a person
who was merciless towards her enemies and
who adored her friends,” Miss McGrory said.

Miss Fleeson, who fought all her life
against “the thought that a woman's byline
belongs only over the sob story,” herself came
up through the ranks of the old journalistic
apprenticeship.

S8he was born in Sterling, Kan., a town
that she later described as a “whistlestop™
into a “very Republican” family.

After graduation from the University of
Kansas in 1923, she borrowed $65 and set
out ‘for Chicago determined to be a re-
porter.

After stints with the Pittsburg, Ean., Sun,
and the Evanston, Il1l.,, News Index, she be-
came city editor of the Great Neck, N.Y.,
News.

“On one dark November night in 1827,
Miss Fleeson once sald, "I walked Into the
New York Daily News and demanded that I
see the editor. In 15 minutes I got him and
in the next 15 minutes I did myself no in-
Justice whatever. He had a vacancy, wonder-
ful to relate, and I was a full-fledged New
York reporter at last.”

It was at the Daily News that she “learned
to hit them in the eye,” as she later said.

In 1930, she married John ODonnell, a
political reporter for the News, and two years
later gave birth to a daughter.

In 1833, Miss Fleeson and her husband
came to Washington and together wrote the
paper’s Capitol Stuff column. An ardent
Roosevelt supporter, she was the only woman
member of the press entourage that accom-
panied him on his campaigns.

In 1942, she was divorced from O’Donnell
and the following year became a War cor-
respondent for the Woman's Home Com-
panion, a post she held until starting her
column in 1945.

Miss Fleeson's political stance was char-
acterized as liberal by herself and others.
While her sympathies were sald to lie more
with the Democrats than Republicans, a per-
usal of her published columns shows that she
roasted friend with equal vehemence as foe.

An ever-articulate spokesman for equal
rights for women, Miss Fleeson also fought
for decent wages in the newspaper industry
and for the rights of minorities.

In 1933, she helped found the American
Newspaper Guild and was one of a com-
mittee that went to Washington to urge the
National Recovery Administration to adopt
a code setting a $35-minimum wage for re-
porters.

8he sponsored the first Negro applicant for
membership in the Woman's National Press
Club in 1953.

Miss Fleeson is survived by a daughter,
Doris O'Donnell, of New York.

Funeral services for Mr. and Mrs. Kimball
will be at 10 a.m. Monday at the Navy Chapel,
3801 Nebraska Ave. NW, with burial at Arl-
ington Cemetery.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. Burpick) laid before the Sen-
ate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND
NATIONALITY ACT

A letter from the Assistant Secretary for
Congressional Relations, Department of
State, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to amend the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, and for other purposes (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Woobrow: W. Bussey Acainst U.S. SENATE

A letter from the Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral, Department of Justice, transmitting,
for the information of the Senate, copies of
the petition and summons filed in Woodrow
W. Bussey against U.S. SBenate, together with
copies of motion to dismiss and brief in sup-
port thereof filed on behalf of the defendant
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session, the following
favorable report of a nomination was
submitted:

By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee
on the Judiclary:

G. Thomas Eisele, of Arkansas, to be U.S.
district judge for the eastern district of
Arkansas.

BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. HATFIELD:

5. 4168. A bill to improve the military jus-
tice system by establishing military judicial
cireuits, and for other purposes; and

5. 4169. A bill to amend section 825, article
25, of title 10, United States Code, relating
to eligibility standards for service on courts-
martial and the method of selecting military
personnel for such service; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

B. 4170. A bill to confer jurisdiction on U.S.
district courts to grant relief in certain cases
involving military personnel where the relief
available to such personnel under military
law or regulation is inadequate for the pro-
tection of the constitutional rights of such
personnel, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

5. 4171. A bill to amend section 803 of title
10, United States Code, relating to jurisdic-
tion for the trial of military personnel;

S. 4172. A bill to amend sectlon B10 of
title 10, United States Code, relating to the
confinement of military personnel prior to
trial by courts martial;

5. 4173. A bill to amend section 867 of title
10, United States Code, to require the Court
of Military Appeals to review all courts mar-
tial cases which include sentences of a bad
conduct discharge or confinement for one
year or more;

S. 4174. A bill to amend chapter 47 of title
10, United States Code, to provide that
judges of the Courts of Military Review shall
be appointed by the President, to confer
authority on the Court of Military Appeals
to issue orders and write necessary to protect
the rights of military personnel, and for
other purposes;

8. 4175. A bill to amend chapter 47 of
title 10, United States Code, to require that
all requests to compel witnesses to appear
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and testify and to compel the production of
other evidence before courts-martial trials
be submitted to a military judge for approval,
and to provide for the inadmissibility of
certain evidence at courts-martial trials;

S.4176. A bill to amend chapter 47 of title
10, United States Code, s0 as to prescribe
certain requirements with respect to the
physical arrangements of furniture and oth-
er facilities of rooms in which courts martial
trials are conducted, and for other purposes;

5. 4177. A bill to amend chapter 47 of title
10, United States Code, so as to eliminate
summary courts martial from the military
justice system; and

5.4178. A bill to amend chapter 47 of title
10, United States Code, to 1imit the jurisdic-
tion of courts martial, to limit the maximum
period of confinement which may be imposed
for certain offenses, to eliminate the death
penalty, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armea Services.

(The remarks of Mr. HATFIELD when he in-
troduced the bills appear earlier in the
Recorp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. RANDOLPH (for himself, Mr.
Byro of West Virginia, and Mr.
Young of Ohio):

S. 4179, A bill tc amend the Public Works
Acceleration Act to make its benefits avail-
able to certain areas of extra high unem-
ployment, to authorize additional funds for
such act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

(The remarks of Mr. RANDOLPH when he
introduced the bill appear later in the REc-
orp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. GOODELL:

8. 4180. A bill to provide urgently needed
assistance to localities in revitallzing areas
in which the abandonment of structures by
owners has created acute housing shortages
and serious blight and deterioration of neigh-
borhoods;

S. 4181. A bill to encourage and assist in
the establishment of community oriented
and sponsored nonprofit organizations to
provide at reasonable cost urgently needed
management services for low- and moderate-
income housing in declining neighborhoods;
and

S. 4182. A bill to authorize fellowships In
housing management; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

(The remarks of Mr. GoopeLL when he in-
troduced the bills appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. CRANSTON:

S. 4183. A bill to authorize a study of the
feasibility and desirability of establishing
a Channel Islands National Park In the State
of California; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

(The remarks of Mr, CRANSTON when he in-
troduced the bill appear later in the REec-
oRp under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. ANDERSON:

5. 4184. A bill to amend the Atomic Energy
Community Act of 1955, as amended, to su-
thorize the transfer of certain property at
Los Alamos, N. Mex.; to the Joint Commit-
tee on-Atomic Energy.

By Mr. JAVITS:

5. 4185. A bill to amend the Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Act of 1983 In order to in-
crease the maximum Federal share under
such act to 60 per centum in the ecase of
certain developing institutions; to the Com-
mittee on Lahor and Public Welfare,

{The remarks of Mr. Javirs when he Intro-
duced the bill appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. BURDICK:

5.4186. A bill to modify the comprehen-
sive. plan for the Missourl River Basin to
provide for certain road construction; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MURPHY (for himself, Mr,
Avrrorr, Mr, BENNETT, Mr. COTTON,
Mr. CransTON, Mr, DoLg, Mr. Dom-
INICK, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr, ERvVIN, Mr.
FonNG, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. GOODELL,
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Mr. HatFierp, Mr. Javits, Mr. Jor-
panN of Idaho, Mr. McGeE, Mr. MaNs-
FIELD, Mr. MeTCcALF, Mr. NELSON, Mr,
PacKwooDp, Mr, PeLn, Mr. PRrROUTY,
Mr, Scorr, Mr. TaALMADGE, Mr, Tow-
ER, Mr. Younc of Ohilo, and Mr.
Youwnc of North Dakota) :

S.J. Res. 226. Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to proclaim the pericd from
May 9, 1971, Mother's Day, through June 21,
1871, Father's Day, as the “National Multiple
Sclerosis Soclety Annual Hope Chest Appeal
Weeks'; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(The remarks of Mr. MurPHY when Le in-
troduced the joint resolution appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate head-
ing.)

8. 4179—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO REACTIVATE THE PUBLIC
WORKS ACCELERATION ACT OF
1562

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference a bill
to reactivate, with certain modifications,
the Public Works Acceleration Act of
1962.

1t was my responsibility to sponsor the
original bill, which had strong support.
When it became law, the results of the
public works carried into effect, had a
constructive result on hundreds of com-
munities and areas.

This bill, which is a companion to bills
introduced last week in the other body
by a large number of influential Mem-
bers of the House, is designed to provide
immediate, direct Federal assistance of
80 percent of the cost of construction for
needed public works in areas where un-
employment has risen to 150 percent of
the national average.

Unhappily for my State of West Vir-
ginia, such sad statistics reflect the econ-
omy of portions of each of our congres-
sional districts.

While, over the long pull, the Appa-
lachian Regional Development program
holds a great promise of lifting West
Virginia and other neighboring States up
to the same level of economic well-being
enjoyed by the rest of the country, in
the immediate short-run family bread-
winners who must have jobs need the
help that can be provided only by a sub-
stantial program of federally financed
public works.

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

The bill (8. 4179) to amend the Public
Works Acceleration Act to make its ben-
efits available to certain areas of extra
high unemployment, to authorize addi-
tional funds for such act, and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. RaANDOLPH
(for himself, Mr. Byrp of West Virginia
and Mr. Youne of Ohio), was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Public Works.

S. 4180, S. 4181 AND 8. 4182—INTRO-
DUCTION OF BILLS ON HOUS-
ING ABANDONMENT: EMERGENCY
ABANDONMENT ASSISTANCE ACT;
HOUSING MANAGEMENT SERV-
ICES ACT; HOUSING MANAGE-
MENT FELLOWSHIPS ACT

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, the
landmark of urban blight has become the
abandoned tenement.

Abandonment is like a highly con-
tagious disease. Once one building in a
block succumbs, the others swiftly meet
the same fate. Thus in city after city,
whole blocks of buildings stand blealk,
boarded and vacant, a home to none but
derelicts, addicts and criminals.

The housing supply in major cities
shrinks in the face of rising needs, as
abandonment outstrips new housing
construction.

Abandonment has assumed the pro-
portions of a national disaster. It must
be confronted by the Federal Govern-
ment on an emergency basis—by a mas-
sive commitment of funds and services.

At my request, the Housing Subcom-
mittee of the Senate Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency held a day of hearings
on July 23, 1970 regarding the problem of
housing abandonment. I testified at those
hearings and, as a member of the sub-
committee, heard with great interest the
testimony of the other witnesses. I feel
these hearings made an important con-
tribution in illuminating the problem of
housing abandonment and suggesting
some constructive solutions.

THE PROCESS OF ABANDONMENT

The process of abandonment usually
begins in an outdated structure in a slum
neighborhood. Because of its obsolescene,
it is difficult and expensive to maintain
in proper order. Because of the low in-
come of its tenants, its rental yield is
limited.

The landlord tries to keep costs down
by skimping on repairs. This, however,
only accelerates the vicious cycle. Be-
cause of lack of repairs, the building
deteriorates faster. Because of the
deterioration, it can be rented to none
but the most indigent. Because of the
impoverishment of the tenants, the pros-
pects of an adequate and steady return
on the investment diminishes.

Eventully, the landlord finds himself
faced with a losing proposition—where
the costs of operating the building exceed
the rental income. No one else wants to
buy the building—or even take it over
free. Finally, the landlord simply walks
away, unwilling to pay the taxes, make
the repairs or bear the operating costs.

The following week, the superintend-
ent is not paid and he quits. There is no
more heat for the building. Other utili-
ties and services give out, one by one.

For a time, the tenants may try to
unite and organize to manage the build-
ing themselves. Too soon they discover
that—because they lack legal title to the
building—they can obtain fuel or sup-
plies only for cash. Cash is one com-
modity they do not have.

The exodus begins. Those who can
afford to do so, leave for more decent
housing. The poorest try to remain in
the unheated and untended structure,
boarding up the vacant apartments to
keep out squatters.

Then, the vandals arrive. Addicts and
teenage gangs tear off the boards and
take over the vacant apartments. They
start stripping the building of all ameni-
ties which have a resale value such as
the plumbing fixtures, pipes and copper
tubing. In less than a week the building
becomes unfit for human habitation.
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The remaining families flee, now in fear
of their lives.

The abandonment of the building un-
mistakably points the direction in which
the block is going—down. No one wants
to invest in the neighborhood any more.
People begin to look for homes else-
where.

The gutted shell remains, a hostel for
heroin users and criminals. They ter-
rorize the neighborhood, and speed the
departure of all but the poorest tenants
in adjacent apartments. These struc-
tures, in turn, become prey to abandon-
ment.

Whole blocks eventually empty and
remain vacant for years, a symbol of
urban decay at its worst.

DIMENSIONS OF THE PROBLEM

Abandonment was once thought of as
a special New York City problem. It now
infects cities throughout the Nation. The
statistics are staggering. Over 130,000
apartments have been abandoned in New
York City since 1965. In Philadelphia,
20,000 buildings have been abandoned;
7,500 in Houston; 5,000 in Baltimore;
1,500 in Detroit; 1,000 each in Boston
and Washington; 950 in Chicago; 900 in
New Orleans.

In many cities, there is a net loss of
housing units. In New York for example,
the casualties to the existing housing
supply far exceed the number of new
housing starts. The net loss is 21,000
units annually, despite the initial hous-
ing shortage the city is facing.

Moreover, the pace of abandonment is
accelerating. In New York City, for ex-
ample, 15,000 units were abandoned be-
tween 1960 and 1964. In the period be-
tween 1965 and 1967, the number jumped
to 37,900—more than double the previ-
ous figure. The same phenomenon has
occurred in Boston,

Until now, our housing programs have
focused almost exclusively upon new
construction. It is imperative, however,
that we preserve our stock of structur-
ally sound existing housing from the
blight of abandonment.

ECONOMICS OF ABANDONMENT

For years, slumlords profited from un-
livable conditions in the tenements. Now
the wheel is coming full circle—the eco-
nomics of the deteriorating neighbor-
hood is taking profits away. As this oc-
curs, slumlords abandon their proper-
ties.

In an era of rising wages and prices,
the landlord discovers: the expenses he
pays—for labor, supplies, insurance, and
taxes—are moving up at a rate that is
disproportionately high in relation to
price movements in the rest of the econ-
omy; the base for his rental income—the
income of his impoverished tenants—is
moving up at a rate that is dispropor-
tionately low in relation to wage move-
ments in the rest of the economy.

In the resulting squeeze, his profits
can turn into deficits.

As soon as a neighborhood begins to
decline, landlords face extreme difficulty
in financing, whether that involves sell-
ing, second mortgages, or rehabilitation
loans. The neighborhood becomes black-
listed, and conventional lending sources
refuse to invest in these areas. Often the
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landlord must turn to private sources for
funds. If funds are secured, they become
available with severe disadvantages.
They may be on a short-term basis—
8- to 10-year mortgages are common in
a declining neighborhood; or they entail
inflated finance charges and usurious
rates of interest.

Municipal taxes on housing rehabili-
tation and repair serve as a reward for
decay. Based on land valuation, they are
reassessed if major improvements are
made on a building. Since the landlord
finds that at least 25 percent of his op-
erating expenses are taken up with taxes,
he does not want to increase this ex-
pense and add to a deficit. Therefore, im-
provements are delayed if not postponed
indefinitely.

In addition, to these economic difficul-
ties, housing in a potentially deteriorat-
ed or blighted neighborhood has a very
weak resale market. Once a landlord de-
cides to sell his parcel, it may be vears
before he transfers ownership. In the in-
terim, there is no incentive to maintain
or improve the property.

LACK OF HOUSING MANAGEMENT SERVICES

In the past, there has been a severe
shortage of maintenance services in de-
clining areas.

A major deterrent to proper manage-
ment is the preponderance of absentee
landlords whose feeling of responsibil-
ity to the property is limited. Over half
of these owners are part-time, nonpro-
fessional landlords. They lack knowledge
of proper maintenance procedures and
lack the resources to hire full-time main-
tenance crews.

Owner-occupants generally make
greater efforts to manage their proper-
ties. They are, however, often cheated
by “gyp” repair companies. Since they
do not have the benefit of guidance and
counseling, they remain relatively ignor-
ant of tax reassessment policies and gov-
ernment self-help programs,

Finally, management services have
been lacking in low income areas be-
cause the property management indus-
try has had no financial incentive to en-
ter this field; and no experience in deal-
ing with the special management prob-
lems of these areas and the sensitivities
of their residents.

EXISTING FEDERAL REHABILITATION PROGRAMS

At present, two HUD programs are de-
signed to aid owners to rehabilitate their
properties. The first is Section 115 of Ti-
tle I of the National Housing Act, which
provides rehabilitation grants to owner-
occupants in blighted areas. It was
funded at $50 million in fiscal year 1970
and the budget allocation is $65 million
for fiscal year 1971. The program is se-
verely underfunded. The total amount
available nationally under the program
is less than what it cost to rehabilitate
5,000 units in Philadelphia.

The other program is the section 312
program which provides direct loans at
3 percent to owners for housing reno-
vation in deteriorating neighborhoods.
This has been a highly successful pro-
gram, to the extent it has been funded.
Since conventional lending sources have
been reluctant to undertake investments
in deteriorating areas, this program has
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ser{ed as a financing source of last re-
S50Tt.

By all measurement of need, the pro-
gram should be expanded. Unfortunately,
however, HUD has allocated only $35
million for fiscal year 1971, $10 million
less than the amount appropriated last
year. The 312 program should be fully
funded .

Several weeks ago, I joined in the at-
tempt on the Senate floor to fully fund
the urban renewal program at its au-
thorization level of $2.3 billion. Full
funding of urban renewal would have
made more funds available for allocation
to the section 115 and 312 programs.

Unfortunately, that amendment failed.
Instead, the Senate appropriated $1.7
billion. Although the House passed the
administration request of $1 billion, I am
hopeful that the Senate conferees will
be able to negotiate for the highest
figure possible.

I believe these two programs should
be fully funded and will make every ef-
fort to see additional funds granted in
the supplemental appropriations bill.

POTENTIAL OF URBAN RENEWAL

Despite their usefulness, the existing
rehabilitation programs alone will not
do the job. Their funding is not large
enough, their scope not broad enough,
to undertake those necessary neighbor-
hood renewal efforts which alone can
arrest the social, physical, and economic
trends which lead to abandonment.

The best hope in the long run rests
in the Federal urban renewal program.

The objective of that program when
it was enacted over 20 years ago was
to provide the means by which blighted
and unproductive land could be con-
verted to productive use.

The objective of urban renewal is to
make blighted urban land available for
redevelopment at substantially reduced
cost. It involves three basic stages—
acquisition of blighted land by a lo-
cality; clearance or rehabilitation of the
existing structures; and sale to a private
developer who undertakes to improve it
in aecordance with an approved plan.
The key feature is the “write down"—
the fact that the developer is enabled
to purchase the land at a price sub-
stantially below the cost of lts acquisi-
tion and preparation for sale. The cost
of this “write down"” is borne by the
public—two-thirds by the Federal Gov-
ernment and one-third by the State and
local governments. The ‘“write down”
makes it economically feasible for the
developer to improve the land for com-
munity purposes which its market acqui-
sition cost otherwise would have pre-
cluded.

Until now, however, urban renewal
funds have been administered in a man-
ner that has not contributed substan-
tially to the urban housing erisis. Too
much of the money has gone into the
rebuilding of downtown areas—into the
construction of vast new office and com-
mercial complexes and luxury apart-
ments. For the poor, particularly, urban
renewal has meant a decreasing, rather
than increasing, housing stock. In addi-
tion, many of the homes destroyed were
in fairly decent repair. These displaced
by urban renewal have often been forced
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to crowd into homes in other neighbor-
hoods, making those areas prime tar-
gets for blight.

The urban renewal program has also
been characterized by redtape and delay.
During the uncertain planning phase,
community residents and businessmen
have no incentive to maintain or improve
their property. Thus, a program which
should arrest the process of abandon-
ment sometimes actually fosters it.

Provisions introduced in the 1968
Housing Act—specifically, interim as-
sistance and the neighborhood develop-
ment program—did mark important
steps toward greater flexibility to urban
renewal, but neither has been adequately
funded or implemented.

The basic tool of urban renewal—land
“write down"—remains, however, a most
promising method of combating aban-

‘donment. The most costly—and most

scarce—resource in our cities is land.
High land costs are ultimately refiected
in rents beyond the reach of low- and
moderate-income families. By making
abandoned property sites available at
the “written down” or reduced cost, ur-
ban renewal can convert these sites into
homes for low- and moderate-income
families at rent they can better afford.

What is needed is to reshape and re-
direct the urban renewal program to deal
with the specific problem of abandon-
ment. The tools and funds of urban re-
newal should be available on a “scat-
tered site’” basis—to acquire and write
down abandoned or potentially aban-
doned buildings before whole neighbor-
hoods are affected. And, to the maximum
extent feasible, renewal should involve
rehabilitation instead of demolition,

PROPOSED EMERGENCY ABANDONMENT
LEGISLATION

I believe that the crucial problem of
abandonment—perhaps the most serious
housing problem facing our older cities
today—requires certain steps to be taken
immediately.

I urge the Congress to adopt emer-
gency. legislation this year, to provide
comprehensive Federal assistance to
localities facing severe abandoned hous-
ing problems.

Today, I am introducing such legisla-
tion: the Emergency Abandonment As-
sistance Act—S. 4180.

This emergency legislation for aban-
doned housing will be modeled after the
disaster provisions now in title I of the
Housing Act.

The basic tool of the program will be
a specialized form of urban renewal.
‘Where a local governing body finds—and
the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development certifies—that the locality
has a substantial and critical problem
of abandoned or about-to-be-abandoned
buildings, such locality would be eligible
for Federal urban renewal funds for
those properties.

Under this new provision, urban re-
newal would be a much more flexible pro-
gram, in which the locality could under-
take efforts to reverse a process of aban-
donment on a selective basis throughout
the municipality. By acquiring individ-
ual sites of potential abandonment in
otherwise more viable neighborhoods,
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the program can arrest the process of
abandonment within a neighborhood in
its early stages, before a large area had
been affected.

By rehabilitating buildings that are
structurally sound, the program can
avoid the necessity of razing whole
tracts.

Furthermore, the new provision would
introduce an element of speed and ur-
gency by requiring that work undertaken
be completed within 2 years and by
eliminating the usual planning require-
ments with their consequent redtape.

Thus the emphasis of the program
would be to combine the traditional tools
of urban renewal with selectivity and
speed, for the specific purpose of ar-
resting abandonment.

Moreover, the program could do more
than make physical improvements. It
could alter the deficit economics that
lead to abandonment in the first place;
namely, operating costs that exceed rent-
als. The “write down” feature of urban
renewal would permit the developer to
acquire and improve the property at
a cost substantially below market. The
reduced cost would mean reduced mort-
gage payments. Because mortgage pay-
ments make up such a large portion of
operating costs, the reduction of these
payments could help assure that the
building will no longer be run at a loss.

In addition, this emergency program
will allow the concentration of all forms
of housing and rehabilitation assist-
ance—the section 235 and 236 interest
subsidy programs, rehabilitation grants
under section 115, rehabilitation loans
under section 312, the rent supplement
and public housing leasing programs—on
a priority basis, to the residential proper-
ties which are located in the neighbor-
hoods designated as most critical by eli-
gible localities.

This concentration of Federal-local
effort, most often found when dealing
with natural disasters, is the sort which
is required to deal with the most serious
symptom of the critical breakdown in
the production and supply of urban
housing—that is, the problem of aban-
donment.

HOUSING MANAGEMENT LEGISLATION

A problem that has been associated
with abandonment has been the lack of
housing’ management in low income
areas.

One reason landlords neglect their
properties is that they do not have the
time, interest or skills to manage them
effectively.

One reason developers are unwilling to
invest in low-income areas is that—while
they can obtain a return from building
or rehabilitating properties—they do not
wish to assume the risks and administra-
tive burdens of managing the properties.

At present the Government provides
negligible assistance for the management
of any housing other than public hous-
ing.

;I'his is an area in which Congress must
act.

Today, I am introducing legislation to
create a program of Federal assistance
for housing management services: the
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Housing Management Services Act—=S.
4181,

The purpose of the program will be to
provide greater economy and efficiency
in delivery of housing management
services in areas where the private sec-
tor is unable to deliver these at a reason-
able profit. These areas will be limited
by statute to potential abandonment
areas, exhibiting a high concentration of
low income people, and a lack of private
managerial services.

Services will be available for all hous-
ing, private, public and publicly assisted,
within the designated areas, including
tenant cooperatives and condominiums.
It is expected that by employing econ-
omies of scale, management costs will
somewhat decrease.

The program would provide Federal
grants to local, non-profit management
corporations, known as “housing man-
agement administrations”—HMA’s.

The Federal grants would finance the
initial costs of organizing these corpora-
tions, as well as a portion of operating
costs during the first 3 years of operation.

Each HMA would be locally controlled,
by a governing board consisting both of
tenants and landlords.

The HMA would provide management
services for a fee to owners of property—
to owner-developers, individual land-
lords, tenant cooperatives or tenant con-
dominiums. Because of the Federal sub-
sidy and the nonprofit nature of the cor-
poration, fees would be kept to a mini-
mum.

The services provided by the HMA
would include: bookkeeping, collection of
rents; hiring of building staff; screening
prospective tenants; and the purchase
of supplies and the payment of interest,
taxes, insurance and repairs on a reim-
bursed basis.

Because the corporation would be op-
erating in the whole neighborhood, it
could employ considerable economies of
scale. It could, for example, hire its own
full-time repair crews to perform repairs
at reduced costs. It could also purchase
fuel and other supplies in bulk and thus
at a lower price.

The program would be a valuable ad-
junct to the emergency urban renewal
plan I have described earlier. Abandon-
ment sites could be acquired, written
down and then sold to a developer for
rehabilitation. Once rehabilitated, the
management could be turned over to the
HMA. This would eliminate a serious ob-
stacle for the developer—his unwilling-
ness to assume the risk and administra-
tive onus of managing the property once
it has been improved. Alternatively, the
property could be conveyed to the ten-
ants as a cooperative or condominium,
and the management assigned to the
HMA. This would eliminate a serious ob-
stacle to the transfer of ownership to
tenants—their lack of experience and
skill in management.

The program would provide benefits
for properties owned by absentee land-
lords, by relieving the landlords of the
administrative burdens of ownership at
minimal cost. With administrative re-
sponsibility transferred to the HMA, the
building is likely to receive better man-
agement.
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Owner-occupied properties would also
be aided. The HMA can provide the owner
with valuable counseling services—that
is, concerning repairs, taxes, and Gov-
ernment self-help programs. In addition,
he will be eligible to purchase repairs and
supplies through the HMA at reduced
costs, because of the benefits of the econ-
omies of scale.

TRAINING ASSISTANCE GRANTS

There is a serious shortage of trained
personnel to provide housing manage-
ment services.

Under my proposal, HMA's would be
eligible to receive Federal training as-
sistance grants. These funds will be used
to educate the local residents in the field
of housing management. In turn, the
trainees will be hired by HMA'’s and uti-
lized in the neighborhood.

The shortage of trained supervisory
personnel is still more severe,

To remedy this problem, I am today
introducing a bill (S. 4182) to amend
title 8 of the Housing Act of 1964. This
legislation will create a new section
which will make persons enrolled in a
housing management curriculum in an
accredited educational institution eligi-
ble for urban fellowship grants.

It is my hope that technical schools
among others will be encouraged to in-
clude such courses in the curriculum.

An influx of trained personnel, trained
in the field of low and moderate income
housing management, will make an im-
portant contribution te an attack on
abandonment.

CONCLUSION

Abandonment of structurally sound
housing is eriminal waste.

It robs the poor of their homes.

It creates havens for addicition and
crime.

It blights whole neighborhoods.

If not stopped, it can turn our central
cities into erumbling mausoleums of ne-
glect.

It has reached such great proportions
as to become a clear national emergency.

It requires an emergency response by
the Federal Government—now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of my three bills be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Casg). The bills will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bills will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bills, introduced by Mr. GOODELL
(for himself and Mr. BROOKE), were re-
ceived, read twice by their titles, referred
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

S. 4180
A bill to provide urgently needed assistance
to localities in revitalizing areas in which
the abandonment of structures by owners
has created acute housing shortages and
serious blight and deterioration of neigh-
borhoods

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 "“Emergency Aban-
donment Assistance Act”,
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FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

SEC. 2. (a) The Congress finds that the ex-
istence of thousands of vacant and aban-
doned housing units in major urban centers
is a serlous and rapidly growing problem;
that the number of existing housing units
in or near the central cities has sharply de-
clined due to owner abandonment; and that
this abandonment dislocates families, de-
creases the number of avallable housing
units, and leads to neighborhood blight and
and deterioration. The Congress further finds
that the conservation, rehabilitation or
clearance of such structures, the expansion
of owner-occupancy and forms of home-
ownership and cooperative ownership and
management and adequate maintenance of
such housing units thereafter would sub-
stantially increase the number of available
housing units at a time of critical national
housing shortage.

{b) It is the purpose of this Act (1) to
authorize a study to determine the basic
causes of the wurban problem of housing
abandonment, and to seek the most effective
and economical methods of correction and
prevention, and (2) to provide the necessary
authority to assist on an emergency basis
those urban areas where the problem is acute.

STUDY

SEc. 3. The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development shall undertake an immediate
study of the urban problem of housing aban-
donment to determine its causes and the
most effective and economical methods of
correction and prevention. The BSecretary
shall report his findings and recommenda-
tions to the President and the Congress at
the earliest practicable date, in no event later
than June 30, 1971.

URBAN RENEWAL

Sec. 4. (a) Part A of title I of the Housing
Act of 1949 is amended by adding at the end
thereof a new section as follows:

“ABANDONMENT ASSISTANCE

“Sec. 119. (a) Where the local governing
body certifies, and the Secretary finds, that
the locality contains substantial numbers of
structures which are abandoned or which,
because of their deteriorating condition or
the economic and social conditions prevalent
in the locality threaten to become abandoned,
that such abandonment in the locality poses
a substantial and critical problem, that the
acquisition for reconstruction, rehabilitation
or refinancing of such abandoned or poten-
tially abandoned structures in the locality is
essential to halt progressive blight and to
increase the supply of urgently needed hous-
ing, and that the locality faces a severe
shortage of adequate housing, the Secretary
is authorized to extend financial assistance
under this title for urban renewal projects
with respect to one or more such properties
in a locality.

“{b) To be eligible for assistance under
this section the local public agency must
prepare and submit to the Secretary, within
30 days after the certification by the local
governing body, a plan for the conservation
and development for the properties involved,
and the Secretary must approve the plan.

“{e) A plan submitted by the local pub-
lic agency for assistance under this sec-
tion shall be approved by the Secretary if
he determines, having regard for the pur-
poses set forth in section 2 of the Emergency
Abandonment Assistance Act, that—

“{(1) the plan designates that area or those
areas of the locality in which the problem or
danger of abandonment 1is particularly
severe and those nroperties within such
areas which have been abandoned or threat-
en to become abandoned and for which as-
sistance under this section would be avail-
able;

“(2) the plan provides that properties
acquired or held by the locality and/or local
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public agency must be disposed of to a pri-
vate nonprofit corporation or other private
nonprofit entity, to a limited dividend cor-
poration or other limited dividend entity,
or to a cooperative housing corporation,
which entity has entered into a binding
agreement with the locality to repair, re-
habilitate or improve such property so as to
provide housing and related facilities to per-
sons unable to obtain adequate housing in
the locality within their income limitations;

“(3) assistance under this title with re-
spect to the undertakings and activities pro-
posed to be carried out in the area or areas
involved, as set forth in the plan, can rea-
sonably be expected to stimulate the flow
of private capital into the area or areas in
the form of new construction or rehabilita-
tion of existing structures;

“(4) the locality is prepared and has the
capacity to provide new or improved munieci-
pal services, community facilities, or utili-
ties to serve the area or areas involved to
whatever extent may be necessary;

“(56) the program to be carried out in ac-
cordance with the plan can reasonably be
expected to arrest the process of the aban-
donment in the loeality and to increase the
supply of decent, safe and sanitary housing;
and

**(6) the program to be carried out in aec-
cordance with the plan can reasonably be
expected to be completed within a period
of 2 years.

“{d) Assistance authorized by this section
may be extended without regard to—

“(1) the workable program requirement
in section 101 (c¢);

“(2) the requirement that there be an
urban renewal plan for the project; and

“(3) the ‘public hearing’ requirement in
section 105 (d).”

(b) Section 103 (b)
amended—

of such Act is

(1) by striking out *$1,700,000,000" and
inserting in lieu thereof “$2,000,000,000.”
(2) by adding after the second sentence

the following: “Not less than 15 per cen-
tum of the total additional amount avail=-
able to the Secretary for grants under this
title after June 30, 1970, shall be for grants
under section 119.”

SECTIONS 235 AND 236 PROGRAMS

Sec. 5. (a) (1) Section 235(h) (1) of the
National Housing Act is amended by strik-
ing out “$125,000,000 on July 1, 1970, and by
$170,000,000 on July 1, 1971" and inserting
in lieu thereof “$135,000,000 on July 1, 1970,
and by £180,000,000 on July 1, 1971".

(2) Section 235(h) of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof two
new paragraphs as follows:

“(4) Not less than 5 per centum of the
total additional amount of contracts for as-
sistance payments authorized by appropria-
tion Acts to be made after June 30, 1970,
shall be made with respect to dwellings in
areas eligible for assistance under section 119
of the Housing Act of 1949,

“(6) For the purpose of applying the ‘sub-
stantial rehabilitation’ requirement con-
tained in subsections (b) (2) and (i) (3)
{A) with respect to a dwelling or project
situated in an area eligible for assistance
under section 119 of the Housing Act of 1949,
the Secretary shall consider only whether the
rehabilitation activities involved rendered
the dwelling or project more liveable and ex-
tends its economic life."”

(b) (1) Bection 236(1) (1) of such Act is
amended by striking out *“$125,000,000 on
July 1, 1970, and by $170,000,000 on July 1,
1971" and inserting in lieu thereof “$135,-
000,000 on July 1, 1970, and by $180,000,000
on July 1, 1971."

(2) Section 236(1) of such Act Is further
amended by adding at the end thereof a
new paragraph as follows:

“(3) Not less than 6 per centum of the
total additional amount of contracts for in-
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terest reduction payments authorized by ap-
propriations Acts to be made after June 30,
1970, shall be made with respect to dwelling
units in projects in areas eligible for assist-
ance under section 119 of the Housing Act of
1949.”

REHABILITATION LOANS

Sec. 7. Bection 312(d) of the Housing Act
of 1964 is amended by striking out the first
sentence and inserting in leu thereof the
following: “For the purposes of this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated not
to exceed $150,000,000 for each fiscal year
prior to July 1, 1970, and not to exceed $160,-
000,000 for each fiscal year after June 30,
1970. Not less than 5 per centum of the sums
authorized to be appropriated hereunder
for any fiscal year commencing after June
30, 1970, shall be available for loans with re-
spect to properties situated in areas eligible
for assistance under section 119 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949. Funds appropriated pursu-
ant to this subsection shall constitute a re-
volving fund to be used by the Secretary in
carrying out this section.”

PUBLIC HOUSING

Sec. 8. Section 10(e) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 is amended by striking
out “$170,000,000 on July 1, 1970, but any
such contracts” and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “$180,000,000 on July 1, 1970.
Not less than 5 per centum of the total ad-
ditional amount of such contracts author-
ized to be made after June 30, 1970, shall be
made with respect to units in private ac-
commodations pursuant to Sec. 23 situated
in areas eligible for assistance under section
119 of the Housing Act of 1949. Any con-
tracts for annual contributions under this
section™.

5. 4181
A bill to encourage and assist in the estab-
lishment of community oriented and spon-
sored nonprofit organizations to provide at
reasonable cost urgently needed manage-
ment service for low- and moderate-income
housing in declining neighborhoods
Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SecTioN 1. This Act may be cited as the

“Housing Management Services Act”.
FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds that—

(1) a serious shortage exists in manage=
ment services and trained management per-
sonnel for low- and moderate-income hous-
ing;

(2) the absence of adequate management
services has discouraged investors and devel-
opers from investing in and developing of
low- and moderate-income housing.

(3) the absence of adequate management
services has been a contributing cause to the
deterloration of low- and moderate-income
housing;

(4) lack of investment in or development
of, and deterioration of low- and moderate-
income housing has been a contributing
cause to housing abandonment;

(5) housing abandonment dislocates fam-
ilies and decreases the number of housing
units and leads to irreversible neighborhood
blight and decline.

(b) It is the purpose of this Act to en-
courage and assist In the establishment of
community oriented, and sponsored non-
profit organizations to provide at reasonable
cost urgently needed management services
for low- and moderate-income housing in
declining nelghborhoods.

DEFINITIONS

SEc. 3. As used in this Act—

(1) The term “housing management cor-
poration” means a corporation organized
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and licensed in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 4.

(2) The term “housing management serv-
ices"” means services required for the effec-
tive management and maintenance of hous-
ing, including without being limited to rent
collection; bookkeeping; filling of vacancies;
hiring of personnel; arranging for insurance
and necessary repairs; and arranging for
purchase of supplies, fixtures, and utilities;

(3) The term “Secretary” means the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development.

ORGANIZATION OF HOUSING MANAGEMENT

CORPORATIONS

SEc. 4. (a) A housing management corpo-
ration is a public or private nonprofit or
limited profit body corporate, organized and
chartered under State law solely for the pur-
pose of performing the functions and con-
ducting the activities contemplated under
this Act. It shall possess the powers rea-
sonably necessary to perform such functions
and conduct such activities. The area in
which it carries on its operations shall be
subject to the approval of the SBecretary.

(b) It shall be the function of a housing
management corporation to provide eco-
nomical and efficient housing management
services for public and private low- and mod-
erate-income rental housing (including co-
operatives and condominiums) situated in
areas where such services are not otherwise
being adequately or economically provided.
A corporation may also provide technical and
consulting services with respect to housing
management in such areas, and may estab-
lish programs for the training of housing
management in such areas, and may estab-
Hsh programs for the training of housing
management personnel to serve area needs.

(e) (1) the Articles of Incorporation of a
housing management corporation shall spec-
ity, in accordance with regulations prescribed
by the Secretary, that the Board of Directors
shall consist of an odd number of members,
one of whom shall be Chairman and shall be
appointed by the other members, and of the
remaining members, one half their number
shall be representative of the tenants and
community groups In the area of the opera-
tion of the corporation, and one half their
number shall be representative of the own-
ers and the housing management sector.

{(2) The articles of incorporation of a hous-
ing management corporation may also con-
taln such other provisicns not inconsistent
with this Act as the corporation deems ap-
propriate for the regulation of its business
and the conduct of its affairs. Such articles
and any amendments thereto shall be sub-
ject to approval by the Secretary.

(d) The articles of incorporation of a hous-
ing management corporation shall be for-
warded to the Secretary for consideration
and approval or disapproval. The Secretary
shall not approve the articles of incorpora-
tion of any such corporation, unless he
finds—

(1) that the area to be served by the cor-
poration contains a high concentration of
low=- or moderate-income housing;

“(2) that such housing is substantially
characterized by an inadequacy of housing
management services; and

(8) that there exists a reasonable probabil-
ity of successful operation of the corporation
in providing urgently needed management
services in such areas provided for in this
Act.

If the Secretary approves the articles of in-
corporation of any such corporation, he shall
issue to the corporation a license to perform
the functions specified in this Act.

POWERS AND FUNCTIONS OF SECRETARY

Sec. 5. (a) In carrying out the purposes
of this Act, the Secretary is authorized—

(1) to conduct research and development

activities to devise new low-cost methods of
housing management;
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(2) to provide technical assistance. advice,
and consultation with respect to, and to de-
velop evaluation criteria for, the development
and operation of housing managenient cor-
porations;

(3) to provide a clearing house for infor-
mation with respect to housing manage-
ment corporations and the services which
they can provide; and

(4) to provide financial assistance to hous-
ing management corporations subject to the
limitation prescribed in section 6

(b) In the performance of, and with re-
spect to, the functions, powers, and duties
vested in him by this Act, the Secretary
shall have, In addition to any authority
otherwise vested in him, the functions, pow-
ers, and duties set forth in section 402 (ex-
cept subsection (a), (e¢) (2), and (f)) of
the Housing Act of 1950.

(c) The Secretary may, notwithstanding
the provisions of section 3648 of the Revised
Statutes, make advance or progress payments
on account of any grant made under this
Act.

GRANTS

Sec. 6. (a) The Becretary is authorized,
on terms and conditions to be prescribed
by him, to make grants to housing manage-
ment corporations to defray reascnable and
necessary expenses incident to the organiza-
tion and initial period (not to exceed six
months) of operation of such corporations.
For the purpose of making such grants there
is authorized to be appropriated not to ex-
ceed $10,000,000. Any amounts appropriated
pursuant to this authorization shall remain
available until expended.

(b) (1) The Secretary is authorized to
make, and contract to make, perlodic pay-
ments to any housing management corpora-
tion, subject to the following conditions and
limitations:

(A) Payments shall be made only during
the three-year period following the licensing
of the corporation by the Becretary.

(B) No payments shall be made to a cor-
poration unless (i) the corporation has sub-
mitted to the Secretary, and the Secretary has
approved, a schedule of fees and charges for
housing management services to be provided
by it together with a plan for bringing the
costs incurred by it in providing such serv-
ices to a level which will, at the earliest prac-
ticable date, permit a self-sustaining and
supporting operation; and (il) the corpora-
tion agrees to provide such services only with
respect to housing which it has determined,
in accordance with criteria established by the
Secretary, can be preserved without major
rehabilitation by adequate housing manage-
ment services.

(C) The amount of any such payment
shall not exceed the difference, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, between the amount
recelved or receivable by the corporation for
housing management services provided in ac-
cordance with an approved schedule of fees
and charges, and the actual cost to the cor-
poration of providing such services.

(2) The aggregate amount of contracts to
make payments under this subsection shall
not exceed amounts approved in appropria-
tion Acts, and payments pursuant to such
contracts shall not exceed 10,000,000 per
annum.

(¢) The Secretary is authorized, on terms
and conditions to be prescribed by him, to
make grants to housing management corpo-
rations to carry out programs for the train-
ing of housing management personnel to
serve area needs. To qualify for assistance
under this subsection any such program shall
be conducted in accordance with a plan
which has been developed In accordance with
standards prescribed by the Secretary and
has been approved by him. In prescribing
such standards the Secretary shall, among
other things, require that an approved train-
ing program—
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(1) provides opportunities for persons (in-
cluding persons of low income in coopeéra-
tives or condominiums) residing in the area
of operation of the corporation to recelve

training to perform housing management or
service functions; and

(2) utllizes, insofar as practicable, persons

residing in the area to administer the pro-
gram.
For the purpose of making such grants, there
is authorized to be appropriated not to ex-
ceed $10 million. Any amounts appropriated
pursuant to this authorization shall remain
available until expended.

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Sec. 7. In the exercise of his functions un-
der this Act, the Secretary shall consult with
the Director of the Office of Economiec Oppor-
tunity, the Secretary of Labor, the Adminis-
trator of the Small Business Administration,
and the Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare with a view to achieving the fullest
possible coordination of the program au-
thorized by this sectlon with other related
Federal programs.

REPORTS

Sec. B. The Secretary shall include in his
annual report to the Congress a full and
detalled description of operations conducted
pursuant to this section.

B. 4182

A bill to authorize fellowships in housing
management

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 802(a) of the Housing Act of 1964
is amended—

(1) by striking out “FOR CITY PLANNING AND
URBAN STUDIES” in the section heading;

(2) by inserting *(1)" after “Sec. 802.
(a)"; and

(3) By adding at the end thereof a new
paragraph as follows:

“(2) The Secretary is further authorized
to provide fellowships for the tralning in
public and private nonprofit educational in-
stitutions of qualified persons in housing
management.”

(b) Section 802(b)
amended—

(1) by striking out “subsection (a)” and
inserting “subsection (a)(1)"; and

(2) by inserting “subsection (a)(1) of”
before “this section”,

of such Act 1is

S. 4183—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
FOR A FEASIBILITY STUDY OF A
CHANNEL ISLANDS NATIONAL
PARK

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to authorize a feasibility study of estab-
lishing a Channel Islands National Park.

On June 19, 1970, I introduced S. 3993,
a bill to establish the Channel Islands
National Park. I noted then that the five
northern islands: Anacapa, Santa Bar-
bara, San Miguel, Santa Cruz, and Santa
Rosa, are, individually and collectively,
unique resources. The islands should be
preserved for their recreational, scenic,
and scientific values. The creation of a
national park would be an excellent way
to protect the islands, in my opinion.

However, I also indicated that various
questions had been raised about the fea-
sibility of a national park on the islands.
I further expressed my concern about the
absence of a thorough, up-to-date ap-
praisal of Santa Rosa and Santa Cruz
Islands.
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At the time of the Park Service’'s ear-
lier feasibility study, there was a July 10,
1967, appraisal of the two islands at $27,-
144,000. However, the appraisal was made
without the appraiser’s setting foot on
the two islands according to the chief
appraiser of the National Park Service.
While it is possible to make an appraisal
without a physicial inspection of the sub-
ject property, such an inspection adds
substantially to the appraiser's insight
and understanding and is always de-
sirable.

Congressional authorization of the fea-
sibility study of the park proposal would
establish the urgency of making a de-
cision about the Channel Islands—what-
ever that decision is to be. Without this
sense of urgency, I fear that Santa Rosa
and Santa Cruz will drift into commer-
cial and residential development which
could be even less appropriate according
to the criteria used by the critics of the
park proposal. If the tricky currents and
sudden fogs in the Santa Barbara Chan-
nel lead us to discard the Channel Islands
National Park proposal as too unsafe be-
cause of the risk involved in transport-
ing numbers of people to the islands,
imagine the irony of subdivisions there-
after appearing on Santa Cruz and Santa
Rosa Islands.

In addition, the feasibility study would
require a new appraisal of the islands.
Congress clearly needs to know what the
two privately owned islands will cost be-
fore it can balance the merits of a
national park at the Channel Islands
against other priorities for land acquisi-
tion. Congressional authorization of the
appraisal should expedite the on-site in-
spection of the two islands.

I hope that Congress can move quickly
on this proposal. I understand that an
identical bill is being introduced by a
bipartisan group today in the House.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

The bill (S. 4183) to authorize a study
of the feasibility and desirability of es-
tablishing a Channel Islands National
Park in the State of California, intro-
duced by Mr. CRANSTON, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committeee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, and ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

S. 4183

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interlor (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the "Secretary”) is hereby au-
thorized and directed to study, investigate,
appraise, and form recommendations on the
feasibility and desirability of establishing
the Channel Islands in California as a unit
of the National Park System. The study shall
include those lands comprising the islands
of Anacapa, Santa Barbara, San Miguel,
Santa Cruz, and Santa Rosa, and surround-
ing adjacent water areas. In conducting the
study, the Secretary shall consult with other
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interested Federal agencies, and interested
State and local bodles and officials.

SEC. 2. Not later than one year after the
effective date of this Act, the Secretary shall
submit to the President and to the Congress
& report of the results of the study, includ-
ing any recommendations for legislation. The
report of the Secretary shall contain, but
not be limited to, findings with respect to
the scenic, scientific, and natural values of
the lands and waters involved, and the esti-
mated cost of any recommended land acquisi-
tion, development, and operation of the
Channel Islands as a unit of the National
Park System.

8ec. 3. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

S. 4185—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
RELATING TO COLLEGE CON-
STRUCTION AID FOR DEVELOP-
ING INSTITUTIONS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill to
amend the Higher Education Facilities
Act to provide 66 percent Federal con-
struction matching funds for “develop-
ing institutions”, defined in title IITI of
the Higher Education Act as colleges
which, for financial or other reasons, are
struggling for survival and are develop-
ing institutions themselves. These
schools, for the most part, serve students
from lower income families and have
very little in the way of endowments or
other financial resources to meet their
needs.

Under existing law, all colleges, both
established and developing institutions,
receive 50 percent Federal matching
funds for construction of facilities.

The education appropriation bill re-
cently approved by the Congress and sent
to the President for signature into law
provides $43 million for grant construc-
tion assistance.

Typical of these developing institutions
are the 68 private and 43 public higher
education institutions with a predomi-
nantly Negro student body. The median
family income of the students attending
these institutions is $3,900; the national
median is $7,974. In 1968 and 1969, pre-
dominantly white colleges received $96
million in grants from private philan-
thropy of which $11 million was for build-
ing and equipment. This is contrasted
with the $4.6 million given to predomi-
nantly black schools of which some
$150,000 was for construction and equip-
ment.

The Office of Education indicates that
there are some 400 developing institu-
tions in the Nation. Included among those
which are located in New York State are
the College of St. Rose in Albany, Keuka
College in Keuka Park, Manhattan Col-
lege in the Bronx in New York City, and
Trocaire College in Buffalo.

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

The bill (S. 4185) to amend the Higher
Education Facilities Act of 1963 in order
to increase the maximum Federal share
under such act to 60 percent in the
case of certain developing institutions,
introduced by Mr. JaviTs, was received,
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read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

SENATE JOINT RESOUTION 226—
INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RES-
OLUTION TO PROCLAIM A PERIOD
TO BE ENOWN AS THE “NATIONAL
MULTIPLE SCLEROSIS SOCIETY
ANNUAL HOPE CHEST APPEAL
WEEKS"”

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and Senators ALLOTT,
BENNETT, CoTTON, CRANSTON, DOLE, DOoM-~
INICK, EAGLETON, ErviN, FonG, GoOLD-
WATER, GOODELL, HATFIELD, JAVITS, JOR-
pAN of Idaho, McGege, MANSFIELD, MET-
CALF, NELsoN, Packwoob, PELL, PrROUTY,
ScorT, TALMADGE, TOWER, Younc of Ohio,
and Younc of North Dakota, I introduce
today a Senate joint resolution which
would authorize the President to pro-
claim the period from Mother’'s Day, May
10, through Father’s Day, June 21, 1971,
as the “National Multiple Sclerosis So-
ciety Annual Hope Chest Appeal Weeks.”

This measure is very similar to Senate
Journal Resolution 194, which I intro-
duced on April 27. There are two basic
changes, however. Reference to 1970 has
been changed to 1971 in the resolution I
introduce today, and I have made men-
tion of the fact that 1971 represents the
25th anniversary of the National Mul-
tiple Sclerosis Society.

Mr. President, multiple sclerosis means
many scars—scars not only of the body,
but of wasted years of study, careers
which never come to full fruition, family
relationships strained to the wutmost,
economic hardships, lives half lived. For
this is the primary handicap of young
adults in this country. MS is chronic and
progressive—a crippler. As one of my
clergymen friends states:

MS is the hell for man the devil would
have created had he been given his choice.

Mr. President, MS is a mysterious
neurological disease which numbers its
vietims in the 20 to 40 age group, prob-
ably setting in its roots at about age
15. It takes its toll in dreams and hopes
and plans. Our nerve sheaths are pro-
tected by a covering called myelin, much
the same as a telephone cord is pro-
tected by its rubber covering. When
myelin is destroyed, a short-circuiting
takes place, thus messages are distorted
from the brain to various parts of the
body. The result is staggering and falling,
double vision, speech defects, tremors,
paralysis.

MS is a mystery because no two pa-
tients follow the same course. In each,
the disease has its own progression, and
there is no predicting what will happen.
In the words of a foremost medical
authority :

The disease is typically slow and insidious
in onset, frequently difficult to diagnose
until symptoms have progressed to exten-
sive disability. Early symptoms are mild
and transient. Frequently symptoms disap-
pear but recur at a later predictable time,
usually in a more severe and persistent
form. Occasionally there are unexplained in-
stances of prolonged remission. . . . There
may follow a series of symptom recurrences
resulting in progressive incapacitation.
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Mr. President, MS does not give you a
chance. Once it comes, it comes to stay.
Picture for a moment with me a young
man who has just earned his Ph. D,
another who has just received his medi-
cal degree, a young mother with three
youngsters under five, a hardworking
electrician making a present and a fu-
ture for his wife and four young chil-
dren. Today, the young Ph. D. works
from his home in a wheelchair; the doc-
tor is bedridden; the young mother tries
to manage her home on crutches; the
electrician at age 37 is in a rest home.

Mr. President, I have a persona1 inter-
est in the conquering of this crippling
disease, for it has stricken a former
member of my staff. She was my office
manager prior to her having been aflicted
with multiple sclerosis. She was bright,
exceedingly capable and an asset to any
office. Attesting to her abilities was the
fact that she was employed beginning
with former Senator Knowland and fol-
lowed by a succession of California Sen-
ators: namely, the late Senator Engle,
former Senator Salinger and myself. Her
case illustrates the tragedy of this dis-
ease, but her response—a real profile
in courage—has made all of us who have
had the pleasure of knowing her and who
were proud of her before, even more
proud of her today.

Mr. President, for the most heart-
rending aspect of MS is that it strikes
primarily young adults in their most pro-
ductive years. It disrupts the lives of
families making tragic demands on the
courage and strength not only of its vic-
tims but of their husbhands, wives, friends,
and children. The problems which arise
may often seem insurmountable when the
role of breadwinner must be assumed by
the wife, or the household chores to the
afflicted husband, disillusion and threat
of separation or divorce often occurs.
The children must be helped to under-
stand the influences operating in the
household and also helped to maintain
a home to which they can continue to in-
vite their friends. The total resources of
the family should be pooled and devoted
to insistence on a full and useful life
for each member—despite the difficul-
ties encountered. The long life of uncer-
tain disability in a family member im-
poses a continuous series of adjustments
on a total of perhaps 2 million mem-
bers of family constellations disturbed
by the presence of this disease.

The National Multiple Sclerosis Soci-
ety is the only voluntary agency con-
cerned with finding the cause, preven-
tion, and cure for multiple sclerosis. The
society’s medical adviser, Dr. Harry M.
Weaver, who worked closely with Dr.
Jonas Salk, is convinced that the answer
to MS ean be found provided adequate
resources are made available. For re-
search is the only hope that MS patients
have, research and the day-to-day help
which chapters throughout the country
give in their programs or direet service,
recreation, transportation.

The resolution which I introduce to-
day would designate the period of Moth-
er's Day through Father’s Day as the Na-
tional Multiple Sclerosis Society Annual
Hope Chest Appeal Weeks. The resolu-
tion ealls upon the Governors of the re-
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spective States to issue a similar proe-
lamation calling upon the people of this
great Nation to join in providing “the
assistance and resources necessary to
discover the cause and cure of multiple
sclerosis and to alleviate the suffering of
the persons stricken by this disease.”

Mr. President, there are more than
500,000 victims of MS, and since MS
forces the removal of two out of three of
its victims from the Nation's work force,
it is estimated to result in a $2 billion
annual economic loss to the Nation.

Mr. President, 1971 is the 25th anni-
versary of the National Multiple Scle-
rosis Society and the society is launch-
ing a 5-year development plan aimed at
discovering the cause, preventing, and
treating MS.

There is great interest and urgency in
searching for the cause and cure of MS
as evidenced by the 26 cosponsors of this
resolution. I am pleased to be a part of
this push, and I hope that all Americans
everywhere will join in helping to make
MS like polio, a thing of the past. I hope
that the Senate will take early and fa-
vorable action on the resolution.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the joint resolution
be printed at this point in the REcORD.

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

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 226) to
authorize the President to proclaim the
period from May 9, 1971, Mother’s Day,
through June 21, 1971, Father’s Day, as
the “National Multiple Sclerosis Society
Annual Hope Chest Appeal Weeks,” in-
troduced by Mr. MurpHY (for himself and
other Senators), was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary, and ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

B.J. REs, 226

Whereas five hundred thousand Americans,
stricken ususally between the ages of twenty
and forty years, are affected by the ravages of
multiple sclerosis and related neurological
diseases; and

Whereas two million members of American
families are deeply concerned with the
financial and emotional problems of this
disease; and

Whereas multiple sclerosis predominantly
strikes young fathers and mothers in their
wage-earning and family-building years and
rec:ilwes the buying power of such families;
an

Whereas such reduction results in a
$2,000,000,000 annual economic loss to the
Nation and forces the removal of two out of
every three disabled multiple scleroslis vie-
tims from the Nation's work force; and

Whereas multiple sclerosis remains a dis-
ease of unknown cause, unpredictable course,
and undiscovered cure; and

Whereas the National Multiple Sclerosis
Soclety, which is celebrating its twenty-fifth
anniversary in 1971 has launched a five-year
research development plan to explore as
quickly as possible promising clues that may
lead to methods which will prevent, or more
effectlvely treat, multiple sclerosis:

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assem-
bled, That the President of the United States
is authorized and requested to issue a proc-
lamation—

(1) designating the period from May 9,
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1971, Mother’s Day, through June 20, 1971,
Father's Day, as “National Multiple Sclerosis
Soclety Annual Hope Chest Appeal Weeks”;

(2) inviting the Governors of the several
States to issue proclamations for like pur-
poses; and

(8) urging the people of the United States
and educational, philanthropic, scientific,
medical, and health care professions and or-
ganizations to provide the assistance and
resources necessary to discover the cause and
cure of multiple sclerosis and to alleviate the
suffering of persons stricken by this disease.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 819

Mr. COOPER (for himself, Mr. HART,
Mr. Casg, Mr. BROOKE, Mr. Burpick, Mr.
CHURCH, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. EAGLETON,
Mr. GoOoDELL, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. HARRIS,
Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr, Javirs, Mr, KENNEDY, Mr. MANSFIELD,
Mr, McCarTHY, Mr. McGoOVERN, Mr. Ma-
THIAS, Mr. MonNpaALE, Mr. MuskIig, Mr.
NELsoN, Mr. PeELn, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr.
SAXBE, Mr, SCHWEIKER, Mr. TypINGs, Mr.
YarBorROUGH, and Mr, Younc of Ohio)
proposed an amendment to the bill (H.R.
17123) to authorize appropriations dur-
ing the fiscal year 1971 for procurement
of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, and
tracked combat vehicles, and other weap-
ons, 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, which was or-
dered to be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. Coorer when he
proposed the amendment appear later
in the Recorp under the appropriate
heading.)

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 800 THROUGH 808

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the next
printing, the name of the distinguished
senior Senator from New Jersey (MTr.
Case) be added as a cosponsor of my
amendments Nos. 800 through 806 to
H.R. 16311, the Family Assistance Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Hawnsen). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

NOTICE OF RESUMPTION OF HEAR-
INGS ON THE CONSTITUTIONAL
RIGHTS OF THE MENTALLY ILL

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
ErviN), who is chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Constitutional Rights, has
asked me to announce that on August
12, 1970, the subcommittee will resume
its hearings on the constitutional rights
of the mentally ill. The hearings will be
conducted in room 457 of the Old Senate
Office Building and will begin at 10:30
a.m.

These hearings are a part of the sub-
committee’s long and active interest in
the problems of the mentally ill. Wit-
nesses appearing at the previous sub-
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committee hearings, conducted in No-
vember 1969, have described the state of
the law concerning commitment proce-
dures, have analyzed the effectiveness of
legal protections of the patient’s rights,
have suggested new policies and pro-
grams for the future, and, in general,
have raised fundamental questions as to
our society’s approach in dealing with
the problem of mental illness. I am priv-
ileged to be a member of the subcom-
mittee, and I commend the chairman for
his continuing interest, leadership, and
accomplishments in seeking solutions to
this difficult problem.

One of the particular concerns of these
hearings has been the implementation of
the 1964 District of Columbia Hospitali-
zation of the Mentally Il1 Act. I am
pleased to announce that witnesses at
the August 12 hearing include Dr. Roger
Egeberg, Assistant Secretary for Health
and Scientific Affairs of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare; Dr.
Bertram Brown, Director, National In-
stitute of Mental Health; and officials
from St. Elizabeths Hospital of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. These gentlemen are
uniquely gqualified to analyze the imple-
mentation of the 1964 act. I am confident
that their testimony will be of great
value to the subcommittee.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

ERADICATION OF DRUG ABUSE

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, recently
Sacramento Radio Station KXOA under-
took a special project to help eradicate
drug abuse in its community, and I think
this highly commendable action deserves
some attention.

To be part of the community it serves,
a radio station must be more than just
a voice. In 1970 the Sacramento commu-
nity, like many others, has been faced
with the problem of drug abuse. KXOA
got into action by presenting a 14-part
documentary exploring the drug culture,
its impact on youth, and some of the pos-
sible solutions.

KXOA discovered that the “Aquarian
Effort,” a local drug rehabilitation center,
was facing a financial crisis. KXOA came
to its assistance by undertaking a 6-hour
marathon to raise needed funds.

It is an interesting, valuable documen-
tary. It is a story of people working with
people for a worthy cause. The docu-
mentary helped to save the “Aquarian
Effort,” which is now on the road to fi-
nancial security and is growing daily in
community service.

Station KEXOA has definitely proved
that it is aware of the problems of the
community of Sacramento, and I com-
mend the station for its service to the
people.

I ask unanimous consent that the
documentary on drugs be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the docu-
mentary was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

DrUG DOCUMENTARY
PROGRAM NO. 1

Today, young people are educated at an

amazingly rapid pace. A willingness to learn
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and the means by which to learn are in
abundance. Today, kids like to probe, inves-
tigate, and conclude . . . but, they also like
to taste, test and experiment with things:
things like pot, LSD, speed, and even the
“Big H" . . . heroin. Drugs are avallable
everywhere , . . and if you don't believe me,
go to any school and start asking where you
can get some marijuana. Chances are well
in excess of 50% that you'll be told . . . as
long as you don't look like a policeman. But
isn't anything being done to combat the
problem? To the contrary, more programs
are currently being used than you could
imagine. The “I'm a Buddy” program, the
“Be A Helper” program, countless educa-
tional programs are being tried . . . but they
don't work! Is there an explanation? I put
the same question to State School Superin-
tendent, Dr. Max Rafferty. Doctor Rafferty,
can you explain why?

“Yes, I think it's the same reason why for
such a long time, despite the fact that we
had an excellent program of Driver Educa-
tion and Driver Training in our California
schools, the teenage accident rate went up
and up. You see, the schools are in the
business of supplying Information . . . in
telling people what they ought to do . . .
but the one thing that the schools cannot
do is to make people want to do something
in their own hearts.”

This is one report that’s not going to pre-
tend that drugs suddenly jumped around the
corner and pounced on America. Americans
have been on pills for decades and on drugs,
in general, for centuries . . . yes, for cen-
turies. Are you a cigarette smoker? Is one
of your favorite pastimes heading down to
the local tavern for a drink or two? Then
you, my friend, are just as gullty as the
eight-time loser sitting in an un-lit Second
Street doorway injecting heroin. Oh, sure,
it’s not the same . . . but the point I'm mak-
ing is this; you too use something to give you
an artificlal feeling, be it up or down,

There's another point too. Do you know
how much legal drug use there is in our
Country? The Food and Drug Administra-
tion checked and this fact should shock you:
legally there are enough drugs prescribed in
a year to keep every single person in the
United States awake and hyper-active for a
week and enough to turn right around and
keep every single person in a stupor for a
week. If that doesn’'t make you think, you
may as well tune out right now. Here's an-
other fact you might consider; it costs a
minimum of $350 million, or a maximum of
82 billion a year for drug abuse. The major
portion of that cost is the value of goods
stolen to support a drug habit . . . usually
heroin.

I've got a bagful of facts that might stop
you . . . here's another. . .. Does drug use
always start in public schools or in & back
alley or un-lit doorway? Art McElroy is a
man who is now in business for himself.
He was in business for himself once before.
He used to steal things . .. lots of them . ..
but he'd never tried drugs. Then he got
caught stealing things and was sent to jail:

“I went to Preston in 1956, and at that time
I hadn't had any experience with drugs at
all other than what I heard, you know, the
scare programs, the guy in the top coat and
hat hanging around the high school selling
grass . . . 1 never ran into any of that.
When I really first was introduced to drugs
was while I was at Preston.”

McElroy added that he didn't try drugs in
prison, but guess what the first thing he
did when he got out was? Think about
that one, too. Art McElroy got his drug-in-
ducing education at a prison for juveniles.

Tomorrow: Mom and Dad: What do you
do?

If you heard something you disagree with,
call 922-8851 and ask for me. This is Mike
Pulsipher reporting.
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PROGRAM NO. 2

You're a parent . . . it doesn’'t make any
difference what your age is, you are or will
be affected by the current drug use epidemic
that is continuing to sweep across the na-
tion. What can you do to provide the proper
protection for your children without being
over-protective? I talked with people who
are being forced to come to grips with that
situation and we'll listen to their views now.

First, a woman who has the problem now.
The mother of teenagers, she must decide
how to approach the problem and not alien-
ate her children. How does she do it?

“Well, basically I try to keep it an open
discussion at home. Any time that they feel
they want to talk about it, then I encourage
it and, of course, we try to read about it
and discuss it and find out their viewpoints
and of course they edueate us a lot too, be-
cause they know all the terms and expres-
sions, and actually, they're faced with it
daily.”

That's the word from today's parent . ..
but what about the parent of tomorrow? If
present trends continue , . . and there's no
reason to indicate they won't . . . the prob-
lems tomorrow will be even worse.

I talked with a recently married couple...
members of the so-called “current genera-
tion" . . . tomorrow’s young parents. I asked
the husband how he will handle the problem:

“Well, I think I'll start by telling them that
it's & moral and medical decision they have to
make rather than the legal, because I think
that a lot of these drugs will probably be
legalized by that time, and after all, the legal
decisions of today are based, supposedly
based, on medical, physical and moral impli-
cations of drug use. It’s going to be tough to
tell them these things because I haven't
really figured them out completely for my-
self.”

There are plenty of “do's” and “don’ts”
when it comes to handling the drug problem.
But it's easier to summarize it on one sen-
tence . . . learn, know, and teach the facts
about drugs. Don't try to snow your children
with how harmful marijuana smoking is. Be
honest . . . tell them that up to now there is
no research of substantial basls that proves
marijuana {s harmful, If you find your chil-
dren on drugs, don't panic. Try to help them
by giving parental confidence, seeking medi-
cal help. There's also another possible solu-
tion, It’s called the Aquarlan Effort. We’'ll
soon take another look at how parents should
handle the problem, but tomorrow we'll take
a deeper look into: The Aquarian Effort . . .
A Realistic Approach to Drugs.

PROGRAM NO. 3

“The Aquarian Effort is a program to work
with the problem of Drug Abuse in the com-
munity. It was started . . .’” (fade under)

The man you're listening to is Jim Esta-
brook. He's the coordinator of the Aquarian
Effort . . . the latest and most successful in
a series of efforts to help solve, or at least
cope with, the problem of Drug Abuse In
Sacramento.

The Organization operates the Aquarian
House on @ Street, which houses the offices
and a battery of five crisis lines for use by
people with drug problems. I asked Jim what
happens when a crisis call comes Into the
Aquarian House:

“Once somebody calls on our crisis line,
why any one of several things will happen,
depending on the nature of the call. If some-
body calls and for instance is in need of im-
mediate help, we'll send somebody immedi-
ately out to wherever their location is and
either take them down to the Crisls Clinic
at the County Hospltal or we’ll deal with the
problem ourselves, In many cases, why, the
person needs re-assuranee. He needs the kind
of guldance that he can get somebody that's
been through that kind of experience.”

Occasionally someone so hysterical he can
barely talk will call . . . what happens then?
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“Percentage wise, those are a very minor
percent of the number of calls we get, but we
get a great number of those calls. We've got
five telephone lines, and sometimes all five
telephone lines will stay busy for two and
three hours at a time. When we get a call
like that, the crisis room becomes a very
tense place. Quite commonly we'll have some-
body phone in that’s thinking seriously about
suicide by dropping say 45 reds or something
of this nature, and then the room becomes
very quiet and people give their attention to
this particular person, and it's really some-
thing to watch this process go on. Our coun-
selors, most of them, have been involved in
many crises . . . sometimes they've been
through this kind of situation themselves,
any my experience is that they are very effec-
tive in handling this kind of situation.”

Yesterday I stressed the importance of a
good, honest relationship between child and
parent. If you don’t believe me, will you be-
lieve someone who handles the situation daily
&s his business?

“In many cases we find out that a lack of
communication between the parent and the
child has contributed a great deal to the
whole problem . . . and we get together with
the parent and the child and act as an in-
termediary to help that kind of communica-
tion start, to help a really honest kind of
communication to begin again. Once that's
happened, that's about 50 percent of the
problem.

Tomorrow, another look at what you can
do as a parent. If you disagree with anything
you heard or have a comment in general, call
me at 922-8851 between 9 AM. and 5 P.M.

PROGRAM NO. 4

As a parent, you are faced with the huge
burden of bringing up your children in an
age of education . . . it's not unfeasible that
your youngsters will know as much in the
8th or 9th grade as you did when you gradu-
ated from high school. Your big job, then, is
to make sure you know more than they do
by constantly up-dating your own knowl-
edge. One of the biggest problems you’'ll have
is drug education. You must teach your chil-
dren about the hazards of drug abuse with-
out preaching to them and making them try
the various drugs just for spite. But you
can’t just talk , .. you've also got to listen.
T1alk with your children, not at them. Let
them express their views and even argue
with you. Don't panic when you dlscuss the
subject. Remain calm and stick to the facts.
If your child says he has tried marijuana
once or twice, don't prepare yourself for a life
of shame . . . agaln, talk with your children
about the problem. Find out why he tried
it, when, and, if possible, whether he still is
using it. Most kids who try pot do only that:
try it. They don’t stick with 1t. We asked one
lady . . . a mother of two tfeenagers . . .
what she would do if she discovered her chil=
dren on drugs:

“That’s very difficult to say. I really don’t
know how I'd react, except that I would try
to be levelheaded about it, not get terribly
emotional about it, but try to get help for
him in whatever way I could. I think prob-
ably first of all I might check with the doctor
to see what is available, Actually, from what
I've read, there aren't that many facilities
for people that have, are on drugs, and I
think I would want medical help for him im-
mediately to find out if this would help it
« « . but really, I just don't know what I'd
do,”

Our young future parent . . . the 1866 High
Bchool graduate about to graduate from
Sacramento State . . . told me how he would
handle the problem of drug education in his
home:

“Well, I think that based on my experi-
ence, no matter what I told my children ...
the children I plan to have some day, they're
going to want to try them themselves be-
cause I know I did, and so I think that say
one or two experimental uses of these drugs,
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you know, I don't think can hurt, so maybe
I'm going to have to come up with some pro-
gram of my own . . . hopefully it can be legal
at the same time, whereby I could, you know,
demonstrate these things to my children, and
controlled conditions.”

He added that he did not include any hard
drugs such as LSD and others when he stated
one or two experimental uses wouldn't hurt.
He does not want his children trying that
type of a drug.

Spotting the symptoms of drug use is fairly
easy . . . but can also be very deceptive. One
sign is usually a sudden change in the per-
son’s life pattern. However, that change can
also be caused by the normal growing stage
. .« . the desire for more friends and a more
actlve soclal life. If your children or some-
one else close to you for that matter, should
suddenly begin wearing dark glasses and
long sleeve shirts much of the time, you
might ask a few questions, The dark glasses
are to combat the light let in by highly di-
lated pupils and the long sleeves can be used
to hide needle marks. Again, there are not
sure-fire tell-tale signs as they can be the
result of any number of causes. Later in the
series we'll learn more about the symptoms
of drug abuse and what to do about them.

Tomorrow, a deeper look into the Aquarian
Effort. We talked earlier with coordinator
Jim Estabrook, and he did a very good job
of telling us what the staff at the Aquarian
House does . . . but tomorrow we’ll learn
more about the operation from members of
that staff. You won't want to miss: The
Aquarian Staff: What It's Really All About.

PROGRAM NO. 5

What's it like working at Aquarian House?
To find out, I asked the people who work
there. Julie, Tim, Sid, and John are four
of the people who work in various capacities
in the Aquarian Effort. I asked Julie what
her job is:

“I'm a counselor. What does that mean?
That means that I counsel kids, I counsel
parents, Probation Officers, if they're in-
volved, Social Workers, if they're involved.
I do one-to-one counseling, which is just
me and one other person, and I do one to
three counseling, which is usually two
parents and a child.”

Julle also works as an assistant secre-
tary Iin the Aquarian House. Tim and Sid
both answer phones . . . that sounds easy
enough. But there's a catch . . . they have
to talk to people and the people they have
to talk to really need to talk. Sid and Tim
answer the crisis lines . . . they're two of
the people who handle the scores of calls
from people needing help. Sid also does some
counseling and describes his duties in that
role as similar to Julie's, What kind of calls
come inte Aquarian House? I put the same
question to Sid and Tim:

(Sid) “Well, like there’s generally at least
one or two people who've taken a lot of acid,
or taken a lot of some sort of drugs and
they're freaking out and they need someone
to talk to or possibly have someone come
out to be with him, or have someone bring
them down to the House.”

(Tim) *“Yeah, we get other kinds of
calls . . . practically all night. In fact, very
frequently the calls aren’t even really that
important . . . really don't even involve that
much drugs use sometimes . . . get all types
of calls . . . calls from concerned parents,
parents that really don't know how to ap-
proach the problem with their children . . .
get concerned calls from kids that have
dropped acid or something and are freaking
out . . . don't know really the technique to
going through an acid experience .. . we
get calls from people that have gotten ahold
of bad drugs.”

There are many jobs to be done in the
Aquarian Effort and not all of them are done
at the House. John told me what he does:

“I work mainly as a speaker .. .I go
around to the different schools along with
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seven other people. We work with adminis-
trators, faculty and students.”

I asked John if he geared his attack on
drugs differently for each age group. He sald
he did, so I asked how he varled the attack:

“Well the, of course, the way you talk,
you can't preach to a high school student or
a college student . . . you can’t scare them
like, or you can't really point out a reality
of something that, they've already seen a lot
of this, whereas younger kids haven't, and
s0 this makes a big impression on them when
you can show them some of the real terrible
things that can happen and mess up some-
one's life . . . the horrors of drugs.”

John said that the message usually gets
across . . . if not all of those he talks to,
at least to some. There's a lot more to the
Aquarian Effort, and youll learn about it
soon, Tomorrow, a look at another place for
former addicts . .. Synanon House. We'll
listen to several former users describe what
it was like . . . and still is for some.

PROGRAM NO, 6

What's the world of drugs really like?
What's it llke to be hooked on some form of
narcotic? One of the best places to find the
answers to questions like that is at Synanon
House. In talking with these people from
Synanon, a place for former addiets, and
Mendocino State Hospital and Awareness
House, we learn some interesting . . . but un-
pleasant . ... things about drug use,

What do you think about when you think
of drugs? Maybe the carefree, floating feeling
sensation of being high? Here's a former user
who says people think about the wrong
things:

“I think, ah, when people hear about
drugs, ah, some of them some of the time
may, ah, may think about Jazz music or rock
music or hipsters, uh, or something like that.
They don't think about the suicide at-
tempts . . . they don’t see the pawn shops . , .
they don’t see sleeping in subways . . . they
don't think of overdoses on roof tops. .. they
don't think of being chased by the cops . . .
they don’'t think of feeling like a spy in an
enemy country all the time . . . they don’t
feel the total alienation ... they don’t feel,
sh, the total despalr . . . and, ah, that's drug
addiction.”

These two men discussed the problems of
drug addiction and had some comments on
what it's like to try quitting:

(1st voice) “Before you take acid you can
say, ‘Well, I can take it or I can leave it,' and
it’s true. But after you've taken it for a while
something subtle happens in your mind and
it becomes very important to you and you
can’t just take it or leave it anymore.”

(2nd volce) “A kind of an example is that
every dope fiend living down there in the
gutter says, ‘I can stop tomorrow,” you know?
They break up thelr outfits. They break up
all the paraphernalia, you know, give their
dope away and everything but then theyTe
back the next day sniveling for it, you know?
They can, they all say, ‘I can stop’ but none
of them do.”

(1st voice) “But, that's not even there, you
know? Like me, we know kids right here in
the early days that used to come here and
say . .. in fact, I remember a girl once com-
ing and saying. ‘I'm tired of speed, you know,
I can't take it any more, I'm going crazy,'
and she gave me a needle that was broken.
‘Here's my broken needle.’ You know. . . .
You'd think she could stop, you know? But
it wasn't so easy, it wasn’t so easy. You just
can't turn . . . dope isn’'t something you can
turn on and turn off. It doesn't work that
way.”

It's not a pleasant feeling to get the idea
you're being chaced or followed wherever you
go. But that’s the feeling that many addicts
say follows them everywhere, This man tells
what it was like for him . . . and is like for
others:

“But, really what I've seen . . . I've seen
the end result like some paranoid, crazy peo-
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ple who see police and enemies underneath
rugs and people talking to them inside their
heads, you know. I've seen this and it's scary.
Then I saw the one guy at the hospital who,
when he first came in was talking to giraffes,
you know, and things and, and, uh .. ."

(2nd voice) *That's the guy that hung
himself?"

(1st volee) “Yeh, yeh, he shaved his hair
and hung himself.”

The world of drugs as some addicts see 1t.
I'm not trying to tell you every person who
uses drugs will express the views you've just
heard. The point is; do you want to risk be-
ing one of those who does? The feeling of
persecution, the horrible need for a “fix"
whenever the body cries out, and many other
facts of drug addiction. All the people you
just listened to were older people. But that's
not always the case . .. In fact, these days it's
all too often the opposite. Tomorrow a look
at the shock of today: Drugs in Schools . ..
The Young Are the Vietims.

PROGRAM NO. 7

A drug epidemic is sweeping the Na-
tion ... and its level of penetration is spiral-
ing down into the ranks of the elementary
schools. Recently a 12-year old New York boy
told of supporting his heroin habit by sell-
ing his drugs to schoolmates and other
children., The testimony was shocking and
had the state assemblyman from the boy’s
district in tears before it was over. The situ-
ation isn't just in New York, though. Look
right around you, because the problem of
drug abuse is growing by leaps and bounds
right here in Sacramento.

All through California the problem con-
tinues to spiral with no real relief in sight.
Drug education programs are in abundance,
yet the drugs-use rate continues to go up.
Deaths or permanent disabling of small
youngsters continues, yet the rate continues
to go up. Parents become more aware and
talk to their children about it, yet the rate

continues to go up. Why? Over and over, that

single word question is asked . . . why? It's
atsked by concerned citizens, by State and
National politicians and by a mother or
father identifying the body of their son or
daughter at a morgue ., . a morgue in
New York, at a morgue in Denver, at a
morgue in Reno, or at a morgue in Sacra-
mento. A local girl . . . fifteen yearsold . . .
is on several drugs. When asked to be specific,
she says:

“Marijuana . . . and it's been mixed with
different things such as cocaine and opium
and acid.”

Why drugs?

“Well, I was curious to see what it would be
like and after I started, I liked it because
it made me really relaxed and happy.”

Did you find that you had to take more
drugs as your body buillt resistance?

“No, but I did .. . I found that I wanted
more because it would make me feel good,
and so I just wanted more but I could stop
because I did for a period of time.”

This girl claims she didn't need more in
one breath, then says she wanted more in the
next. This girl is, of course, not the typical
high school student. Not every teenager you
see walking down the street is on some drug.
The problem is, too many of them are. In this
report I claimed drugs are spreading
throughout the Sacramento Area. So, I asked
the girl is it easy to get drugs in
Sacramento?

“Yeh, you can almost get it anywhere at all
in the community you can go to a
snack bar . .. or a hamburger stand . . . or
you can get it at school or almost any place.”

Almost anyplace . . . even at a school.
Parents, don't you think it's time to start
talking to your children? Don't think your
kids aren’t subjected to pressure to try such
things as marijuana, LSD, and others. And
don't think it can’t be you asking *“why"”
someday. Once again, I'm going to stress this
fact: you must not try to scare your chil-
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dren when talking about drugs. Discuss the
situation with them in a calm manner. Let
them ask questions and ask some yourself.
The lines of communication are important.

Jim Estabrook, the Director of the
Aquarian Efford here in Sacramento told
me:

“In many cases we find out that a lack of
communication between the parent and the
child has contributed a great deal to the
whole problem and we get together with the
parent and the child and act as an inter-
mediary to help that kind of communication
start to help a really honest kind of com-
munication to begin again. Once that's hap-
pened, that's about 50% of the problem.”

That’s the word from Jim Estabrook . . .
you've got to communicate with your chil-
dren or you'll lose them . regardless of
the subject.

PROGRAM NO. 8

Heroin . . . the “Big H” . . . the last
report . . the final step. Heroin addiction,
right this moment, is costing you money. If
you're on the stuff, it's costing you more, but
I'm talking about you and me . . . average
tax-paylng citizens. A big bundle of money
is being spent every year on law enforcement
aimed solely at the problem of heroin selling
and use. We also pay for it in other ways. If
you've ever been held up or had your house
burglarized, it's very possible you helped
“contribute” to an addict'’s fund. Heroin
addiction is very expensive . . it can cost
a hundred dollars a day . . . or even
more . . . for a single addict to support his
habit. Heroin is one of the ugliest of all the
drugs. Constant use requires larger and
larger doses . . . until eventually, one of
them is fatal. First of all, let’s get one point
clear. If you believe 90% of all kids who
smoke marijuana willl end up on heroin,
you are wrong, It's estimated that less than
five percent of people who smoke ‘“pot”
eventually end up on heroin. So, don't use
that as an argument with your kids when
discussing the evils of marijuana. You could
bring up the fact that the use of marijuana
eventually puts them in the environment
that leads to heroin, but again, that has
nothing to do with using marijuana itself.
Today's report is not about the marijuana/
heroin controversy, however. I'm going to
talk In just a moment with State Senator
Howard Way about a new program . . . the
Methadone Program. Methadone is spelled
m-e-t-h-a-d-o-n-e. Despite the “e” on the
end, it is pronounced meth-a-dawn. A highly
successful program is underway in Oregon,
and Senator Way thinks it could work just
as well in California. He has introduced a
bill to that effect, and I asked him to ex-
plain it:

“My bill, as we now have it framed, will
be subject to some changes and amendments
as we go along to meet objections which we
anticipate. I would say briefly that local
communities In local Mental Health Clinics
under the Lanterman Petris Short Provisions
that we now have under the law may estab-
lish methadone maintenance programs un-
der the supervision of our research advisory
panel that we set up in 1968."

People from law enforcement, medical,
pharmaceutical, educational, and other pro-
fessions are represented on that board. I
asked Senator Way if this would be like the
program in Oregon:

“We're going to do ours in California if
this bill passes, and I'm hoping that it
will . . . still on the local level with the
emphasis on people remaining in the home
environment, shall we say, and being on out-
patient basis. Now at least some of Oregon’s
program at the present time is on an in-
patient basis.”

Methadone does not cure heroin addiction,
by the way. Methadone is strictly a synthetic
substitute drug. The only differences are:
(1) it costs about 10¢ a day instead of 850
or $70, and (2) it seems to have no harmful
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effects. The programs now being tried here
in the state are called methadone mainte-
nance programs . . . Senator Way explains
further:

“We take the hard-core heroin addict who
has been using heroin for at least two years,
and some other people in our clinics have
been using it for as much as 17 years, if you
can imagine it. Then we establish in a very,
very controlled atmosphere, a level at which
this heroin addict finds that he no longer
needs heroln and then we maintain this
daily dose of methadone which is taken in-
cldentally, orally . . . usually in the clinics
he visited, in the artificial orange drink
Tang, and the patient just drinks it.”

Methadone is one of the most successful
attempts to at least control the problem of
heroin abuse. Tomorrow, Senator Way will
explain a few more points about Methadone.

PROGRAM NO. 9

Methadone . . . still in an experimental
stage, It has proven successful so far on a
wide-spread basis In Oregon and on a lim-
ited basis here in California. Methadone is
for heroin users, but it does not cure their
addiction. It is not a miracle cure for the
drug problem. It is simply a synthetic sub-
stitute drug that fills the need for heroin
at a minute fraction of the cost and with
no harmful after-effects. I talked with State
Senaor Howard Way about methadone be-
cause he has a bill before the upper house
making it legal to use, under certain clinical
conditions. I asked him if he could explain
methadone in understandable terms:

“I hope I can . .. methadone is a syn-
thetic drug . .. an oplate . . . the technical
name is methadone hydrochloride . . . it's
manufactured, and it’s been used in America
for medicine profession, medical profession,
for many, many years."

Way told me that many of the people on
heroin are husband-wife teams and the pic-
ture of how they make the money to support
their habit is not very pretty. It is, of course,
a life of crime and hiding. But methadone
eliminates that situation, Way sald the drug
is taken in a mixed artificlal fruit drink . . .
and he added:

“He comes every day and keeps this level
that has been established which, In his par-
ticular case, eliminates the need for the
heroin that he has been taking every day.
This, then, enables him the effects of metha-
done are such that he can lead a useful life,
and in an amazing number of cases he is able
to hold down a job . . . interestingly enough,
many of the addicts are husband and wfe,
and in a case that I know personally, they
had children and they were having to hustle
a habit that was costing between the two of
them $150.00 a day . . . and on the metha-
done program, they were each gainfully em-
ployed after about 6 months . . . taking care
of their children again, and leading a con-
structive life.”

In Oregon, the program is so successful
that they had to invoke a residency require-
ment. And most of the out-of-staters trying
to get into the program were from . . . of all
places . . . California. I asked Senator Way
if he envisioned the need for residency re-
quirements in our State:

“It would be my hope that we would move
into this program in an experimental way
and I think we've gone far enough now with
our 4 experimental clinics to know that, or
to see that we have a program here that may
bring some constructive results and it would
be my hope that we would move along care-
fully, still with a control program, and that
we would do it for California addicts and
particularly for addicts In their home areas
and so I would see it being confined for at
least some time to Californlans, then if we
have to establish some residency require-
ments, we would.”

The Senator's bill s working its way
through the long legislative process, but it
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is given a pretty good chance of passage. It is
a progressive bill and it's a step that should
be taken to help cope with the problem of
drug abuse.

PROGRAM NO. 10

How do you reach the kids . . . I mean
the little ones. Do you realize that drug use
starts in schools today as low as the first
grade? That’s right, the first grade!! Oh sure,
it’s mostly a few isolated cases, but isn’'t that
how everything starts? So, how do you warn
the children of the possible dangers always
there when using drugs? Sometimes, it's by an
unintentional and somewhat tragic method.
Mrs. Reese called me yesterday to talk about
drugs because she is affected by them to the
ultimate. One of her sons is now serving time
at a juvenile jail because of drugs .. . he
was caught trying to steal them from a drug
store. He wrote & letter to his little brother
and Mrs. Reese offered to read part of that
letter on the air. She told me the boy writing
is 17 . . . the little one is 11:

“Well, Steve, I want to tell you something.
All of this that has happened to me should
teach you & lesson. Steve, I'm in here because
I was taking drugs, and when people are
taking drugs their minds get messed up and
they don't know what they are doing half
the time . .. and that is why I did what I
did. I don’t know if mommy or daddy told
you or not, but I broke into a drug store and
was stealing drugs, and I got caught by the
police, and that is why I am going to get
sent away. When I get out, I want to come
home and get help and spend time with the
family. Steve, all I can say is I hope this
never happens to you.”

The Aquarian Effort people are about the
best people who could ever teach your chil-
dren about drug abuse . . . they've been
there themselves and know what it's really
all about. John Salmon, one of the former
users now at the Aguarian House, is one of
the lecturers. He goes to schools, businesses,
and other groups and tells them about the
problems of drug abuse. I asked John what he
tells the people he lectures to, particularly
the small ones:

“Well, we don’t try to say how bad drugs
are . . . we don't say this is bad . . . that's
bad. We point out the realities . ., . what it
can lead to . . . what it has led to for many
people. How you're giving up everything . . .
everything you've ever worked for . .. thought
of . .. hoped for in your life . . . is being
given up when you get involved in drugs . . .
especially in heavy drug use, because you
lose the respect of anyone who means any-
thing to you, and you usually lose respect for
yourself . . . almost always.”

Earlier, I played part of a conversation
with Mrs. Reese, whose 17 year old son had
been arrested on a drug charge. I'd like to
play more of the conversation now:

“That's the portion of the letter that broke
my 11 year old boy up, and like I say, if
there's no help for my boy when he comes
home, then there's no hope.”

(Mike) You feel that there's some hope .
what group was that?

“The Aquarian Effort.”

(Mike) What have they done so far that
would lend you this hope?

“Well, they are going to go see my son . . .
he is at the Boy’s Ranch, and they're going
to give him an idea of the program and how
they can help him when he comes home, and
like I say, when a boy is locked up, he isn't
getting help . . . like the Aquarian Effort can
work with him and help him with this de-
sire, and we do have to have the Aquarian’s
to work with our children.”
klésflt it time for you to start teaching your
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PROGRAM NO. 11

Recently I paid a visit to the Sacramento
County Mental Health Service Center. Colin
Berry's official title is Drug Abuse Program
Consultant for the Sacramento County Men-
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tal Health Services. The position is prac-
tically bigger than him. I asked about drug
abuse and mental health:

“I think that basically, drug abuse has
traditionally been looked at as, as a law
enforcement problem, as a problem of crim-
inal activity, and I think that people are
becoming to realize more and more that drug
abuse is really not a, a criminal kind of
problem, but rather a mental health kind of
problem.”

Jerry Plumer is,the Chief of Psychiatric
Soclal Work at the Center. His job involves
him in nearly all phases of the problem, ex-
cept -for a lot of direct rontact with the
situation on a grass roots level, His job as
Chief of the Division keeps him hopping . . .
but he, of course, knows what his people
are doing. S0, I asked him how his job re-
lates to the problem of drug abuse in the
country:

“When I first came to this program, I spent
a lot of time working in the crisis clinic ini-
tially, and there I was quite impressed with
the high incidents of young kids, young
adolescents, young adults, who would come
into the crisis clinic either from an over-
dose of drugs or clearly having some sort
of drug-related problem. I think the thing
that impressed me the most about Drug
Abuse in this county has been probably, the
startling and high incidents of hard nar-
cotic abuse in the county. Colin might want
to throw in something here, but the statis-
tics that I've heard anyway, that have some
out of our program is that there are some-
thing like 5-600 probable hard narcotics
users in the county . . . which is a pretty
high proportion for the size of Sacramento
County, I would think.”

(Colin) *I think that's a conservative es-
timate.” Colin Berry h#s worked closely with
a number of drug abuse programs along the
same line . , . but not as extenslive . . . as the
Aquarian Effort. Based on the contact he's
had with them thus far, what is his Impres-
sion of their work?

“My initial reaction and on-geing reaction
I think, 1s that they offer a very effective
program for reaching young people and any-
body, you know, who's involved in use and
abuse of drugs . . . of helping them under-
stand the negative aspects of that kind of a
life style and method of dealing with them-
selves, and with the environment, and for
helping them find some, as they say, positive
alternatives to a life-style that involves the
use and abuse of drugs.”

Jerry Plummer also had some things to
say about the Aquarian Effort:

“We're instrumental in referring patients
to the Aquarian Effort. I know that Colin has
been involved, and probably pretty sig-
nificantly in referring calls that he gets too,
maybe to the Aquarian Effort, or to any one
of several community agencles in and about
town who also help to treat the drug abuse
patient.”

PROGRAM NO. 12

The Sacramento Area Mental Health Cen-
ter sees what happens when people abuse
drugs . . . and sometimes, what causes the
drug abuse in the first place. The Chief of
Psychiatric Social Work at the Center is
Jerry Plummer. An amiable, articulate man,
Plummer knows his business well. I asked
him if he felt that any of the people who
came in for treatment at his center might
have had their mental problems caused by
their drug usage:

“I'm sure that there are a number of sit-
uations like that, I think here though, my
own professional bias comes out that I don’t
think that anyone who is really pretty
healthy emotionally has the need to even
experiment with drugs.”

He added that you also run into the prob-
lem of “what” ... what is a drug? What is
health?

“L smoke a pipe . .. it’s a drug, and I con-

August 4, 1970

sider myself healthy, so why am I doing that,
you know? We could go from there to ‘you
like Scotch® O.K. . . . watch it . . . to aspirin
. .. to anything else.”

Colin Berry is the Drug Abuse Program
Consultant for the Center. He disagreed
slightly with Doctor Flummer in that he feels
there is more than enters the situation than
being healthy. He said:

“The social pressure on, particularly young
people today, to experiment with drugs is so
great that I'm kind of, I question somebody's
healthiness if they aren’t at least very very
curious about trying drugs . . . particularly
young people because I think there’s so much
pressure on kids today to, you know, smoke a
little weed, to pop a little barbs, to, you
know, ete. And I think it's very common,
particularly LSD which is a drug where
there's no way of predicting whether you'll
have a good trip or a bad trip. Nobody's
figured out when you have good trips and
bad trips on LSD, and I would say that it's
very easy for somebody who seems to be
healthy emotionally mentally, to try some
acid experimentally and end up with a lot
of problems because of it, emotionally.”

Both of the men see the Center working
closely with the Aquarian Effort. Already
there is a sort of cross-referral system going
where each operation refers patients to the
other. The Center can provide the counseling
on an “educated™ professional level, but the
Aquarian Effort people are also professional
..« 0 a different degree. They've been on the
stuff . . . they know what they're talking
about . . . they know how it is, not how it’s
supposed to be. As Jim Estabrook once told
an Aquarian worker . ., . “You've got your
Ph.D. in drugs.”

PROGRAM NO. 13

The people who work at the Aquarian
House have been there . . . they know the
drug scene inside-out because of their own
experiences. It isn't a very pretty picture
they paint when telling their stories, but it’s
graphic, honest, and colorful. I talked with
four members of the Sacramento Aquarian
House and asked them what it was like han-
dling the calls and doing the counseling.
More specifically, I asked John if he could
relate his own experiences to those with
whom he talked:

“Always . . . not always . , . very often.
I relate, I see many kids going through what
I went through, and heading exactly where
I was headed and where I got. It's a very
scary thing for me because I never want to
be back there again, and I never want to see
anybody there . . . I just . . . everytime
I think about it, it just makes me shake all
over.”

I also talked with one of the female coun-
selors at the house . . Julie. She, too, has
been the route when it comes to drug abuse
and she now tries to strailghten out other
people headed that way. I asked her also
if she could relate her drug problems to those
who came in for counseling:

“It's definitely weird . . . weird experi-
ence, you know, to see . . . for me to see, a
young girl come in who's maybe been in-
volved with drugs for a year or two and
then I think back about seven years ago
when I was where she is at now, where I
was, and it's so . . . it hurts, . . . it makes
you want to say ‘Hey . . . I was there’' you
know, because you can’'t tell them that,
because they can’'t, you know, they, . .
there's nothing for them to relate to. You
feel like just taking them and shaking them
and saying ‘look what you're getting into!'
But you can't do that.”

Julie added the only thing you can do is
try to work with the people and try to help
them. I put the same question to 8id: What's
it like working with people who have the
same problems that you may have had just
a while ago?:

“A lot of the situations are like when, you
remember back when there was a time when




August 4, 1970

I thought drugs were really happening, like
I really enjoyed, you know, dropping acid
or hitting speed, but you know, you can't
see into the future to see, you know, what
the effects are golng to be and it's pretty
drastic.”

And finally, Tim added his comments on
the subject:

“Yeah, you see the same symptoms that
you've gone through as an individual prac-
tically every day you see the people, very
depressed people, who can see no solutions
to their problems, no alternatives, going
through the exact same things we've gone
through, I've gone through, and you know,
in a way, it's really helpful to you as a
counselor to know precisely what the person
is going through and the type of things that
are going to upset them and what's not
going to upset them, and show them how to
handle them."

These people are pros . .. they really know
what it’s all about and they know that drug
use . . . or really, drug abuse . . . 18 not where
it’s at. Not at all.

PROGRAM NO. 14

This is the final chapter in this series. If it
prompted you to contribute a dollar to the
Aguarian Effort, if it made you talk with
your children for ten minutes about drugs, if
you're on drugs and it made you think about
what you might be doing to yourself . . . even
for just a few seconds . .. then my mission
is at least partially accomplished. I really
tried not to preach . . . sometimes I didn't
succeed in that effort, but I think for the
most part I was successful. Today, I just want
to summarize a few things and repeat a few
others. From the educational point of view,
it's important to say agaln one of the things
I've been saying for the last two weeks . . .
don't preach to your kids, You've got to talk
with them . .. not talk {o them .. .about the
problems of drug abuse. It's not easy to
watch your kids all the time and, for that
matter, you really shouldn't, That’s why it is
80 important to keep the lines of communica-
tion open. One mother who possibly didn’t,
called me and read part of a letter her 17-
year-old son had written to his 1l-year-old
brother. She told me it broke her little boy
up ... and she was near tears as she told me
about it. Don’t let it happen to you. Estab-
lish a dialogue with your kids and keep it
running. During the programs we heard two
people . . . one a parent of today, the other
the parent of tomorrow . . . tell how they do
and would handle the situation. Both sald
they prefer to talk. That really is the answer.

Now what if you're a young person. You've
got a problem all your own. Colin Berry at
the Mental Health Department brought up
what I consider a legitimate point when he
sald all kids are naturally curious and under
a lot of pressure from the frlend to try drugs.
It’s up to you if you do . .. but before you
do, why not call the people at the Aquarian
House. They won't fill you full of “scare
stories” about drugs . . . that’s not their
policy. They will tell you of their own experi-
ences . . . the good times they had with the
drugs, and then the not-so-good times that
came later . . . but always came. You are
under a lot of pressure to try things, but if
you talk to the people at Aquarian ... and
really listen to them . .. you'll find out it's
not “where 1t's at.” Incidentally, parents can
obtain all kinds of information . .. and in
more detail than I had time to gointo . . .
from the Aquarian people. You don't have to
be hooked on something to turn to Aquarian.

If you are on drugs and want off, or at
least want some counseling, then call Aquar-
ian. Again, they don’t yell, scream, and
preach., They talk and they listen. They re-
late and they level with you. They have a
special clinic at the County Hospital that
can help you . . . and with no fear of arrest
or prosecution. If you get high and are hav-
‘ing a rough time coming down, call the
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Aquarian House. They'll just talk, or they'll
send someone out to get you.

I mentioned only the Aquarian Effort for
the past few minutes because I really believe
they are the best for handling the situation.
Maybe you don't agree; there are other places
you can go. Your family doctor will help
you, your clergyman can talk things over
with you, and there are other services that
can help you. If you want any further in-
formation, you can call the BSacramento
County Medical Center Mental Health Serv-
ices. Tell them your problem . .. they'll guide
you to a competent organization. But It prob-
ably will be the Aquarian Effort. They agree
with us . .. Aquarian is tops when it comes
to handling drug abuse.

This is the last program in the serles, so
now especially, I would like to hear from
you. Tell me what you really thought about
the program . . . why you liked it or why
you didn’t. It helps to know the reasons,
particularly if you feel something was left
out. Call 922-8851 or write “Drug Abuse,”
KXOA, 355 Commerce Circle, Sacramento.

This series . . . “Drugs, are they turning
you r n, or turning on you,"” has been brought
to you by South Sacramento Chrysler Plym-
outh, 6935 Stockton Boulevard, who remind
you it’s not too late to support the Aguarian
Effort. This is Mike Pulsipher reporting.

MORAL ASPECTS OF VIETNAM WAR

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, an
interesting article entitled “Is Nurem-
berg Coming Back to Haunt Us?”, writ-
ten by Mr, James B, Reston, Jr., was pub-
lished in the Saturday Review of July 18.

Mr. Reston's article discusses funda-
mental issues concerning the moral as-
pects of the Vietnam war in the light of
the historical precedents of the war
crimes trials following World War II.

He asked: “Does the kind of war that
we are fighting in Vietnam make Mpylais
inevitable?”

He went on to state:

No Vietnam veteran Is shocked by Mpylal.
He knows that there was more killling at
Mylai than elsewhere but that It was not
unigue in our search and destroy operations.
The circle of responsibility goes beyond Cal-
ley and his company. (Not that the eriminal
responsibility need be larger. A crime must
have its direct perpetrators.) The political,
moral, and command liability will remain
unanswered in the trials of those now
charged.

The relevant area of consideration is the
new concept of justice that the United States
introduced at Nuremberg: crimes against
humanity, The sheer weight of death and
devastation in Vietnam now transcends all
political discussions. One million Vietnamese
civillans according to Senator Edward Ken-
nedy have become casualtles of war since
1965. For those crimes no man—not Calley,
not Westmoreland, not Johnson, or Nixon—
stands alone in the dock, but the whole
American Nation. The technology that is the
American wonder at home is the American
horror in Vietnam, The American people have
approved of its use in both places.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Res-
ton’s article be printed in the REcorb.

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

Is NUreMmBERG ComING Back To HaunT Us?
(By James B. Reston, Jr.)

(Mylal has reopened the question of re-
sponslbﬂlty for war crimes. So far the charges
are against individual “lawbreakers,” rather
than against the policymakers.)

“If certain acts In violation of treaties are
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crimes, they are crimes whether the United
States does them or whether Germany does
them, and we are not prepared to lay down
a rule of criminal conduct against others
which we would be unwilling to invoke
against ourselves."—Associate Justice Robert
Jackson, chief prosecutor at the Nuremberg
Trials.

This statement has come back to haunt us.
At Mylal on March 16, 1968, Charlie Com-
pany, First Battalion, Twentieth Infantry,
Eleventh Brigade, conducted an operation
that has raised fundamental questions about
the important principles of international
conduct that we as a people articulated at
the close of World War II. Can we face the
problems of command responsibility, policy
responsibility, and cultural responsibility?
If we can, where then does the blame stop?
‘Who or what should be on trial?

Massacres are not unprecedented in war:
There is some doubt that modern war can
be waged without them. But the Mpylai in-
vestigation has brought the matter into the
realm of law, and law progresses by prece-
dent.

Perhaps the most pertinent precedent oc-
curred on February 16, 1945. Early on that
morning, a company of Japanese troops ar-
rived in the Philippine village of Taal in
Batangas Province, and mounted machine
guns. The officers questioned the villagers
about the guerrillas operating in the area.
When they got no answers, they fired into
the hutches, and set them on fire. Later,
villagers were herded into a ravine and more
than 200 were killed with grenades and ma-
chine guns. The same pattern was followed
in the adjacent villages of San José, Rosario,
Cuenca, and Bauan.

The context of these massacres is impor-
tant. Four months earlier, the combined
units of the Third Amphibious Force and
the U.S. Seventh Fleet landed at Leyte Har-
bor on the Phillippine island south of Luzon.
After a beachhead was established, Gen.
Douglas MacArthur waded ashore with his
famous comment, “By the grace of Almighty
God our forces stand once again on Phil-
ippine soil." Later in the day, in a radio
broadcast, he appealed to the Philippine peo-
ple:

*“As the lines of battle roll forward to bring
you within the zones of operations, rise and
strike, For your homes and hearths, strike.
For future generations of your sons and
daughters, strike. In the home of your sacred
dead, strike. Let no arm be faint. Let every
arm be steel. The guidance of Divine God
points the way. Follow in his name to the
Holy Grall of righteous victory.”

And strike they did. The American invasion
sparked the coordination of guerrilla activi-
tles throughout the Philippine Islands. By
the time the Americans landed on Luzon
(January 20, 1945) the guerrillas were
strongest In Batangas Province, the south-
western tip of that island. In the mountains
outside Taal, two divisions of American-sup-
plied guerrillas were taking shape. This force
launched attacks on Japanese posts and sup-
ply areas, sabotaged bridges and rail lines,
and thus presented the supreme commander
of the already disintegrating Japanese forces
in the Philippines, General Tomoyuki Yama-
shita, with a formidable problem,

Shortly after the Luzon landings began
General Yamashita had issued orders to
“suppress” or “mop up” the guerrilla activity
in the islands. (It was this order that formed
the basis for his prosecution as a war crimi-
nal a year later.) In Batangas, however, this
was not easily done. The mountainous jungle
was the natural habitat for a growing guer-
rilla movement, and the landings of Ameri-
can forces outside Manila in January put
them between Batangas and General Yama-
shita, who had fled to the northern town of
Baguio. This virtually cut Yamashita’s com-
munications with the Batanges command.

Nonetheless, having been told that the sup-
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pression of the guerrillas in his area was be-
hind schedule, the commander of a Batangas
battalion, Colonel Fujishige, in an attempt to
shut off eivilian cooperation with the guer-
rillas, began & campaign of suppression that
led to massacre, rape, and torture. An Ameri-
can prosecutor was to repeat the refrain at
a trial a year later: “They were massacred—
shall we say suppressed!”

The relevance of the Batangas Province
massacres by the Japanese in January, Feb-
ruary, and March 1945 to the Mylal massacres
by Americans twenty-three years later lies
not so much In the similarity of the atroc-
ities, but rather in the war crimes trials that
followed the Japanese actions and the prin-
ciples that evolved from those trials. For not
only the perpetrators were tried for these
massacres, but also General Yamashita him-
self. As the first major Japanese figure to be
tried after the American victory on Septem-
ber 2, 1945, General Yamashita was not
charged for ordering the Batangas massacres
or even knowing about them, but simply for
failing to control the troops under his com-

““The Accused,” said the indictment, “a
general of the Imperial Japanese Army, be-
tween 9 October '44 and 2 Sept. '45, at Manila
and other places in the Philippine Islands,
while commander of armed forces of Japan at
war with the United States and its allles,
unlawfully disregarded and failed to dis-
charge his duty as commander to control the
operations of the members of his command,
permitting them to commit brutal atrocities
and other high crimes against the people of
the U.B. and of its allies and dependencies,
particularly the Philippines, and he (the Ac-
cused) thereby violated the laws of war.”

General Yamashita's trial began in late
October 1945, barely a month and a half after
V-J Day. The prosecution launched its case
by parading scores of witnesses who testified
to their mistreatment by Japanese troops,
particularly in Manila and in Batangas. The
New York Times reported that “The court
continued to hear stories of so many atroci-
ties that people just sat dazed in their seats.”
But this technique (also used at the Bertrand
Russell war crimes held in Stockholm in 1967
to protest American bombing in Vietnam)
was to be expected after the opening state-
ment of the U.S. prosecutor, Major Kerr:

“I am frank to say, Sir, that this case will
not be an easy one to hear, nor a pleasant
one to try. We Americans are a Christian na-
tion; we are even a sentimental nation, It
certainly shocks each one of us to confront
the truly horrible acts of beings in the form
and shape of man that we must present to
the commission in this proceeding, .., . [We
do not] select Instances on the basls that
they are the most horrible, the most nauseat-
ing, that might be presented to the commis-
sion. If we bring before the commission a
witness in a stretcher, permanently muti-
lated, physically ruined for life, it 1s not be~
cause we are endeavoring to impress the
commission through the use of shocking
evidence; it is simply because the witness has
a story of factual information which the
commission should hear, and because that
witness . . . is .a competent and desirable
exhibit of the ruthlessness of those who con-
quered the Philippines.”

After several weeks of gruesome tales from
Philippine civilians, the trial moved to cross-
examine the prineipals themselves. Colonel
Fujlshige, the commander in Batangas, was
questioned about the killing of women and
children and readily admitted giving orders
to kill all persons who opposed the Japanese.
“There were many instances,” he said, “where
women bearing arms inflicted considerable
damages to my forces, When I was in an auto-
mobile, a child threw a hand grenade at
me. . . . I told my troops that if they were
attacked by armed women and children that
of necessity . . . they must be combatted.”

Technically, Colonel Fujishige was on safe
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legal ground. The Hague Convention No. IV
of 1907, which served as a main lega] prece-
dent for the Yamashita, Tokyo, and Nurem-
berg trials—as it will in the Mpylal trials—
supports him: *“The inhabitants of a terri-
tory (says Article 2) which has not been oc-
cupied, who, on the approach of the enemy,
spontaneously take up arms to resist the
invading troops . . shall be regarded as
belligerents if they carry arms openly and
if they respect the laws and customs of war.”

The concept of command responsibility,
which grew out of the Yamashita case, car-
ries culpability beyond complicity in atroci-
ties. The prosecutor contended only that the
accused must have known about atrocities
because they were so widespread, just as the
American high command in Vietnam must
have suspected atrocities there. However, to
the prosecution in 1945, it was Immaterial
if Yamashita knew how his orders were being
carried out.

“These orders from Yamashita to ‘mop up,’
‘suppress’ the guerrillas,” said Major Kerr,
“obviously resulted, in the Batangas area, in
the mass killings which followed some time
later. Of course, these orders did not say
‘massacre all civillans.' He unleashed the fury
of his men upon the helpless population, and,
apparently, according to the record, made no
subsequent effort to see what was happening
or to take steps to see to it that the obvious
results would not occur—not a direct order,
but contributing, necessarily, naturally, and
directly to the ultimate result.

“We maintain, Sir, that if the Accused saw
fit to issue a general order to suppress guer-
rillas under circumstances as they existed,
according to his own testimony, he owed a
definite absolute duty furthermore to see to
it that they did not open wide the gates of
hatred of his men, leading them to wreak
vengeance upon the civilian population, Ob-
viously he did not do that. That ls part of
his responsibility.”

The defense argued that General Yama-
shita's communications had been cut. The
Americans were between him and his Batan-
gas command. His forces were disintegrating.
And the guerrillas had exhausted the pa-
tience of the Japanese.

Major Eerr: “The defense cries that Yama-
shita was too far away from the scene of
the battle, too far removed from the actual
perpetrators, justly to be charged and pun-
ished for crimes of those under him. Yet
his very government, his entire nation may
legally be held responsible—even farther re-
moved from the perpetrators and from the
scene of the crime. We say it is in accord-
ance with all the established principles of
responsibility in the field of international
relations that the commanding cfficer as an
individual be held responsible.”

The prosecution not only bore down on
Yamashita's responsibility for hls troops, it
also argied that their actlons were an in-
evitable result of the kind of war the Gen-
eral had waged, Major Kerr: “The Defense
saw fit to refer to the victims of the Japanese
as the victims of war. Victims of war! Is
this warfare? We have another explanation
for it. We say they were victims of Yama-
shita! They are victims of the type of war-
fare that was conducted by Yamashita, by
the troops under him."”

On December 7, 1845, four years after
Pearl Harbor, General Yamashita was sen-
tenced to hang. Two-and-a-half months
later, after the failure of an appeal to the
Philippine and U.S. Supreme Courts, in the
town of Los Bafios, fifty miles from Batangas
Province, that sentence was carried out. In
subsequent trials sixteen soldiers were tried
for their parts in the Taal massacre. Six, in-
cluding Colonel Fujishige, were hanged; one
was shot; two were given life sentences; one
was sentenced to thirty years, another to
twenty-five years, and a third to twenty
years. Four were acquitted. The two platoon
leaders, Second Lieutenants Fukuoka and
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Hosaka, received the lightest sentences,
twenty-five and twenty years, respectively.
The company commander, Warrant Officer
Kobayashi, received a life sentence. The stiffer
penalties were reserved for the higher staff
officers.

‘“General Yamashita's record was a blot on
the military profession,” General MacArthur
sald shortly before the execution. “Revolt-
ing as thls may be in itself, it pales before
the sinister and far-reaching implication
thereby attached to the profession of arms.
The soldier, be e friend or foe, is charged
with the protection of the weak and un-
armed. . . . When he violates this sacred
trust, he not only profanes his entire cult,
but threatens the very fabric of international
society.”

In one of the last interviews with Yama-
shita before his death, the subject of Mac-
Arthur was raised, and Yamashita was to
say, “After all, 1t could have been him."

Since the investigation implicating four-
teen higher-ranking officers In the Mylal in-
cident, some commentators have argued that
the U.S. Army is applying the principles of
Nuremberg to itself. However, the Mylal
charges do not squarely meet the question of
war crimes in Vietnam; it would be closer
to the truth to say that the Mylal investi-
gation evades the real responsibility. The
charges so far are agalnst the instruments
cf the Pentagon policy in Vietnam, rather
than against the policymakers. Nuremberg
concentrated on the latter.

War crimes were defined at Nuremberg
and Tokyo as follows:

1) Class A: Crimes Against the Peace:
Namely, planning, preparation, initiation,
or waging of a war of aggression, or a war in
violation of international treaties, agree-
ments, or assurances, or participation in a
Common Plan or Conspiracy for the accom-
plishment of any of the foregoing. [The
planning of aggressive war was considered
the “supreme crime” in the postwar trials.]

2) Class B: Crimes Against Humanity:
Namely, murder, extermination, enslave-
ment, deportation, and other inhumane acts
committed against any civillan population,
before or during the war, of persecutions on
politieal, racial, or religious grounds in exe-
cution of or in connection with any crime
within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal,
whether or not in viclation of domestic law
of the country where perpetrated.

3) Class C: War Crimes: Namely, viola-
tions of the laws or customs of war. Such
violations shall include, but not be limited
to, murder, ill-treatment, or deportation of
slave labor or for any other purpose, of civil-
fan population of or In occupied territory,
murder or ill-treatment of prisoners of war
or persons on the seas, killing of hostages,
plunder of public or private property, wan-
ton destruction of cities, towns, or villages, or
devastation not justified by military neces-
sity.

If he Is found guilty, Lt. William L. Calley
would, by the standards of the Nuremberg,
Tokyo, and Yamashita trials, be a low-grade,
Class C war criminal. But if Lieutenant Cal-
ley is on trial for brutality, so is the search
and destroy policy on trial for brutalizing
him. In Casualties of War, Daniel Lang de-
scribes the effect of that policy on American
troops:

“Day after day, out on patrol, we'd come
to a narrow dirt path leading through some
shabby village, and the elders would wel-
come us and the children come running with
smiles on their faces, walting for candy we'd
give them. But at the other end of the path,
Jjust as we were leaving the village behind,
the enemy would open up on us, and there
was bitterness among us that the villagers
hadn't given us warning. All that many of
us could think at such times was that we
were fools to be ready to die for a people
who defecated in publie, whose food was
dirtier than anything in our garbage cans
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back home. Thinking like that—well, as I
say, it could change some fellows. It could
keep them from believing that life was so
valuable—anyone's life, I mean, even their
own. I'm not saying that every fellow who
roughed up a civilian liked himself for it
. .. he'd start defending what he'd done many
hours ago by saying that, after all, it was no
worse than what Charlie was doing.”

The brutality of the war, however, and
the criteria of culpability under the Nurem-
berg and Yamashita precedents are not lim-
ited to the policy of search and destroy. The
Mpylai area had, according to Maj. Gen, Wil-
liam Peers, who was in charge of the Penta-
gon’s investigation, traditionally been *“‘un-
der Communist domination.” It was there-
fore subject to intense bombardment from
the air,

By the end of 1967, said Jonathan Schell,
the author of two books on Vietnam, *“the
destruction of society In Quangngal Prov-
ince was not something we were in danger
of doing. It was something that was nearing
its completion. About 70 per cent, by my
estimation, of the villages in that province
had been destroyed.” Most of this destruc-
tion, Schell explained, had been done by
American serial bombardment, prompted by
reports of village cooperation with the Viet-
cong.

Most Americans are aware of the impersonal
slaughter that takes place from the Viet-
namese stratosphere; but many are unaware
of its systematic intensity, or of other ele-
ments of random brutality:

The TPQ program (night bombings)—
Every province in I Corps including Quangn-
gail is authorized five to twelve radar-guided
bombings per night. These tactical bomber
strikes are based on the scantiest intelli-
gence of enemy activity at a specific map
coordinate, A former intelligence agent who
worked in this program sald enemy hospitals
were second only to fixed supply installations
when selecting target priorities for TPQ
strikes, Destroying enemy hospitals was
stressed as a high priority in our Cambodian
operations by Vice President Agnew in a
recent television interview. And yet the Amer-
ican public was so outraged when several
mortar rounds hit our hospital at Camranh
Bay early in 1969.

Operation Thor. In a twenty-four-hour
period in the spring of 1968, sixty B-52
strikes, the largest number of these *arc
light” strikes in the entire war, cut a three-
kilometer-wide swath across South Viet-
nam below the DMZ. No attempt was made
to determine what villages lay along this
patch. Such are the dimensions of “military
necessity” in Vietnam.

Relocation, In the spring of 1967, Ameri-
can reconnaissance planes flew over a ninety-
square-kilometer area of the central high-
lands which was inhabited by the nomadic
Montagnards and known as a regrouping
area for VC infiltration into the coastal area
around Nhatrang and Tuyhoa. The pur-
pose of this mission was to identify every
inhabited place. Shortly after the flights,
troops of the American Fourth Division
moved into the area, rounded up some 4,000
Montagnards, and took them to a newly bullt
village called Edapenang. The Montagnards
were relocated so that they could not serve
the enemy as bearers and food production
personnel, and so the jungle could be opened
for unrestricted bombing raids and big op-
erations like Dakto and Hill 875, where
American forces sustained 1,654 casualties.
Through cultural ignorance we provided
water from wells rather than the stream
water that Montagnards were used to, bulilt
individual family housing rather than the
customary long houses, and moved people
during their planting season so that they
had to be fed for elghteen months. As a re-
sult, the population of Edapenang dropped
from 4,000 to 1,000. Edapenang was the pet
project of the Fourth Divislon commander
in 1967-68, General Peers.
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Phoeniz program. The emphasis of this op-
eration, which has been incorrectly reported
as assassination, is on “bringing in" VC
cadremen from villages. One device used to-
ward this end is the “metal trace detection
kit,” a CIA machine in which ultraviolet
light is suppose to detect "‘tissue aberrations”
either on a trigger finger or on the shoulder
where a rifle butt would be placed. In 1968
the kit was taken into hamlets in I Corps
area, villagers rounded up, & poncho set up
like an old-time camera, and each villager
forced to submit his body to the test. By an
ex-intelligence agent’s testimony, all the
villagers' hands looked splotchy, and as a
consequence the Vietnamese commander or-
dered them all taken out and tortured with
the water treatment until they provided in-
formation. The machine required an expert
to determine any significant tissue aberra-
tions; there was none on the scene when
the agent observed the use of the kit; none-
theless villagers were tortured on the basis
of amateur Interpretations. When the Ameri-
can agent protested to his commander, the
superior shrugged it off. “Oh, what the hell,”
he said, "it's their show.”

It is the high-technology warfare that the
United States is waging in Vietnam, not the
face-to-face “gratuitous brutality,” in Han-
nah Arendt’s term, of Company C that causes
the wholesale killing of Vietnamese civilians.
It is therefore not surprising that Col. Oran
K. Henderson, now charged with making false
statements and false swearing, testified to
the Pentagon in 1969 that he had seen the
bodles of only one woman and two children
in Mylal and belleved they had been killed
by artillery, or that Col. Thon That Kien, the
Quangngal Province chief, also tried to con-
vince himself that stray artillery fire had
killed all those civilians. Civillan death by
artillery or air strike in a free fire-zone is an
accident of war; killing civilians with an
M-16 Is a crime if anyone should dare to
press charges.

Where does the culpability for Mylai stop
—with Calley, with Westmoreland, with Mc-
Namara, with Johnson and Nixon, or with
the whole American people? The Hague Con-
ventions of 1899 and 1907 were based on a
brand of warfare that could imagine a Lieu-
tenant Calley but not a B-52. And the post-
war trials of the Axis figures were careful to
avold charges agalnst the enemy that were
applicable also to ourselves. If the Allies had
been vanquished in that war, any war trials
would surely have centered on the area of
aerial bombardment and high-technology
weaponry, particularly the saturation bomb-
ing of Japanese and German citles and the
use of the atomic bomb. Dr. Richard Falk,
the international law professor at Princeton,
has pointed out the irony that the day the
United States signed the charter for the In-
ternational Military Tribunal at Nuremberg,
August 8, 1945, was the day it dropped the
atomic bomb on Nagasaki, With this gap left
unplugged in the annals of war crimes pro-
ceedings, the policy of high-technology war-
fare has developed in Vietnam without
touching the conscience of America.

The Defense Department admits no re-
sponsibility. The Peers report devotes an en-
tire chapter to the Pentagon directives and
troop information pamphlets regarding the
Hague and -Geneva conventions and a sol-
dier's duty to respect the Vietnamese and
their customs, concerning the need to “han-
dle an enemy captive firmly, promptly, but
humanely” and to protect him against “vio-
lence, insults, curiosity, and reprisals of any
kind.” But any Vietnam veteran will tell you
that the cards on the treatment of POWs and
civilians are handed to the incoming soldier
with the same bureaucratic unconcern as
are his new fatigues, scrip, and salt tablets.

What is significant, therefore, is not the
paper policy but the practice. Which will be
more important for the combat soldier: the
Nine Rules for humane treatment of the
Vietnamese on a card in his wallet, or a pep
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talk about taking revenge on the gooks the
night before an operation into Pinkville?

The fundamental question of the Calley
trial relates to the Yamashita trial: Does
the kind of war that we are fighting in
Vietnam make Mpylais inevitable? No Viet-
nam veteran is shocked by Mylal. He knows
that there was more killing at Mylai than
elsewhere but that it was not unique in our
search and destroy operations. The circle
of responsibility goes beyond Calley and his
company. (Not that the criminal responsi-
bility need be larger. A crime must have its
direct perpetrators.) The political, moral, and
command liability will remain unanswered
in the trials of those now charged.

The relevant area of consideration is the
new concept of justice that the United States
introduced at Nuremberg: crimes against
humanity. The sheer weight of death and
devastation in Vietnam now transcends all
political discussion. One million Vietnamese
civilians, aecording to Senator Edward Ken-
nedy, have become casualties of war since
1965. For those crimes no man—not Calley,
not Westmoreland, not Johnson or Nixon—
stands alone in the dock, but the whole
American nation. The technology that is the
American wonder at home is the American
horror in Vietnam. The American people have
approved of its use in both places.

In 1947 the philosopher Karl Jaspers ap-
proached the question of German guilt in
a way that is pertinent to the question of
American responsibility today. He talked of
Tour areas of gullt: criminal, political, moral,
and metaphysical. Under his definition, an
orgy of accusation about individuals who
were responsible for our war policy will not
satisfy Justice, though those individuals
share a higher political llability than Gen-
eral Yamashita.

Jaspers wrote, “We are responsible for our
[the Nazi] regime, for the acts of the regime,
for the start of the war in this world-histori-
cal situation, and for the leaders we allowed
to rise among us.”

This is the political responsibility that all
Americans share. The metaphysical responsi-
bility comes when injustices are committed
in our presence with our knowledge. The ac-
ceptance of this responsibility, Jaspers says,
can lead to a transformation of human con-
sciousness where pride is broken and arro-
gance is impossible.

“Because of the great diversity In what we
belleved all these years,” Jaspers said to the
defeated German people, “what we took to be
true, what to us was the meaning of life, the
way of transformation must also be different
now for every individual. We are all being
transformed. But we do not all follow the
same path to the new ground of common
truth, which we seek and which reunites us.
In such a disaster everyone may let himself
be made over for rebirth, without fear of dis-
honor, What we must painfully renounce is
not alike for all—so little alike that one man's
renunciation may impress another as a gain.
We are divided along different lines of dis-
appointment.”

The Vietnam War is transforming Ameri-
cans also, but it is not clear what we will be-
come as a result. Will we allow this country to
revel in more vainglorious causes or seek to
reclalm our original ideas? Mylal could lead
to a new maturity in our recognition that
Americans are humans like everyone else,
capable of nobility, but also capable of bes-
tiality, and that when our technology places
upon us the highest responsibility in the
world we must work toward a climate where
the nobler instincts can flourish once again,

THE OLD IN THE COUNTRY
OF THE YOUNG

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. President, the
United States today has 20 million
citizens 65 years of age or over, citizens
who have given long service to their
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Nation and now should have the op-
portunity to live their later years in
dignity and freedom from want.

But far too often, our senior citizens
lack adequate medieal care, comfortable
housing, good companionship, and
meaningful employment. Nearly 7.5 mil-
lion persons 65 and over are poor or near
poor—constantly struggling to make
ends meet at a most difficult time of their
life. And many meore senior citizens are
neglected and lonely, idle, and depressed,
for lack of any hope in tomorrow.

Mr. President, in an age with such
emphasis on youth and change, action
and newness, there is a tendency to for-
get the obligation to our seniors. We
must not allow this to happen.

We should not assume, for example,
that when a person reaches the age of
65 he ecan no longer perform useful work
or make a contribution to our society.

In many cases it is just the opposite.
Our seniors have acquired a wealth of
knowledge and talent and wisdom in a
lifetime of work and experiences. They
are dedicated to serving society. And
they are bitterly frustrated by the free
time and lack of useful activity which
they face.

As individual service fto others con-
tinues to be encouraged as a means of
solving the problems of our society, it
would be to our Nation's benefit to allow
this able force of citizens to make a
useful contribution. Not only would the
Nation be enriched, but the older per-
son's life as well.

In Massachusetts and other parts of
the Nation, pilot programs are proving
that our senior citizens can lead useful,
productive lives, often earning needed
part-time income for themselves while
making an excellent contribution to their
fellow man.

As chairman of the Special Subcom-
mittee on Aging I have worked closely on
problems and needs and accomplish-
ments of the elderly. I have introduced
the Older Americans Community Service
Employment Act, which would stimulate
employment of low-income seniors in a
wide range of community service activi-
ties—as day care assistants, teacher
aides, hospital attendants, recreation
counselors, companions for other seniors,
coordinators in programs for the elderly
and many other public service jobs.

I have held hearings both in Massachu-
setts and in Washington, D.C., on the bill
and have found great enthusiasm among
older citizens for such programs which
would enable them to serve society. Those
seniors: who are already employed in
such work speak enthusiastically of their
activities, of their new-found pride and
dignity. I feel that more older people
should be given a similar opportunity to
lead a richer, more meaningful life.

The employment problem alone, how-
ever, will not cure all the ills affecting our
senior citizens. Improvement of health
care and medical services for the elderly,
an end to poor and depressing housing,
increases in social security benefits, relief
from inflationary price rises—all of these
would help alleviate the problems facing
the elderly. And all of these measures
would allow our senior citizens to lead
the decent lives they deserve.

In a recent excellent article entitled
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“The Old in the Country of the Young,”
published in Time magazine of August
3, many of these problems which con-
front the elderly are discussed, and as the
article notes, many of these injustices can
be overcome by a reordering of the val-
ues of our society.

Efforts must be made by each indi-
vidual, as well as by Government at all
levels, to make the lives of the elderly
useful and productive. The great poten-
tial of this large group of citizens must
be revealed both to themselves and fto
others, Communication and understand-
ing among the varying age groups will
reveal the unique role these forgotten
citizens can and should play in our so-
ciety. And those rights for which we are
striving in this country, such as an end
to discrimination and a better life for
the underprivileged, are rights of the
aged as well as the minorities and the
poor. For color and poverty have no age
limit.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the Recorp. I urge that
it be read by all who seek equal opportu-
nities and a better life for all American
citizens.

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

THE OLD IN THE COUNTRY OF THE YOUNG

Edward Albee once wrote a play about a
middle-aged couple who, before putting
Grandma permanently in the sandbox with
a toy shovel, gave her a nice place to live
under the stove, with an Army blanket and
her very own dish. The play contains more
truth than allegory. One of the poignant
trends of U.S. life is the gradual devalua-
tion of older people, along with their spectac-
ular growth in numbers., Twenty million
Americans are 65 or over. They have also
increased proportionately, from 2.5% of the
nation’s population in 1850 to 10% today.

While the subculture of youth has been
examined, psychoanalyzed, photographed,
deplored and envied, few have wanted even
to admit the existence of a subculture of
the aged, with its implications of segrega-
tion and alienation. Strangely enough, the
aged have a lot in common with youth: they
are largely unemployed, introspective and
often depressed; their bodies and psyches are
in the process of change, and they are heavy
users of drugs. If they want to marry, their
families tend to disapprove. Both groups are
obsessed with time. Youth, though, figures
its passage from birth; the aged calculate
backward from their death day. They some-
times shorten the walt: the sulcide rate
among elderly men is far higher than that of
any other age group.

The two subculures seldom intersect, for
the young largely ignore the old or treat
them with what Novelist Saul Bellow calls “a
kind of totalitarian ecruelty, like Hitler's
attitude toward Jews.” It is as though the
aged were an alien race to which the young
will never belong. Indeed, there is a dis-
tinet diserimination against the old that has
been called age-ism. In its simplest form,
says Psychiatrist Robert Butler of Washing-
ton, D.C., age-ism is just “"not wanting to
have all these ugly old people around.” But-
ler believes that in 25 or 30 years, age-ism
will be a problem equal to racism.

We have time to grow old—the air is full
of our cries

—SAMUEL BECKETT.

It is mot just cruelty and indifference
that cause age-ism and underscore the obso-
lescence of the old. It is also the nature of
modern Western culture. In some societies,
explains Anthropologist Margaret Mead, "“the
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past of the adults is the future of each new
generation,” and therefore is taught and re-
gpected. Thus, primitive families stay to-
gether and cherish their elders. But in this
modern T.S. family units are small, the gen-
erations live apart, and soclal changes are so
rapid that to learn about the past is con-
sidered irrelevant. In this situation, new in
history, says Miss Mead, the aged are “a
strangely isolated generation," the carriers of
a dying culture. Ironically, millions of these
shuntered-aside old people are remarkably
able: medicine has kept them young at the
same time that technology has made them
obsolete.

Many are glad to end their working days.
For people with money, good health, careful
plans and lively interests, retirement can be
a welcome time to do the things they always
dreamed of doing. But for too many others,
the harvest of "the golden years” is neglect,
isolation, anomie and despair. One of every
four Americans 65 or over lives at or below
“the poverty line,” Some of these 5,000,000
old people were poor to begin with, but most
are bewildered and bitter nouveaur pauvres,
their savings and fixed incomes devoured by
spiraling property taxes and other forms of
inflation. More than 2,000,000 of them subsist
on Soclal Security alone.

Job discrimination against the aged, and
increasingly against the middle-aged, 15 al-
ready a fact of U.S. life. While nearly 40%
of the long-term unemployed are over 45,
only 109 of federal retraining programs are
devoted to men of that age. It is often diffi-
cult for clder people to get bank loans, home
mortgages or automobile insurance. When
the car of a 88-year-old Brooklyn grocer was
stolen last winter, he was unable to rent a
substitute. Though his driving record was
faultless and he needed a car for work, he
was told falsely by two companies that to
rent him cne was “against the law.”

Youth is everywhere in place,
Age, like woman, requires fit surroundings.
—RALPH WaLDo EMERSON.

Treated like outsiders, the aged have in-
creasingly clustered together for mutual sup-
port or simply to enjoy themselves. A now
familiar but still amazing phenomenon has
sprung up in the past decade: dozens of
good-sized new towns that exclude people
under 65. Built on cheap, outlying land,
such communities offer two-bedroom houses
starting at 18,000, plus a refuge from urban
violence, the black problem (and in fact
blacks), as well as generational pressures.
“I'm glad to see my children come and I'm
glad to see the back of their heads,” is a
commonly expressed sentiment. Says Dr.
James Birren of the University of Southern
California: “The older you get the more you
want to live with people like yourself. You
want, to put it bluntly, to die with your
own."

Most important, frlendships are easy to
make. One relative newcomer to Laguna Hills
Leisure World, Callf., received more than 200
get-well cards from her new neighbors when
she went to a hospital in Los Angeles. There
is an emphasis on good times: dancing, shuf-
fleboard, outings on oversized tricycles and
bowling (the Keen Agers v. the Hits and
Mrs.). Clubs abound, including Bell Ringing,
Stitch and Knit, Lapidary and “tepees’ of the
International Order of Old Bastards. The
I.0.0.B. motto: “Anything for fun.” There
Is, in a sense, a chance for a new start. "It
doesn’t matter what you used to be; all that
counts is what you do here,” sald a resident
of Sun City, Ariz.

To some residents the communities seem
too homogeneous and confining. A T4-year-
old Californian found that life was flavor-
less at his retirement village; he was just
waliting for “the little black wagon.,” Having
begun to paint seascapes and landscapes at
68, he moved near an artists' colony, where
he now sells his landscapes and llves happily
with a lady friend of T7.
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In silent synods, they play chess or crib-
bage . . .
—W. H. AUDEN.

In fact, less than 1% of the elderly leave
their own states. The highest proportion of
the aged outside Florida is in Arkansas,
Iowa, Maine, Missouri, Nebraska and South
Dakota—on farms and in communities from
which youth has fled. In small towns, the
able elderly turn abandoned buildings into
“senior centers" for cards, pool, slide shows,
lectures and ple soclals. In Hebron, N. Dak.
(pop. 1,137), grandmothers use the balcony
of the former J. C. Penney store for their
quilting. But there is little socializing among
the rural aged, who often subsist on pit-
tances of $60 a month, and become even
more isolated as public buses disappear from
the highways, cutting off their lifelines to
clinics, stores and friends,

A third of the nation’s aged live in the
deteriorating cores of the big cities. On Man-
hattan's Upper West Side, thousands of pen-
niless widows in dingy single-room-occu-
pancy hotels bar their doors against the al-
coholics and dope addicts with whom they
share the bathroom, the padlocked refrig-
erator and the telephone down the hall.
“Nine out of ten around here, there's some-
thing wrong with them,” says a T2-year-old
ex-housekeeper living on welfare in a hotel
on West 94th Street. "I get disgusted and
Just sleep every afternoon. Everybody dying
around you makes you kind of nervous.” Ter-
rified of muggings and speeding cars, the dis-
abled and disoriented do not leave their
blocks for years on end, tipping anyone they
can find to get groceries for them when
their welfare checks arrive.

Close to a million old people live in nurs-
ing homes or convalescent facilities provided
by Medicare. A new growth industry, nursing
homes now provide more beds than hospi-
tals. They are badly needed. But in many of
the “homes,” the food and care are atroclous.
Patients have even been confined to their
beds merely because bed care entitles the
owners to $2 or $3 more a day. Mrs. Ruby
Elliott, 74, recalls her year in a California
nursing home with fear and bitterness: “It's
pitiful, but people are just out for the
money. That whole time I was among the
living dead.”

Fewer than half of the country's 25,000
nursing homes actually offer skilled nursing.
Arkansas Congressman David Pryor recently
visited twelve nursing homes near Washing-
ton, D.C. “I found two where I would be
willing to put my mother,” he said. “But I
do mot think I could afford either one on
my $42,500 congressional salary.” Pryor is
trying to set up a congressional committee
to investigate long-term care for the aged.

How terrible strange
To be seventy.
—S1MON AND GARFUNKEL.

Almost everyone hates to think about ag-
ing. Doctors and social scientists are no ex-
ception. "“They think one shouldn’t look at
it too closely, as though it were the head of
Medusa. It is considered a morbid preoccu-
pation,” says one anthropologist. But the
acute problems and swelling ranks of the
American aged have lately stimulated a num-
ber of new behavioral studies that are more
scientific than any ever done before, They
show, among other thing, that people age at
very different speeds and that many changes
formerly attributed to age are actually caused
by other factors. The cliché that a man is as
old as his arteries, for example, has been
found to be misleading. It is probably more
accurate to say that a man is as sick as his
arteries, and that such sickness Is caused
by dliet and stress rather than by age.

The ability of elderly people to memorize
and recall new information has been exhaus-
tively tested at the Duke University Center
for the Study of Aging and Human Develop~
ment. They can do it, but they need more
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time than younger people. Their responses
are apparently slowed down by anxiety; an
older person's goal is less to achieve success
than to avold failure. Changes In the blood of
elderly pupils showed that they were under-
golng the physiological equivalent of anxiety
without being aware of it. Drugs that changed
this physiological happening helped them,
and their performances improved. Dr. Carl
Eisdorfer, who conducted the experiments,
suggests that what initially slowed down his
subjects was not so much their age as their
attitude toward their age.

0Old people may be ridiculed when they try
to act young, according to San Francisco
Psychologist Frances Carp, it is better to fight
age than to accept it. In America today, “ac-
ceptance of old age holds out few if any re-
wards,” she says. Those who surrender often
become debilitated by a devastating “elderly
mystique”—and victims of self-fulfilling
prophecies. For example, doctors at the Uni-
versity of Illinois studied 900 old people liv-
ing at home and found many so sick that they
could not walk to the door. They had lived
for months without medical attention be-
cause they felt that they were old and there-
fore were supposed to be sick.

Actually, the overwhelming majority of the
aged can fend very well for themselves. Only
5% of aged Americans live in institutions;
perhaps another 5% remain bedridden at
home. True, four out of five older people have
a chronie condition. “But chronic diseases
must be redefined.” say Duke’s Dr. Eisdorfer.
“I've seen too many depressed people leav-
ing their doctor's office saying, ‘My God. I've
got an incurable disease.' Chronic illness gets
confused with fatal illness. Life itself is fatal,
of course, but as far as most chronic illnesses
go, we simply don’'t know what they do to
advance death, The role of the doctor has to
change. Now that infectious diseases are on
their way out, the doetor must stop think-
ing about cures and start teaching people
how to live with what they have.”

New findings show that hypochondria, or
“high body concern,” one of the most com-
mon neuroses of the elderly, can often be
cured. According to Dr. Ewald Busse, director
of the Duke study center, if & man’s family
“keeps criticizing him unjustly, makes him
feel uncomfortable, unwanted, he may re-
treat into an imaginary illness as a way of
saying, ‘Don’t make things harder for me.

“‘I'm sick and you should respect me and
take care of me." It is clear from our studies
that if the older hypochondriac’s environ-
ment changes for the better, he will too. He
will again become a reasonable, normal per-
son. This is quite different from the reac-
tion of the younger hypochondiac, who is
much sicker psychologically and much less
likely to respond to a favorable change in
environment.”

Recent studies bear out Sex Researchers
Masters and Johnson's findings that men who
enjoyed sex earlier in life can, if all else goes
well, continue to enjoy it. Questionnaires over
a ten-year period at Duke showed that the
some men's interest in sex changed little from
age 67 to 77, although there was a slight
drop in activity. Result: a gradual widen-
ing in what the researchers coolly call the
“interest-activity gap.” A much lower propor-
tion of women continued to be interested in
sex after 67, but they managed to keep their
interest-activity graph lines close together.
“It depends on the individual,” an elderly
San Franciscan points out. “All ages have
sexy people.”

People expect old men to die,

They . .. look

At them with eyes that wonder when.
—OGDEN NaAsSH.

A common and unfortunate diagnosis of
many aged people is that they are senile, a
catchword for a number of conditions. There
may be organic brain damage—for example,
the brain may run short of oxygen because
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of impalred blood flow. But many of the
“senile” actually have psychological prob-
lems. One 70-year-old retired financier, who
insisted on calling his successor at the com-
pany all the time and had all sorts of para-
noid suspicions, was diagnosed as having or-
ganic brain disease. A combination of psy-
chotherapy and a new job as treasurer of a
charitable organization helped the man to
recover completely. Other “senile” patients
actually suffer from malnutrition, or have
simply broken down out of loneliness, per-
haps caused by a temporary overload. As one
old man put it: “There is no one still alive
who can call me John." Explains Harvard
Psychoanalyst Martin Berezin: “The one
thing which neither grows old nor dimin-
ishes is the need for love and affection. These
drives, these wishes never change.”

Actually, senile traits are not peculiar to
the aged. A group of college students and a
group of the elderly were recently rated
according to the characteristics of senility,
and the students were found to be the more
neurotic, negative, dissatisfied socially inept
and unrealistic. The students, in sum, were
more senile than thelr elders. Other studies
have shown that the percentage of psychi-
atric impairment of old persons is no greater
than that for younger groups.

But younger people are usually treated if
their psychological problems are severe. Says
New York Psychologist Muriel Oberleder: “If
we encounter unusual neryousness, irritabil-
ity, depression, unaccountable anger, person-
ality change, apathy or withdrawal in a
young person, we make sure that he is seen
by a physician. But when those symptoms
appear in elderly people, they are considered
par for the course of old age. We rarely con-
sider the possibility that elderly people who
have had a breakdown can recover.” Dr.
Berezin successfully treated a T70-year-old
woman who had a severe breakdown, her
first. She had been picked up for drinking,
setting fire to her home and other blzarre
behavior, including chalking off a section of
the sidewalk and claiming it as her own. In
therapy, she revealed that she had yearned
all her life for marriage and children. Even-
tually, she mastered her grief and regrets,
settled down and began to enjoy the people
around her,

Psychotherapy has never been easily avail-
able to the aged. Since it demands so much
time and effort, it s considered better to ex-
pend it on those who have a long life ahead.
There is also the still-powerful influence of
Freud. If one's behavior is belleved to be

rogrammed in the first years of life, one can-
not hope to change that program substan-
tially during old age. (Freud, who contrib-
uted to age-ism, was also its victim. At Bl,
discussing “the many free hours with which
my dwindling analytical practice has pre-
sented me,” he added: “It is understandable
that patients don’t surge toward an analyst
of such an unreliable age.”)

. . I reach my center,
my algebra and my key,
my mirror.
Soon I shall know who I am.
—JORGE Luls BORGES.

Most psychologists have simply ignored
the process of aging. Says Harvard's Erik
Erikson: “It is astonishing to behold how
(until quite recently and with a few notable
exceptions) Western psychology has avolded
looking at the whole of life. As our world
image is a one-way street to never-ending
progress, interrupted only by small and big
catastrophes, our lives are to be one-way
streets to success—and sudden oblivion.”
But lately Erlkson and other psychiatrists
have become interested in all stages of
man’s development, and the “aging” that
goes on at every stage.

One practitioner of “life-cycle psychiatry,”
Washington's 43-year-old Dr. Butler, belleves
that the possibilities for psychic change may
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be greater in old age than at any other pe-
riod of life. “Little attention has been paid
to the wish to change identity, to preserve
and exercise the sense of possibility and in-
completeness against a sense of closure and
completeness.” When a person's identity is
maintained throughout old age, “I find it an
ominous sign rather than the other way
around. If the term needs to be used at all,
I suggest that a continuing, life-long iden-
tity crisis is a sign of good health.”

Though many belleve that age accentu-
ates personality characteristics, Dr. Butler
notes that “certain personality features mel-
low or entirely disappear. Others prove in-
sulating and protective, although they might
formerly have been impairing, such as a
schizold disposition.” SBome doctors suggest
that neuroses and some psychoses burn
themselves out with age, and note that the
rate of mental disorders declines after the
age of T0.

Carl Jung, who lived with great vigor un-
til the age of 85, saw aging as a process of
continuous inward development (“individu-
ation”), with important psychic changes oc-
curring right up to the time of death. “Any-
one who fails to go along with life remsains
suspended, stiff and rigid in mid-air,” Jung
wrote. “That is why so many people get
wooden in old age; they look back and cling
to the past with a secret fear of death in
their hearts. From the middle of life on-
ward, only he remains vitally alive who is
ready to die with life, for in the secret hour
of life’s midday the parabola is reversed,
death is born. We grant goal and purpose to
the ascent of life, why not to the descent?”
Erik Erikson agrees: “Any span of the cycle
lived without vigorous meaning, at the be-
ginning, in the middle, or at the end, en-
dangers the sense of life and the meaning of
death in all whose life stages are inter-
twined.”

Better to go down dignified

With boughten friendship at your side

Than none at all. Provide, provide!
—ROBERT FROST.

The problems of the aged are not their
concern alone. Since reaching the age of 70 or
B0 is becoming the norm rather than the ex-
ception, more and more of the middle-aged—
even when they retire—have elderly parents
and other relatives to care for. For the “com-
mand generation” there are two generation
gaps, and the decisions to be made about their
parents are often more dificult than those
concerning thelr children. Various com-
munity agencies sometimes help, in Man-
hattan a private referral service is kept
busy helping distraught people find the right
place for parents who can no longer live at
home. One 8l-year-old woman was per-
suaded to go to a nursing home when her
daughter, with whom she had always lived,
married late in life. To her own surprise, she
is happler than she was before, taking great
pride In reading to and helping her older
roommate. A difficult decision of the middle-
aged is how to allot their resources between
children and parents and still provide for
their own years of retirement, which may
well extend for two decades.

The next generation of the aged may be
healthier, certainly better educated and per-
haps more politically aware. Those over 65
are now a rather silent minority, but in num-
ber they are almost exactly equal to the
nation's blacks. Since none are below voting
age, the aged control a high percentage
of the vote—15%. More and more are band-
ing together. The American Association of
Retired Persons, for example, helps its nearly
2,000,000 members get automobile insurance,
cheaper drugs and cut-rate travel. A more
politieally oriented group, the 2,500,000-mem-
ber National Council of Senior Citizens,
played a major role in pushing through
Medicare. Now the group is lobbying to im-
prove Medicare, which helps the sick but
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does not provide checkups, by Including
some sort of Preventicare.

Aside from health, money is the most per-
vasive worry of the aged; income mainte-
nance is a major need. Private pension plans
need attentlon too. According to one in-
formed estimate, only 10% of the people who
work under pension plans actually receive any
benefits, usually because they do not stay
long enough to qualify. As presently arranged
pensions also tend to lock older workers
into their jobs and, if they become unem-
ployed, to lock them out. They are then de-
nied jobs because it is too expensive to let
them join a pension plan.

Come, my friends,
'Tis. not too late to seek a newer world.
—TENNYSON.

Will able 70-year-olds have more opportu-
nities to work in the future? Probably not. In-
stead of raising the age of mandatory re-
tirement, business and labor may lower it,
perhaps to 60 or below—making workers
eligible even earlier for soclal insecurity.
Aside from those fortunate few in the pro-
fessions—law, medicine, dentistry, architec-
ture—most of the people over 66 who are
still at work today are farmers, craftsmen
and self-employed tradesmen, all categories
whose numbers are shrinking. Of course,
people cannot work hard forever. Each man
ages according to his own clock, but at long
last he is likely to lose much of his strength,
his drive and adaptability. Witness the ger-
ontocracy that slows down Congress and the
businesses that have failed because of rigid
leadership. But there are still many areas
where the aged can serve and should, for
aside from humane consideration, they can
provide skill and wisdom that otherwise
would be wasted.

New plans to recruit, train and deploy
older workers to provide much needed help
in hospitals, special schools and elsewhere
will be discussed at the White House Con-
ference on Aging scheduled for November
1971, Meanwhile, a few small-scale programs
point the way. One Is Operation Green
Thumb, which hires retired farmers for
landscaping and gardening. Another is the
International Executive Service Corps, which
arranges for retired executives to lend their
management skills to developing countries.
Hastings College of Law in San Francisco is
staffed by law professors who have retired
from other schools. A federally financed
program called Foster Grandparents pays
4,000 low~income “grandparents” to care for
8,000 underprivileged youngsters. Although
they have numbered only in the hundreds,
most elderly volunteers in Vista and the
Peace Corps have been great assets. “We
know about outhouses and can remember
when there weren’t any refrigerators,” says
Nora Hodges, 71, who spent two years in
Tunisia and is now associate Peace Corps
director in the Ivory Coast. “People in un-
derdeveloped countries rate age very highly.
When we meet with this appreclative atti-
tude, we outdo ourselves.”

Begin the preparation for your death
And from the jfortieth winter by that
thought
Test every work of intellect or faith.
—W. B. YEATS.

Life would be richer, students of aging
agree, if a wider repertory of activities were
encouraged throughout life. Almost everyone
now marches together In a sort of lockstep.
They spend years in school, years at work and
years in retirement. Youth might well work
more, the middle-aged play more, and the
older person go back to school. Former HEW
Secretary John Gardner wants to see “mid-
career clinics to which men and women can
go to re-examine the goals of their working
lives and consider changes of direction. I
would like to see people visit such clinics
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with as little self-consciousness as they visit
their dentist.” As Psychilatrist Robert Butler
puts it: “Perhaps the greatest danger in life
is being frozen into a role that limits one’s
self-expression and development. We need
Middle Starts and Late Starts as well as Head
Starts.”

To get a late start does not necessarily
require a federal program. Many an enter-
prising individual has done it on his own.
Mrs. Florida Scott-Maxwell, who at the age
of 50 began training to become a psycho-
therapist, recently wrote down her reflec-
tions about aging in The Measure of My
Days. “My seventles were interesting and
fairly serene,” she noted, “but my eighties
are passionate. I am so disturbed by the
outer world, and by human quality in gen-
eral, that I want to put things right as
though I still owed a debt to life. I must
calm down.”

0Old age should burn and
rave at close of day.
—DvyLAN THOMAS.

How soclally involved older people should
be is a question in hot dispute among stu-
dents of aging. Some believe in the “theory
of disengagement,” which holds, that aging
is accompanied by an inner process that
makes the loosening of social ties a natural
process, and a desirable one, Others disagree.
Says Harvard Socioclogist Chad Gordon: "Dis-
engagement theory is a rationale for the fact
that old people haven't a damn thing to do
and nothing to do it with.”

After analyzing lengthy interviews with
600 aged San Franciscans, Anthropologist
Margaret Clark found that engagement with
life, rather than disengagement, contributed
most to their psychological well-being. But
not when that engagement included ac-
quisitiveness, aggressiveness or a drive to
achievement, super-competence and control.
To cling to these stereotypical traits of the
successful American seems to invite trouble,
even geriatric psychiatry. The healthiest and
happiest of the aged people in the survey
were interested in conserving and enjoying
rather than acquiring and exploiting, in con-
cern for others rather than control of others,
in “just being" rather than doing. They em-
braced, Dr. Clark points out, many of the
values of today's saner hippies. Similarly, re-
ligion often teaches the aged, in spite of
their physical diminishment, to accept each
day as a gift.

The ranker injustices of age-ism can be
alleviated by government action and familial
concern, but the basic problem can be solved
only by a fundamental and unlikely reor-
dering of the wvalues of society. Soclal ob-
solescence will probably be the chronic con-
dition of the aged, like the other deficits and
disabilities they learn to live with. But even
in a society that has no role for them, aging
individuals can try to carve out thelir own
various niches. The noblest role, of course,
is an affirmative one—quite simply to dem-
onstrate how to live and how to die. If the
aged have any responsibility, it is to show
the next generation how to face the ulti-
mate concerns. As Octogenarian Scott-Max-
well puts it: "Age is an intense and varied
experience, almost beyond our capacity at
times, but something to be carried high. If
it is a long defeat, it is also a victory, mean-
ingful for the initiates of time, If not for
those who have come less far.”

MEDICAL CARE PROVISIONS OF
H.R. 17550

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, there
are many aspects of the medical care
provisions of H.R. 17550 which I favor,
including, first, the strengthened super-
vision of reasonable doctors’ fees; sec-
ond, the health maintenance option, and
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third, coverage for the uninsured. I
believe that some of the cost-cutting
measures in the bill are wise and neces-
s5ary.

I hope that Congress will add a pro-
vision to cover the cost of out-of-hospital
prescription drugs, dental care, and the
cost of eyeglasses. I have myself cospon-
sored bills to include such services.

But there is one objectionable provi-
sion in the bill, as passed by the House,
which I strongly suggest be eliminated.
I am joining with the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. WiLLIAMS) in
an effort to call the Senate’s attention to
this problem.

Section 225 of the House-passed bill
provides that Federal matching funds
under medicaid shall be reduced by one-
third for any individual patient after 90
days of care in a skilled nursing home.
Present law contains no such cutoff. The
purported justification for this cutoff
provision is to provide incentives for out-
patient care. Thus, section 225 increases
by 25 percent the Federal share of medic-
aid outpatient care and home care serv-
ices, and also decreases the Federal share
by one-third for hospital care after 60
days. It also cuts funds for mental
patients after 90 days. These amend-
ments are obviously designed to reduce
the growing costs of medicaid, however
I fear they do so at the expense of the
patient and to the detriment of decent
health care, and without any demon-
strable savings.

The House-passed cutoff provision is
based on an erroneous premise that pa-
tients in nursing homes do not require
inpatient care after 90 days but may be
cared for at home. Such a sweeping and
general judgment cannot be made by
lawmakers; it can only be made on a
case-by-case basis by the physician. In-
deed, over two-thirds of all nursing
home patients are found to require more
than 90 days of care. I believe that H.R.
17550 already contains adequate
strengthened safeguards against provid-
ing unnecessary health care by placing
limits on reasonable costs, by cutting off
funds if the program is abused, and by
setting up utilization review committees
to evaluate the need for care. If such a
review determines that care is necessary
after 90 days, it is grossly unfair to re-
duce the funds needed to provide such
services.

The magnitude of section 225’s evil is
enormous. Medicaid patients account for
60 percent of all nursing home admis-
sions. If one-third of the Federal funds
are cut off, the States will be required
either to scrape up the money them-
selves or to turn patients out of bed
prematurely. In my own State of Ver-
mont the loss of Federal funds for nurs-
ling homes alone would be $429,000.
Losses of funds for mental care and
hospital care brings the total in Vermont
to $1,083,000.

I believe strongly that the Federal
Government should not build up expeec-
tations only to shatter them. After medi-
care and medicaid were enacted in 1965
and 1966, hundreds of skilled nursing
homes geared up to provide for increased
admissions. They have operated for 4
years in reliance on an assumed Federal
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payment. Now they face a midstream
cutoff. I hope that the Senate will rec-
ognize the unfairness in section 225 and
eliminate it from the bill.

SPORTSMEN RESTORE CEMETERIES

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, in recent
years, we have read with increasing fre-
quency of senseless acts of vandalism.
Recently, in response to the despicable
desecration of several cemeteries in
Weatherly, Pa., the Lehigh and Lausanne
Sportsmen’s Club undertook to restore
the damaged cemeteries and to prevent
a recurrence of this crime. Their justifi-
cation for their actions was described in
inspiring words in an article in the
Weatherly Herald.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the RECORD.

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

AREA SPORTSMEN RESTORING CEMETERY

Cemeteries in the Weatherly RD 2 area
which were desecrated by vandals are now
being restored by members of the Lehigh
and Lausanne Sportsmen's Club.

In St. Joseph's Catholic Cemetery in the
Laurytown area, the club members have re-
paired and replaced the damaged fence and
tombstones that were knocked to the ground.
The club has volunteered to patrol the ceme-
tery area to prevent further vandalism and
will, in the event anyone is caught trespass-
ing on the property, prosecute to the limit
of the law.

Though the majority of the club members
are not members of the Catholic faith, they
are convinced that every man, regardless of
race, color or creed, should and must respect
the other man's property, his place of wor-
ship and his belief and the final resting
place of his loved ones,

Above all, they will not stand for desecra-
tion of the American flag, whether it be on
& lonely grave in a rural cemetery or in the
middle of a thriving and growing commu-
nity.

Contributions to the repair fund may be
sent to the club secretary, Charles Neidlinger
Jr., at Box 48 in Weatherly.

HANOI'S BAMBOO CAGES

Mr., SAXBE. Mr. President, there are
many famous prisons in the world.
Throughout history they have stood as
symbols of oppression: The Tillianum,
where Roman emperors cast their en-
emies and where Sts. Peter and Paul
were confined; Sir Walter Scott's Tol-
booth; the infamous Bastille; the Black
Hole of Calcutta; Dachau; Buchenwald;
Auschwitz.

North Vietnam has no such famous
lockups—we do not yet know their
names, at all events, although we may
later—but to our men held captive by
the enemy, the experience is much the
same. The bamboo cages which enclose
them are as real as those used on pris-
oners in the Tower of London, hundreds
of years ago; the tortures inflicted upon
them are as painful as those of the
Spanish Inquisition.

We must remind ourselves—and our
enemies—that the lack of notoriety of
their individual jails does not mean we
have forgotten our men held prisoner by
Hanoi.
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THE ABM AND THE MIRV—AD-
DRESS BY DR. ROBERT KIL-
MARX

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, Dr.
Robert Kilmarx, who is senior staff mem-
ber of the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies at Georgetown Univer-
sity, delivered a most provocative ad-
dress entitled “ABM and MIRV" in June
at the annual alumni seminar.

He puts the country ahead a few years
and portrays the position we will find
ourselves in if those who care to cut our
military budget and particularly ham-
string the MIRV are successful.

I have saved this piece for inclusion
in the Recorp at this time because the
whole subject of military authorization,
including the MIRYV, is now before the
Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that the ad-
dress be printed in the REecoro.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

ABM anp MIRV 1n THE CONTEXT oF SALT

(By Dr. Robert Kilmarx, senior staff, the
Center for Strategic and International
Studies, Georgetown University, delivered
at the Georgetown Unlversity Annual
Alumni Seminar, Georgetown University,
Washington, D.C., June 12, 19870)

An address on the need for antl-ballistic
missiles and multiple, independently target-
able reentry vehicles on ICBMs (MIRV)
these days is often an invitation to risk the
charge of socio-political irrelevance and in-
sensitivity to higher imperatives. Advocates
of new weapon systems are often assumed to
be cursed by parochial concerns about the
“gquality of death,” techmnological arrogance
and strategic myopia. Seldom has the wrong
debate on the wrong issues been held so long,
as in this case. It has a life of its own—
impervious to reason. It is perhaps a symbol
of some form of leadership decay. For this is
the age of the facile solution as well as
Aquarius.

Since scenarios are the fashion, here we are
in 1878: out of Vietnam-—and out of stra-
tegic options. We citizens blocked the de-
ployment of new strategic weapon systems
lest we be provocative, and violate agree-
ments or their prospect. We cut military
R&D, lest we impair non-military advances.
Many came to damn technology; more to
strangle it. We shifted to some of the right
priorities in the wrong way and at the wrong
pace—innocently hoping we had thereby con-
tributed to peace, social justice and progress
at home and “partnership” abroad. “Suf-
ficience” as a guide to military policy we
found could be stretched either way. “Part-
nership” could mean policy paralysis, since
our international partners might not share
our vision. Our sense of history ylelded to a
sense of guilt, of inward reassessment, of
vain hope. Religious and moral precepts in
some cases had infected our statecraft with
a disease of unfounded goodness. Gone or
obscured were empirical insights of the cold
war. Only other wars—on crime, on drugs or
on pollution—absorbed our attention. A new,
reigning natural law of politics—a new man-
date of priorities—a new “brooding omni-
presence in the sky” (to quote Justice
Holmes)—had stripped our loins of armor—
and of national will and confidence, too.
Communism, since no longer monolithie,
was not viewed as a threat, as if malignant
virus would lose its virulence if it took many
forms; as if Soviet or Chinese statism or
chauvinism, using traditional tools of power
politics, buttressed by new and subtle revo-
lutionary technigues was, by definition, a
lesser evil than a pernicious ideology with
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proselytising and acquisitive pretensions.
Many accept this view even Eknowing that
avowed foes back their new respectability
with meaningful degrees of military superi-
ority or myriad legions. Philosophical love-
beads became a powerful weapon. Withdrawal
from international commitments was our
watchword and an assumed cure for inflation
or recession, depending on the portfolio of
the beholder. Somehow social justice got
caught in this net.

The oracles according to Laird then proved
true; the Soviets had developed strateglc ad-
vantage in Polaris missile submarines, having
built 8-12 a year while we had constructed
no more than 41 of aging vintage. The Soviet
submarine-launched ballistic missile even
reached to 3000 n.m.—beyond the range of
our hoped for Poseidon. The Soviets had se-
cretly acquired the capability to destroy our
1000 Minutemen ICBM's with S5-9's, each
carrying not 5 but over 30 MIRV's with 25
NM or less CEP. Clandestine testing was more
difficult to observe as the Soviets had blind-
ed our peaceful satellites and chased away
our radar monitoring, ships and planes. We
had halted our MIRV deployment long ago
because some speech writers and columnists
with a “balanced” view had convinced us
that there was such & thing as the danger
of a mew arms race with strategic weapons
that could now be controlled by skillful di-
plomacy or even by our own actlons. Our
ABM deployment had been stopped in Con-
gress at Phase IT because influentlial scien-
tists had overridden their credentials and
assumed the garb of military specialists. Poli-
ticlans sensed the issue while In election
heat, The new military prophets and their
analytical cohorts in systems trades told us
of the technical limitations of ABM, heed-
less of the fact that hardened detection radar
for ABM, booster-phase or mid-course de-
struct systems, and improved Sprint ABM
missiles could have been developed if others
had been permitted. Soon even “laser” would
become a dirty word. The political and eco-
nomic price promised to be incalculable.

And what about SALT? Yes, we had signed
an agreement like the President sald good
Americans should. We had frozen inventories
of ICBM launchers, checked the proliferation
of Polaris tubes and clipped the wings of
AMSA, now the B-1 bomber. Unilaterally we
had previously promised to delay develop-
ment of some major new strategic offensive
systems like ULMS for 18 more months while
we awaited good news from Vienna, However,
the Soviets, meanwhile, accelerated thelr
new weapons tests before an agreement could
be reached, This we excused. For we were
promised an agreement by our leader. We had
done what many in Congress with C-5-ltis
wanted us to do anyway, for postponing, then
cancelling weapons programs Is afterall the
only way to stop cost growth, schedule slip-
page and goldplating. We even threw in a
clause in SALT about ABM. They would de-
fend Moscow; we would defend Washington,
but we must include Congress, too., We had
forgotten that uncertainty, diversity and
flexibility In the deployment of strategic
weapon systems helps to make deterrence
work. We ignored the fact that Soviet ABM
operational experience exceeded our own, or
that their new ABM with a loiter capability
was not included. We added a protocol to
restrict MIRV, knowing full well that na-
tional inspection systems could not tell what
changes were made in the business end of
& missile without unacceptable on-site in-
spection. The Soviets were not about to sign
until their system had been adequately
tested.

We accepted the institutionalized pleas of
arms controllers, many ¢f whom often have
a gquaint approach to such obstinate inspec-
tion problems: They ignore them. study them
or they accept constraints on blind faith.
They seldom get the message that the name
of the inspection game is really not just “to
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catch a thief,” but to penetrate and to open
Soviet society, to facilitate intelligence overall
and to spur on liberal trends, This is not in
their department.

We generously borrowed from the text
book of the nuclear test ban treaty, believing
that an agreement that might deter is better
than no agreement at all. We had chosen to
ignore the fact that as a result of the nuclear
test ban treaty, the Soviets had won assur-
ance that their lead in high yleld nuclear
weapons could not be matched by the U.S.
and that underground testing would permit
them to catch up in the sub-kiloton to low
megaton range. We forgot past Soviet decep-
tion concerning the cut off of production of
fissionable materials. We dismissed the sig-
nificance of the Soviet violation of the spirit
of the Space treaty with their development
of a fractional-orbital bombardment system
(FOBS) that threatened to pin down our
bombers in a nuclear exchange. After all,
space weapons did not pass our cost-effec-
tiveness tests. We excused the absence of
Communist China from the list of signators,
looking to the death of Mao to provide a new
“open door."” As with the nuclear non-prolif-
eration treaty, we felt it was wise to apply
only the moral pressures of an overused
amorphous pressure group called world opin-
ion to those who would not play our arms
control politics, to assume that big power
example would ultimately prevail. We gave
up CW and BW (Chemical and Biological
Warfare) weapons, as too evil to abandon
by agreement. We forgot that deterrence, like
love, is seldom equal in any union: differ-
ences in the system put unlike bounds on
the lure of unsanctioned activity.

But back to the present and to the pitfalls
of our stake In military weapons progress,
ABM and MIRV, with or without SALT. In
the United States these days there is little
need for a SALT agreement to restrict our
military research and development. Our
spending for military R&D remained fairly
constant until a recent decline, while the
Soviets have increased theirs each year by
about 10 to 13 per cent. Now they exceed
ours. Unless SALT can put a brake on Sovlet
military R&D progress which is otherwise
comparatively insensitive to preéssures within
Soviet society, the agreement will leave un-
touched the realms of scientific and tech-
nological progress that will become more
threatened than either contemporary ABM
or MIRV. We should have learned long ago
that disarmament by example does not work.
In the words of Dr. John S. Foster, Jr., Di-
rector of Defense Research and Engineering
of the DOD, if present trends continue “the
United States will lose its overall world tech-
nological and economic leadership. . . . Ten
vears ago, our total funding for all research
and development, public and private (ac-
cording to the Secretary) was almost twice
that of the Soviet Union. Today the U.S.
total is only some 20 per cent greater. By the
mid-1970’s the trends would put us in second
position. , . . Looking at defense-related R&D
and its applieation, the Soviet Union is now
investing the equivalent of $16-17 billion.
We are spending $13-14 billilon. “If these
trends persist, by the mid-1980’s,” he haz-
arded, “the Soviet Union will have a total
R&D force of full-time sclentists and engi-
neers one-third larger than ours.” The Soviet
Union is clearly creating a national research
and development base larger than ours. We
seem to have lost the zeal for technological
excellence. This we have done without SALT.

As a result, we may well fall hopelessly
behind in the development of new weapons
concepts that will make present systems as
obsolete as the bil-planes and artillery of
World War I. Quantum breakthroughs in
military technology He ahead. We know the
route to take and its portent—so do they,
It is here that the real race must be run or
our future national security will be in jeop-
ardy. In the heat of discussion such sensitive
areas are never mentioned.
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A comforting SALT agreement with the
Soviets of its own momentum. could fur-
ther burden our sclentific and technical
progress although it can have favorable, if
transitory, effects in other realms, Our so-
clety is particularly vulnerable to the chain
reaction effects of arms control agreements
on vital elements of military spending and
the allocation of national energles, espe-
clally in the present climate. For example,
if our military budget is slashed beyond &7
billion over the next two years, a step we
will probably take even without SALT, fur-
ther cuts in military R&D are inevitable,
This will even weaken our ability to detect
BALT treaty violations by advanced means.
Important design teams will be broken up.
Universities will further yield to the siren
call for a divorce from military research.
The blow to Lincoln and “I” labs at MIT is
the precursor, The reverse brain drain will
accelerate. Major corporations will re-focus
their profit-oriented efforts to more promis-
ing markets, even without Nader. Funding
for independent research will be at an end.
In-house labs of the government will feel the
squeeze and not be able to meet the require-
ments left unfulfilled. If they try from
whence comes the innovation. This is the
multiplier effect that is risked iIn our some-
what capitalistic soclety in a SALT contract
that reflects and makes law but lacks an
enforcer,

Reduction of the future mix or level of
strategic arms through SALT or without it
could also have destabilizing effects on re-
gional balances unless their spokesmeun too
are invited to the table. The Middle East is
a case in point. If any of you believe we
have a meaningful conventional option in
the Med. beyond pin-prick conventional con-
flict with the Warsaw Pact, I have sad news.
A recent visit in Naples at the NATO head-
quarters called CINCSOUTH has led me to
the conviction that the days of “massive
retaliation” have returned to that area. And
what about NATO's Central Front, if we have
to re-target some of our intercontinental
attack systems because of agreed force cut-
backs or constraints? The conventional de-
fense of the Central Front remains a logistic
nightmare. How will our Allies respond to
a new, lower plateau U.S. capabllity, since
our strategic nuclear offensive and defensive
capabilities have been their ultimatum de-
fense? Our much blessed withdrawal from
Southeast Asia upgrades the priorities of
other areas in which nuclear and conven-
tional weapons are more closely coupled.

The level of strategic weapons capabill-
tles and the danger of escalation of local
conflicts should never be viewed as mutually
exclusive 1ssues, even to facllitate agree-
ment. Strateglc arms limitations * * *
from SALT could be low enough to encour-
age more local risk-taking by the Soviets.
What about our ultimate response to the
globalization of Soviet naval capabilities in
2 SALTed world? We cannot close the um-
brella without effecting the water too.

But, I come not to bury SALT nor to praise
it. Nor do I come to huckster ABM and MIRV
but to counsel the large view. The limits as
well as the benefits of SALT must be arrayed.
The fear of polarity in public discussion must
not cut off hard questions from both sides.
Those who believe we can negotiate realis-
tically from the present p of reduced
U.8. strength must bear the bhurden of proof.
Those who believe we can insure the sanctity
of agreements reached from a level of tech-
nological and military inferiority must carry
even a heavier cross. In the past, we had suf-
ficient scientific-technological cushion to use
as a buffer to overtake quickly a Soviet weap-
ons advance or increase In forces if our esti-
mates of risk or of Soviet intentions were
wrong. Now our policy transmission cannot
readily put us in high gear because of a weak-
ening technological base.

We must remember that strategic equa-
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tions can be even more sensitive to unilateral
constraints than to the outcome of direct
international negotiations. The inter-rela-
tionship of the two Is part of the problem. We
must face the fact that arms control is but
another region of international confiiet; its
purposes and rules must be fully responsive
to overall national strategy and supportive of
the aims that gulde DOD. About this, the
Soviets have no doubts in their own planning.
The dialectics of the process are sometimes
lost in our pluralistic system, which relies on
checks and balances.

Proceed we must, however if only to reduce
in part the risk of global conflict and open up
what may become new avenues to Soviet con-
straints. Tomorrow's equation of power may
be worse. To paraphrase the spirit of words
delivered by President Kennedy, who knew
well the diplomatic advantages of strategic
military strength; before my term has ended
we shall have tested anew whether a nation
organized and governed such as ours can
endure.

RETIREMENT OF EDWARD E.
MANSUR

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I think
it is fitting that we take note of the re-
tirement of one of the strong arms of the
Senate—Edward E. Mansur, our legisla-
tive clerk.

Ted Mansur has served this body with
efficiency and distinetion for nearly 25
years, He has earned the gratitude of us
all, and his able services will be sorely
missed.

Now Ted Mansur embarks upon a
well-deserved retirement. His decision
to take leave of us now, while still a rela-
tively young man, mirrors an admirable
perspective. While on the job, he gave all
his energies to the tasks he performed so
well. His enthusiasm constituted a large
measure of his success. Yet he realizes
that there comes a time in a man’s life
to enjoy the fruits of his labor and to
widen the experiences of his life. Having
no desire to set new endurance records
in the Senate, Ted Mansur now im-
merses himself in those aspects of life
that too many of us lose sight of in our
daily involvement here. In an era when
we talk much about the quality of life,
we would do well to reflect upon the ex-
ample of this mature decision. I feel sad-
ness in seeing him go, but I feel happi-
ness in seeing a man realize that retire-
ment can be the beginning of valuable
new experiences, a period wherein a man
achieves a sense of wholeness.

I join with all the other Members of
this body in wishing Ted Mansur well.

I ask unanimous consent that an article
on Ted's retirement, published in the
Washington Evening Star of August 3,
1970, be printed in the REcOoRD.

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

MANSUR RETIRES AT 54: SENATE “VoOICE"

CaLis IT A Day
(By William Grigg)

For 23 years, Edward E. (Ted) Mansur has
been the voice intoning the Senate rolls . . .
“Mr., AI-ken ., .. Mr. AL-len . . . Mr. AL-lot
“ . counting, and once miscounting, the
Senate's votes.

He retired Friday, happy that his tenure
has broken no records. His predecessor, “Un-
cle” John Crockett, stayed on and on for 40
years, afflicted with Senate fever.

When he finally was retired in 1947, he
was still wearing frock coats, Mansur recalls.
He died shortly after he retired.
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Mansur, however, is not yet 556. He has
bought a 47-foot ketch worth nearly $100,000,
has a good retirement income and a yen to
sail the Caribbean Islands.

GOT THE JOB AT 30

“To get me to work again, somebody would
have to offer me a lot more money than I'm
worth,” he sald.

He was 30 when he got the job as Chief
Clerk of the Senate, which had just gone Re-
publican. He had graduated first in his class
at the University of Missourl Law School,
had found there were “almost as many
lawyers in the phone book as people to use
them,” and had become interested when the
late Sen. James P, Kem, R-Mo., told him
about Crocker's retirement.

Bcores of radio announcers also heard of
the opening and, thinking a good volce for
the roll call was all that was necessary, ap-
plied. The Senate’s Republicans auditioned
them in the Senate Chamber.

Mansur won hecause of his law background
and, he says with a grin, because “there was
some politics in it.”

PUBLISHES DAILY CALENDAR

As chief clerk, and then legislative clerk
when the Democrats took over the Senate,
Mansur each day has published the Senate’s
legislative calendar—a listing of pending
bills—and has recorded the votes in the Sen-
ate.

He hadn't been there long when he re-
corded a vote wrong, passing an amendment
that should have been defeated. Vice Presi-
dent Alban Barkley announced the wrong re-
sult before Mansur discovered the error.

The late Sen. Joseph McCarthy, R-Wis,,
was the author of the amendment and when
Barkley later announced that the amend-
ment actually had been defeated, controversy
raged for days and some senators wanted
Mansur's neck.

SENATE CLOSELY DIVIDED

Those were hard years because the Senate
was closely divided and '"'the Republicans
thought it necessary to oppose everything
that Truman did,” Mansur says.

Barkley was also the last vice president to
spend a lot of time presiding over the Senate.
After that, Eisenhower made Nixon '‘assist-
ant President,” but Barkley often found out
what Truman was doing only by reading it
in the newspapers, Mansur recalls.

Debate was stronger then “and when a

senator of prominence spoke—Taft or Van-

denberg for example—everybody was in there
listening and their arguments could change
votes.”

Today, senators often speak to mnearly
empty chambers. Mansur thinks they “speak
less to influence each other and more to get
their positions on the record or to influence
the press.”

IT'S A GOOD SHOW

Friday afternoon, other Senate staff mem-
bers came by to shake Mansur's hand. Some
of them, much older than Mansur and still
working, seemed bewildered that he would
voluntarily retire.

““The Senate iz such a good show,” one sald.
But Mansur said he was beginning to feel
that he had stayed In a movie theater too
long and was seeing the same show over.

There are men working for the Senate—
and eager to continue—who could he Man-
sur's father. There are retired newspaper re-
porters and aging lobbyists who shuffie the
hallways of the Capitol, hoping for & nod
from & senator who remembers them when.

But Mansur happily slipped the photo-
graphs of his-family and his boat from under
the glass on his desk and went his own way.

VOLUNTEER MILITARY

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this is
the second in a series of prepared testi-
mony which was to have been given be-
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fore the hearings on the draft before
the Senate Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. It is by William Keeney, chairman
of the Mennonite Central Committee
Peace Section, and points out many of
the problems presented to the conscien-
tious objector by conscription. I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Keeney's
statement be printed in the REcorb.

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

THE DrAFT SHOULD BE ABOLISHED

A statement by the Mennonite Central Com-
mittee Peace Section

My name is Willlam Keeney. I am the Dean
of Bethel College, North Newton, Kansas and
Chairman of the Mennonite Central Commit-
tee Peace Section. We are an agency of the
Mennonite and Brethren in Christ churches
and speak from a 450 year old tradition com-
mitted to the Christian gospel of peace and
the belief that war.is sin.

We are testifying today, as we have before,
because of our Christian concern for peace.
We speak from our experience of the past
thirty years as conscientious objectors to con-
scription. The concerns we express, however,
are not merely for ourselves. We speak with
the profound conviction that peace is the
will of God for all mankind, that this is
impossible until the instruments of war are
dismantled and the occasions for war re-
moved.

In this vein we have one maln message to
communicate today. It is our conviction that
the conscription system established through
Selective Service should be abolished. There
are two sets of arguments why we belleve the
draft should be ended. The first is based on
what the draft is and the second is based
on how the draft has operated.

1

We oppose the draft first of all because it
is the nation's means of conscripting young
men to provide soldiers for its military sys-
tem. Young men are thus forced against their
will to become part of the military structure
which exists to kill and, of course the con-
trary is also true—to be killed.

Mennonites believe that human life is
sacred, that each person -is created In the
image of God and that God's ultimate will
is for all persons to become his sons. Dead
persons cannot become sons of God. The
destruction of life is the opposite of God's
will that mankind find “life in all its full-
ness.” Our refusal to participate in a system
of killing is a witness agalnst the very exist-
ence of the military system.

Secondly, the draft is one of the major
infringements on the freedom of the indi-
vidual person. The very organization of the
draft forces young men to work in a system
of involuntary servitude. In a country which
loudly parades its freedom we find it espe-
cially ironic that people live as lottery num-
bers and under the constant fear they will be
forced into a situation where they are con-
fronted with the stark choice of killing or
being killed.

Thirdly, the draft is Intrinsic to maintain-
ing the large military establishment which
threatens to overwhelm not only this nation
but other nations as well. The 1967 Selective
Service Act is a “Military Selective Service
Act” We belleve that it is the large pool of
manpower provided by the draft which en-
ables the executive to make the quick deci-
sions to go to war without Congressional and
public discussion,

These are not new convictlons among Men-
nonites. In 1951 the late chairman of the
MCC Peace Section, Harold S. Bender, spoke
prophetically to this committee:

“I appear rather to appeal to the com-
mittee to conclude without further exten-
sion the experiment which has been made
with peace-time conscription: first, because
of its constant danger as the first step In
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a militarization of the mind and spirit of
our citizens, as well as of our whole national
tradition, with its inevitable threat to free-
dom of conscience and the democratic way
of life; and second, because we fear the bane-
ful influence upon our whole national and
international policy at the present juncture
of excessive dependence upon military power
and measures, It is surely one of the lessons
of history that those nations which have
most relied upon military might have In the
end lost most fearfully, We still believe that
it becomes naticns to rely more upon good
will and spiritual forces than upon guns and
bombs, and fear terribly the outcome of the
present almost world-wide turning to the
most destructive material forces to attain
national goals.”

Nor are our convictions about the evils of
war and preparation for war lightly adhered
to, Many of us now live In the United States
because our fathers left Switzerland, Ger-
many, and Russia to escape compulsory mil-
itary service., We still believe strongly that
their move was a correct response to those
circumstances, Forced conscription is one
reason why many of our people have migrated
during the past decade from the United
States to Canada, Paraguay, Bolivia, Brazil,
and Honduras.

These are reasons enough for ending the
draft. We are encouraged that many of our
fellow citizens, indeed a growing number of
those in Congress, fear the effects of mili-
tarism and the draft on the guality of life
in American soclety. Not only is the draft an
instrument of killing people in far off places,
it is an important ingredient in the cheap-
ening view of human life and thereby con-
tributing to the rising violence at home.
Those who lose the freedom to choose their
lot during the impressionable years of their
life are going to be less concerned about pre-
serving freedom during the rest of their
lives or perhaps more sadly will lose any
notion of what freedom Is all about. The
draft is not only un-Christian, it is also
un-American and should be abolished.

I

Now we turn to the second set of argu-
ments for abolishing the draft—the Inequi-
ties of the system as we have observed them.

These inequities are well documented. A
peace-time draft inevitably discriminates in
its provisions for widespread deferments. We
have often seen how the person of wealth
and status is able to find ways of avolding
military and indeed alternative service be-
cause of his position. Indeed we doubt that
conscription can ever be justly and equitably
administered,

But the inequities we wish to comment on
today are those involving consclentious ob-
Jectors.

Mennonites have historically and for the
most part continue to be conscientious ob-
Jectors to participation in the military. This
refusal to bear arms has developed from our
belief that killing is abhorrent to God and
from our attempt to follow the way of life
Jesus taught for all people which includes
;‘;cognizang the need for governing author-

es.

We are not unmindful that the Congress
has searched for ways to honor the con-
sclentious scruples of many American
citizens. We have certainly been the bene-
ficiaries of such recognition. And now we wel-
come the growing consclence against par-
ticipating In war within and without this
nation. Yet we are embarrassed and deeply
concerned that the provisions for conscien-
tious objection are so little recognized In
persons outside the historic peace church
tradition.

This is the first discrimination we call to
your attention. We have heard and worked
with numerous persons who have been re-
fused consclentious objector status or who
have had to wage costly legal battles to
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achieve this status when historic peace
church men were readily recognized.

Allow us to lllustrate with the case of a
young, devout Presbyterian who tried to gain
conscientious objector status from his draft
board in a Pennsylvania town. His board
told him only young men from the Men-
nonites, Church of the Brethren and Quak-
ers could qualify for such a status, After
frequent appeals he was finally granted a
I-A—O for noncombatant military duty, But
he found such military duty so uncomforta-
ble and unable to get a release as a con-
scientious objector, he finally joined the
migrants for conscience sake in Canada. We
Mennonites are distressed and deeply regret
this discrimination,

A second discrimination we call to your at-
tention is the simple failure to inform young
Americans of the opportunity of conscien-
tlous objection and alternative service.
Though this has been a feature of the legis-
lation there are vast areas of this nation
where such provisions are unheard of. Draft
boards and Selective Service do not publicize
these alternatives which should be legal
rights for all Americans and, therefore, pub-
licized to all Americans. Since conscience
is a valued American tradition, objectors
should not be subject to any punitive disad-
vantages because of their convictions.

The third diserimination involving con-
scientious objectors is the narrow definition
of conscience that the legislation and prac-
tice entalls. Consclence, it has been said is as
“American as apple pie”. We belleve this to
be true but far too often both the legisla-
tion and the draft boards have refused to
recognize the validity of this cherished tra-
dition. While our own consclence is molded in
and through the churé¢h we do not believe
that conscientious objection should be pre-
rogatives for persons of certaln doctrinal be-
lief or denominational affiliation. The con-
sclences of those who may not use religious
arguments sagainst war as well as the con-
sclence of the person who objects to certain
wars as being unjustifiable should be re-
spected. The government should not assume
the obligation of determining whose belief
is correct. We belleve rather that every per-
son who is a sincere consclentious objector
should be exempted from military service.

The fourth discrimination is simply the
non-recognition of conscientious objectors.
Many draft boards do not know how to deal
with the consclentious objector. Other draft
boards and indeed entire State Selective
Service offices do not recognize the legal pro-
visions for conscience. The recent Study of
the Selective Service System by the Sub-
committee of the Senate Judiclary Commit-
tee calls this “Lawlessness, plain and simple".
The government's Inconsistency in adminis-
tering its own provisions should be suffi-
ciently obvious as to question the integrity
of the draft itself.

Finally there is the discrimination that re-
sults from requiring an eighteen year old
to have well defined convictions regarding
participation in the military. We have found
that if the new registrant does not immedi-
ately secure his conscientious objector status
it is always more difficult to secure it later.

CONCLUSION

The conclusion of the Mennonite Central
Committee Peace Section is that the draft
should be abolished, that the very existence
of the draft contributes to the militarism
that now dominates American life and
threatens the freedom, stability and sur-
vival of the world and that the draft has
operated most inequitably and belng in-
herently evil cannot be operated otherwise.

This committee knows that the Mennonite
churches have always opposed war and mili-
tary conscription. Though many of us have
learned to live with conscription we have
always done this with an uneasy consclence.
‘We are appreciative of the alternative serv-
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ice opportunities which have enabled so
many to offer a constructive Christian serv-
ice for peace. Increasing numbers of persons
in our brotherhood question the continued
acceptance of such an alternative service pro-
gram, as it represents to them an acgquil-
escence to American militarism. Some of
these persons have refused to cooperate with
Selective Service; others have moved to other
countries. The church respects these convic-
tions and stands with these persons in their
Christian faithfulness.

Today we are deeply concerned about the
militarization of American life, the impact
of war on our national spirit and the ero-
slon of freedom under the Impact of war and
preparation for war. We appeal now for the
reorientation of national values from war
to peace, from regimentation to freedom,
from militarism to humanity. Our belief is
that ending the draft can be a step in this
direction. We want to encourage this com-
mittee and the Congress this year to turn
away from a system that has pervaded Amer-
ican life for thirty years. One of the sources
of misery and discontent in the nation and
a threat to peace in the world is the draft.
It ought to be abolished now.

SENATOR GOODELL PROPOSES THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF A UNIFIED
TRANSPORTATION TRUST FUND

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, for too
long, our transportation system—our
railroads, our highways, our airports—
have expanded without central direction,
lacking precisely that element of plan-
ning which might have kept our water-
ways unpolluted, our streets uncon-
gested, and the air we breathe free of
smog. This unbalanced system also has
developed at the expense of continually
underfunded and failing mass transit
transportation. It is imperative that we
coordinate the various modes of frans-
portation and establish a unified pro-
gram under which all areas of travel
would be funded on a regular and ade-
quate basis.

On July 14, 1970, in testimony before
the Senate Committee on Public Works,
I proposed the creation of a Unified
Transportation Trust Fund. Properly or-
ganized, such a trust fund would go far
in alleviating the problems of congestion
and pollution. Ably directed, such a trust
fund would insure that our tax revenues
would be utilized effectively. Expertly
managed, such a trust fund would be
responsive to regional needs, while at the
same time providing the apparatus for
delivering a sorely needed national trans-
portation system.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my testimony be printed in the
RECORD.

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

A UNIFIED TRANSPORTATION TrRUsST FUND
(Testimony by TU.S. Senator CHARLES E.

GoopeLL before the Senate Public Works

Committee, July 14, 1970)

Mr. Chairman, it is time we realize that we
cannot solve our transportation problems
simply by covering our land with concrete.
Our highway program Is in need of funda-
mental restructuring and reform.

Over a decade ago, with the passage of
the Highway Revenue Act of 1856, Congress
launched an extraordinarily ambitious high-
way construction program. We committed
ourselves to building a 42,500 mile network
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of freeways to link up major population cen-
ters, and the federal government has already
authorized over $50 billion trying to com-
plete 1t.

Yet as mile upon mile of superhighway was
completed, our railroad passenger service de-
teriorated; our airports became dangerously
congested; and underfunded mass transit
systems remained crowded and archalc.

A network of freeways and highways can
certainly be one useful part of a balanced
national transportation system. However, if
it is the predominant component, the entire
system can collapse. Anyone who has ever
been on the Long Island Expressway at 8:00
o'clock on a week day morning can attest to
that fact.

By placing such distorted emphasis on
highways, we have made the automobile the
greatest single polluter of the air; we have
dumped millions of cars on the edges of
our cities, and left them to fend for them-
selves In congested streets; we have up-
rooted whole neighborhoods to make way
for the freeway; and ‘we have bulldozed
scenic wonders away.

EXTENSION OF PRESENT PROGRAM

The funding authority for the present
highway program expires in 1972,

The state highway commissioners have
recommended its extension until 1985, at the
staggering cost of $320 billion.

Mr. Chalrman, I emphatically disagree
with this proposal. It makes no sense to
continue to give interstate highways a
statutory preference over other modes of
transportation for another decade and a
half.

As long as the coffers of the highway trust
fund overflow while the Federal mass transit
program starves, we will be building super-
highways to nowhere while our urban areas
choke with congestion.

Secretary of Transportation Volpe has rec-
ommended that the funding authority for
the highway trust fund be extended until
1977. However, he has proposed modifying
the program to permit trust money to be
spent for safety and highway beautification
purposes.

Secretary Volpe’s modifications are steps
forward. They do not, however, go nearly far
enough.

The basic imbalance in our transportation
system will not be remedied by improving
the details of the highway program. A funda-
mental restructuring and broadening of the
program is needed. That is what I propose.

Mr. Chairman, our nation requires a uni-
fied, rational transportation program, sup-
ported by a single method of funding. Fed-
eral support for different modes of transpor-
tation—mass transit, airports, roads—should
come from one source of funds and be ad-
ministered through one program. Differ-
ent modes of transportation should no longer
be supported by competing and separately-
funded programs.

I recommend the establishment of a Uni-
fied Transportation Trust Fund, after the
revenue authority for the highway trust fund
expires in 1972.

The Unified Transportation Trust Fund
should receive all the revenues that now go
into the highway trust fund—gasoline taxes,
truck and bus excise taxes and taxes on vari-
ous automotive parts. The Fund should also
receive all the revenues that now go into the
recently-created airport trust fund—ticket,
gasoline, tire, and air freight taxes, and alr-
craft registration fees. The Fund might also
be supplemented by earmarking other trans-
portation-related Federal taxes—such as the
automobile excise tax. An excise tax might
conceivably also be imposed on mass transit
facilities, the proceeds of which would be
added to the Fund.

Once established, the Unified Transporta-
tion Trust Fund should support a compre-
hensive inter-modal transportation program.
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It should provide funds for the construction
of roads, alrports, and urban and commuter
mass transit systems, in accordance with the
particular transportation needs of the re-
gions they serve. Ultimately, the program
could be broadened to include construction
funds for Intercity rail systems.

Moneys from the FPund would be distrib-
uted in support of wvarying transportation
modes, in accordance with a national trans-
portation plan developed by the Department
of Transportation and approved by the Con-
gress. The national plan would strive to
create the balanced national transportation
system that now 1s so grieviously lacking.

The program should involve a major in-
put—both in its planning and administration
stages—by regional transportation bodles.
This input is essential to assure that the pro-
gram is truly responsible to reglonal needs,
rather than merely conforming to some bu-
reaucratically-conceived notlon of national
symmetry.

Such a program would have the following
major advantages:

It would eliminate the present imbalance,
where there is an excess of money for super-
highways and virtually no money for other
modes of transportation, such as mass frans-
sit.

It would recognize that different areas of
the country require a different “mix" of
transportation facilities. A rural area that
still needed roads, would get roads. A clty
that needed subways and a new airport,
would get these facilities. A suburban county
that needed a bus system would get one.

It would be adequately and dependably
funded, as the highway program is today.
The earmarked tra tlon taxes would
pour automatically into the Pund, thus
avoiding the hazards of Congressional budget
cuts. This not only assures that there will be
enough money to start building a balanced
transportation system, but guarantees this
money far enough in advance to permit ra-
tional forward planning.

It would be conceived as a unified plan, but
one which involves full participation in the
decision-making process by the reglons that
will be affected.

RECENT CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON MASS

TRANSIT

Last year, there was considerable discus-
sion about employing the trust fund con-
cept to support urban mass transit. One
suggested method was to earmark a portion
of the highway trust fund for this purpose.

At that time, I supported trust fund fi-
nancing for mass transit. I do so today. Only
this method assures that a sufficient amount
of moneys will be avallable on a predictable
basis. As long as urban mass transit is fi-
nanced out of general revenues, it will be
overpromised and underfunded.

Unfortunately, the Senate did not choose
this approach. However, it did adopt the
Administration's proposal for $3.1 billion in
“contract authority” to finance mass transit.
Under this plan, no taxes would speclally be
earmarked, but once the legislation was
adopted, Congress would be contractually
committed to appropriate the moneys on a
long-term basis. This, it was hoped, would
provide the predictability that is so essen-
tial for the financing of mass transit proj-
ects,

While I preferred the trust fund approach,
contract authority is a substantial improve-
ment over the present system of financing
mass transit. Accordingly, I supported the
contract authority plan. I also introduced one
amendment and cosponsored another amend-
ment that would have increased the total
amount of mass transit contract authority
from $3.1 to @10 billion. Unfortunately,
these amendments were not adopted.

Although the House has not yet passed
the contract authority legislation, recent
action by the House Appropriations Commit-
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tee threatens to dismantle the contract ap-
proach before it is even enacted. The House
of Representatives, approving the recommen-
dations of the Appropriations Committee,
has approved only $£214 million for Fiscal
Year 1971 and has avolded granting funds

for the long-term contractual approach ap-
proved by the Senate. This unfortunate
House actlon continues the existing uncer-
tainties of mass transit funding.

Mr. Chairman, the real solution for mass
transit still lies in the trust fund approach.
This can best be Implemented in the man-
ner I have proposed—by creation of a Unified
Transportation Trust Fund that is available
for mass transit as well as other modes of
transport, in accordance with regional needs.

THE C-5A JET TRANSPORT

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, most of us
are aware of the sticky financial prob-
lems being faced by such major business
firms as Lockheed Aircrait Corp., the
Penn-Central Railroad, and others. One
phase of this problem, at least as it re-
lates to one of our giant defense con-
tractors, is treated in The New Republic
magazine of August 1, The article, en-
titled “The Lockheed Scandal: What
Really Happened?” was written by James
G. Phillips. Mr. Phillips is a former mili-
tary editor for Congressional Quarterly
and has spent many months researching
the subject of defense spending.

In what I thought to be an excellent
article, Mr. Phillips treats the issue of
the C-5A jet transport from its incep-
tion in 1965 to the present. Perhaps his
key assertion is that much of the C-5's
controversial overrun could have been
avoided if the Air Force had really
cracked down early in the program. Mr.
Phillips writes that of the $2 billion
overrun, less than $200 million can be
attributed to inflation. Most of the re-
mainder, he asserts, can be traced to
the “reverse incentive” caused by the
repricing formula between the contrac-
tor and the Air Force, often referred to
as the “golden handshake.”

I ask unanimous consent that this
timely article be printed in the RECORD.

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

WHAT REALLY HAPPENED? THE LOCKHEED

SCANDAL
(By James G. Phillips)

Alr Force Colonel Joe Warren, a crusty
cost-efficiency expert, was unmoved by Lock-
heed Aircraft's attempt to snow him over
its C-5A jet transport program. Lockheed's
briefing, he wrote Alr Force headquarters
almost four years ago, was “like seeing the
rerun of an old movie—the plot still has
drama and suspense, the script was excellent,
the acting superb, but the outcome will be
the same as it was the first, second or tenth
time It was shown. The contract costs will be
exceeded.” Warren was right. With the Ailr
Force refusing to impose tough cost dis-
cipline on a favored aerospace contractor,
Lockheed has run up one of the most whop-
ping cost overruns ever experienced on a
weapons procurement program. Worse still,
there's been no change in the inner work-
ings of the military-industrial complex,
which precipitated the C-5 disaster.

New evidence I have obtained indicates
that at least $1.5 billlon of the $2-billlon
C-5A overrun was clearly avoidable. In the
first place, the Alr Force gave Lockheed the
contract (probably for the sole reason of
keeping the company in business) despite
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known deficiencies in its design proposal that
were sure to lead—and did—to expensive re-
design work. Even then, much of the over-
run might have been salvaged if the Air
Force had clamped down on excessive plant
overhead rates and blatant inefliciency on
the production line. But despite the early
warnings by Col. Warren and other cost ex-
perts, top Air Force brass and bureaucrats
swept these problems under the rug. At every
stage, the Alr Force's primary interest was
in concealing the problem, not solving it.

The C-5 program was destined for trounie
from the beginning, and here’s why: the
contract, signed in October, 1965, contained
a novel provision permitting Lockheed to
come in with a low bid to land the program,
with the virtual assurance of getting balled
out later by the government in the event of
trouble. This provision was called the ‘“re-
pricing formula” by the Air Force and later
the “golden handshake" by crities. It al-
lowed the company to offset at least part
of its losses on Production Run A of 58 air-
craft by recomputing the price agreed on
earlier for Run B of 57 planes. Although the
second run would be undertaken at the op-
tion of the government, it appeared almost
certain that the Air Force would want the
extra planes and more. Air Force long-range
airlift plans called for a 120-plane, six-
squadron program. The other five planes
would be procured from Run C—another op-
tion for the purchase of up to 85 planes at a
price to be negotlated later.

The “handshake"” clause, based on an ex-
tremely complicated mathematical formula,
provided essentially that if actual costs of
Run A exceeded the original contract “target
cost” (contract price less profits) by more
than 40 t, target cost of Run B (set
at $490 million in 1965) would be increased
by approximately $1.25 for every additional
dollar spent on Run A above the 40-percent
cost growth mark. Cost increases of less than
40 percent would be financed as follows: for
increases of 30 percent or less, Lockheed and
the government would share responsibility,
with the government paying 70 percent,
Lockheed's share would be applied against its
projected Run A profits of $128 million,
which would be evaporated once costs rose
by more than 30 percent. If the Run B option
weren't exercised, Lockheed would bear full
responsibility for all cost growth over 30
percent. But if the Air Force bought Run
B, the “golden handshake'* would go into ef-
fect once cost growth passed that mark. For
cost increases of 30 to 40 percent, the hand-
shake would reimburse Lockheed 87 cents on
every additional dollar it spent, and above 40
percent, Lockheed would get back 8$1.25.
(Both the B7-cents and #1.25 formulas, how-
ever, were pegged to the number of aircraft
ordered under Run B, and lesser amounts
than these would be paid if the government
bought less than 32 of the Run B planes,)

Once a 40-percent cost increase appeared
likely, the handshake loomed as a reverse in-
centive encouraging Lockheed to be less effi-
cient. At this point, it would be in the com-
pany’s interest to run up even greater costs
on the initial production run in order to
make 25 cents profit on every additional dol-
lar it spent. Because of the sharing formula
on the first 40 percent of extra costs, the
cost growth would have to be astronomical
before the handshake could turn Run A
losses into an overall profit on the program.
(The original target profit agreed to for the
Run B opiion was only $49-million.) But at
the same time, catastrophic losses would be
impossible unless the Air Force decided not
to buy Run B or the company actually lost
money on its Run B operation—a prospect
that appeared unlikely because aircraft costs
per unit characteristically decline as a con-
tractor gains experience with a program. Un-
doubtedly, this protection agalnst big losses
was an important factor In Lockheed’s decl-
sion to cut corners on its bid.
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Desperate for new business, Lockheed's
management in early 1965 ordered its staff’s
lowest cost estimate reduced by 10 percent
in order to undercut its competitors—Doug-
las Aircraft (now McDonnell-Douglas) and
the Boeing Co. Lockheed’s bid of $1.9 billion
for research and production, including Run
B if ordered, was 879 million less than Doug-
las’ and $300 million less than Boeing's. The
Lockheed proposal expressed a high degree
of technical optimism that was unfounded
under the circumstances. It also made little
allowance for inflation though the Air Force
had warned all three contractors to take that
factor Into account as a normal business risk
over the first two years of the contract (after
that, the confract provided that inflationary
increases would be covered largely by the gov-
ernment). Nor did the Lockheed proposal
make allowance for the fact that the C-5
award was the first of a new type of contract
called “Total Package Procurement,” under
which the contractor would commit himself
to a fixed price ahead of time for both re-
search and production—a risky proposition
that might have given Lockheed pause had 1t
not been for the protection afforded by the
golden handshake provision. Although an
Air Force Source Selection Board found Boe-
ing's proposal superior in its technical as-
pects, Lockheed won the contract on the ba~-
sis of its low cost bid. The entire p
was to cost $3.4 billion, including the air-
frame, engines and spare parts,

In a move to narrow the technical edge
held by Boeing, Lockheed had hurriedly
adopted certain design changes suggested by
the Air Porce just before submitting its bid.
It had vastly underpriced the cost of these
changes, Increasing its bid by only $48 mil-
lion, At least one high-ranking Air Force of-
ficial told company management that its al-
lowance for the changes was far too low, but
Lockheed ignored his advice.

Almost from the start of development work
in early 1966, Air Force cost experts assigned
to a top-level headquarters management
group began citing evidence of a big cost
overrun in the making. A. E. Fitzgerald, the
deputy for management systems who later
was to lose his job after testifying to Con-
gress on the C-5's problems, noted early in
the year that overhead rates at the com-
pany’'s production facility in Marietta, Ga.,
were vastly exceeding target. Col. Larry M.
Killpack, chief of the Alr Force's Cost and
Economic Information Bureau, found by
year's end that several key parts of the pro-
gram were overrun by more than 100 per-
cent, On Dec. 8, Killpack concluded in a
memo to Air Force Headquarters that “Lock-
heed is in serious difficulty on the C-5A."
Five days later, Col. Warren penned his
memo. All these reports fell on deaf ears.

As Lockheed admitted later, the reason
for its early overspending was a massive re-
design effort related partly to the last-minute
technical changes the company had squeezed
into its contract proposal. The most signifi-
cant of these changes had been enlargement
of the wing to meet Air Force requirements
for the plane’s short-field landing capability.
But reconfiguration of the wing brought on
welght problems, which required a new round
of redesign work. After Fitzgerald learned
of the extent of the redesign effort, he re-
ported that these engineering problems al-
most certainly would mean a heavy cost
impact when the plane moved from research
to production.

By late 1966, the C-b5's Systems Program
Office (SPO), the office charged with day-to-
day monitoring of the C-5 contract, jolned
the efficiency experts in their concern over
the C-5’s mounting costs. The SPO had be-
come alarmed at indications from Lockheed
management that the company did not in-
tend to make good on the full contract
performance specifications. One of the devel-
opments that bothered the SPO was Lock-
heed’'s proposal for a “tradeoff,” as the com-
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pany described it, relaxing the welght re-
guirements in exchange for increased engine
thrust, to be provided at government expense.
The proposal was rejected.

In an extraordinary move, the SPO on
Feb. 1, 1967, sent Lockheed a '‘cure notice"
indicating the contract would be cancelled
unless Lockheed presented a satisfactory
plan for improvement within the next 30
days. It was the first such actlion ever taken
by the Air Force on & major weapons pro-
gram. Although Air Force Headquarters ques=
tioned the advisability of the action, the
SPO prevailed., Standby press releases an-
nouncing the move were prepared both at
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, where
the SPO is located, and at Alr Force Head-
quarters in Washington. But both were
marked for use only in the event of press
inguiry, and when press questions failed to
develop, neither was ever released. This was
one of the most blatant of all the Alr Force's
cover-ups and one of the most costly in
terms of the public interest. Since the plane
had not yet moved into production, disclo-
sure of its problems at this stage might have
led to enough pressure to induce the Ailr
Force to switch the contract to Boeing or
at least bear down on costs.

The cure notice evoked tremendous con-
cern at Lockheed, which was then preparing
a public offering of $125 million in convert-
ible debentures. Within the next three weeks,
Lockheed met repeatedly with the SPO but
to no avail. With time running out, Lock-
heed finally swayed the SPO on Feb. 21, by
promising to dispatch a top-level technical
team from corporate headquarters in Califor-
nia to help the foundering Lockheed-Georgia
management resolve the plane's technical
problems. The cure notice was rescinded.

Despite the presence of the headquarters
technical team, it was business as usual on
the production line. Col. Jack W. Tooley, a
former Army airlift expert working as a
civilian adviser to Lockheed, reported that
he observed incredible inefficiency in the
plant. “From time to time,” he recalled re-
cently, “since I had nothing better to do, I
would walk through the main plant, observ-
ing what was going on, The number of work-
ers loafing on the job was absolutely un-
believable. In fact, my major contributions
to ILockheed probably were these trips
through the production line, since workers
seeing me without a badge and In a suit and
white shirt went back to work, as they were
not sure.of who I was.”

Tooley added that he talked at some
length with one of the supervisors on the
production line, who told him that he had
“40 more men in his department than he
needed; that he was getting about six hours’
work out of eight hours; that when he went
to ten hours and over, the production
dropped to five hours.” Tooley also said he
knew ‘“personally of two cases where the
indivdual was making $10 an hour, did not
have a degree, was not doing anything, and
yet spent 60 hours a week doing it because
that is what the contract called for. This
can be multiplied by many hundreds of
times."”

The situation was not much befter at
General Electric’s plant in Evandale,’ Ohio,
where the C-5's engines were under produc-
tion. Here Fitzgerald also found excessive
overhead rates and a large part of the work
force loafing. After one trip to the facility
in early 1967, Fitzgerald wrote Air Force
Headquarters: “I observed a total of 134
people, of whom 85, or 26 percent, appeared
to be working. The modal pace of work was
quite low, approximately 70 percent of nor-
mal. Machine utilization appeared to be
about 50 percent on the day shift and lower
still on the swing shift.” Pitzgerald later told
Congress that at least $1 billion of the C-5
overrun could have been saved If the Air
Force had required reasonable efficlency and
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economy of work forces at the Lockheed and
GE plants.

Annoyed by the continuous appearance
of cost analysts, Lockheed and their sym-
pathizers in the Pentagon began seeking
their systematic exclusion from the program.
Orders were cut sending Warren to Addis
Ababa as Alr Attaché. Fitzgerald and other
friends of Warren at Air Force Headquarters
were able to block that appointment, but
Warren was still removed from the program
and assigned to a Pentagon computer man-
ager job. Killpack was transferred to Viet-
nam, and Tooley quit Lockheed-Georgia in
disgust.

With its technical problems mounting,
Lockheed turned to costly and exotic mate-
rials such as titanium to help pare down the
excess weight. By now the company had
found it was useless to try to wiggle out of
contract specifications. Despite some expres-
sions of unhappiness at higher levels, the
SPO refused to budge.

Without doubt, the SPO's adherence to the
contract dealt Lockheed a stunning blow.
When the company had run into producticn
problems on earlier programs, the Air Force
would often walve specifications or provide
enough contract change orders (sometimes
called “contract nourishment” in the trade)
to ensure that the company came out well,
Lockheed’s chief development engineer, on
the program later told Securities and Ex-
change Commission investigators that he
never suspected the C-5 contract would be
enforced: “As is so frequently the case with
multi-layer management,” he sald, “someone
at the top can say do it this way to avold
this, that and another, and these people
down below say here's the contract, but that's
just a lot of boller plate and we'll work to-
gether.” In its 1969 report to stockholders,
the company sald the Air Force's strict in-
sistence on performance specifications and
delivery dates “resulted in expenses by con-

tractor far beyond the original estimate to
avoid ever-present threats of cancellation

for default. . . . Contract terms were re-
garded as sacrosanct even though a relaxa-
tion of specifications and delivery dates could
have greatly lessened costs.”

In May 1967, Lockheed moved from research
to the production phase of the program with
the plane’'s technical problems far from re-
solved. At a meeting of the top-level Alr
Force management group, at least one official
complained that more time should have been
spent on development. “This is the first major
aircraft system,” he said, “to begin opera-
tional systems development after completing
an extensive contract definition phase. The
central idea of contract definition is to de-
fine achievable performance and to develop
realistlc schedules and credible cost esti-
mates in relation thereto. Clearly, Lockheed
flunks the course on this basis.”

Despite continuing SPO concern over the
technical difficulties, Lockheed characterized
the problems as nonrecurring and refused to
acknowledge their potential impact on costs.
Late In 1967, Lockheed-Georgia notified
corporate headquarters that “the bulk of the
program remains before us, glving us ample
opportunity for cost savings. . . ."" Although
Lockheed added a $90 million contingency
fund to its cost estimates by the end of 1967,
it explained to its auditor, Arthur Young Co.,
that it was merely being conservative and
that the funds would not be needed. Arthur
Young's notes indicate unbounded optimism
on Lockheed's part. The first indication of a
really disastrous overrun on the Lockheed
program came in April 1968, when the SPO
estimated costs of $2.9 billion through Run
B, a $1 billlon overrun. The SPO figured
Lockheed had known about the cost situa-
tion since the early part of the year, since
the company at that time had “intensified
their efforts to maneuver within the contract
framework to get the Air Force to pay for
work we contend is already on contract. In
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addition, they started attempting to limit
our vislbility on program costs."”

Nonetheless, Lockheed insisted the SPO
projections were far too high, and it pres-
sured the SPO to change them. SEC investi-
gators found later that Lockheed had threat-
ened to follow the SPO briefing team wher-
ever it went, to shoot down thelr figures.

But with a decision soon due on the Run
B option, Lockheed decided to adopt a low
profile and hope that, as before, Air Force
Headquarters would not become unduly
alarmed at another pessimistic SPO esti-
mate. As the SEC staff put it, the rebuttal
package was ready if needed ““to help protect
Lockheed’s position in this respect, but
would not be used unless necessary because
of the danger of focusing attention on the
cost inerease.” The SPO apparently recog-
nized this same motive in June when it
wrote that it was definitely in Lockheed’s
favor to keep the Air Force *in the dark” on
the costs of Run A, because of their poten-
tially adverse impact on a decision to exer-
cise the Run B option.

At this point, however, even the SPO, which
had been relatively tough on Lockheed, be-
came concerned over the effect that disclos-
ure of its cost projections might have on the
company’s liquidity position. Its reports to
higher headquarters contained the following
notation: "Security considerations. You will
see we are estimating that Lockheed will
overrun the ceiling price of the contract by a
significant margin, that is, they will incur
large monetary losses on the program. The
SPO has treated this information as extreme-
ly sensitive in view of the adverse publicity
and stock market implications.” SPO said
there was no pressure from Lockheed or
higher headquarters to insert this warning
in its report. It said the suggestion was made
“purely and simply because the cost figures
. . . Were estimates and were not concurred
in by the contractor. There was a wide vari-
ation between the estimate contained in this
report and the contractor's estimate. It was
felt that should the Air Force prove to be
inaccurate subsequent to wide public dis-
closure the Air Force would be accused of
acting irresponsibly.”

Instead, the SPO decided to err on the
side of the contractor and let the public be
damned, Ailr Force Headquarters moved
quickly to close off possible leaks by direct-
ing that the information be limited to top-
level reports and be excluded from any doe-
ument recelving wide circulation. Although
Congress had been notified of the SPO’s Au-
gust 1967 estimate of a $331 million over-
run, it was not informed of the new projec-
tion. Neither was it told of a follow-up study
in October, which placed the overrun on the
entire program at $2 billlon, including $1.5
bililon on the Lockheed program, The SEC
staff revealed that the Air Force considered
rewriting performance specifications at this
point to give Lockheed a better break. (Some
of the performance specifications were re-
laxed later, and the Air Force now is planning
significant further relaxation in order to
avoid another costly redesign of the wing.)

The next episode came in early November,
when Richard Kaufman, staff economists
for the Joint Congressional Economic Com-
mittee's Economy in Government Subcom-
mittee, was setting up a subcommittee hear-
ing on "The Economics of Military Procure-
ment.” Eaufman had followed the C-5 pro-
gram closely and knew of the latest overrun
estimate. Although no subcommittee member
or staffer had yet contacted Fitzgerald, sev-
eral Pentagon associates recommended him.

When Kaufman invited Fitzgerald to tes-
tify, bedlam broke loose in the Pentagon.
Defense Department Comptroller Robert
Moot, the Pentagon's top financial officer,
warned Fitzgerald that his testimony “would
leave blood on the floor.” The Pentagon
sought to substitute a more manageable wit-
ness, but the subcommittee chairman, Sen.
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William Proxmire (D, ‘Wis.), insisted that
Fitzgerald appear. Finally, the FPentagon
agreed to let Fitzgerald attend as a backup
witness, At the hearing Nov. 13, Proxmire
ignored the Pentagon’s hand-picked witness
and called Pitzgerald immediately to the
stand. Fitzgerald confirmed Proxmire's es-
timate of the $2-billion overrun, leading to
his immediate removal from the program and
eventual dismissal from his Job.

With Congress and the public enraged
about the overrun, the Pentagon flatly re-
pudiated Proxmire’'s figures. Its Public Af-
fairs Office put out a release contending that
current estimates for the program were only
4.3 billion instead of the $5.3 billion Prox-
mire had revealed. Supplementary material
requested of Fitzgerald for the hearing rec-
ord was altered by the Pentagon to show the
lower figure. The difference turned out to be
the Air Force's omission of some $900 mil-
lion for spare parts—another item that was
badly overrun. The spares were mostly en-
gines and ground equipment—Iitems the
Ailr Force classifies as an operating cost and
not as original investment. The Pentagon
news release failed to make this distinction,
however, thus conveying the impression that
Proxmire was overstating costs.

Despite opposition from the Defense De-
partment's Systems Analysis Office, which
sought to limit the C-6. program to three
squadrons, the Air Force on Jan. 14, 1969,
exercised the Run B option, but instructed
Lockheed for the time being to limit pro-
duction to long-leadtime items for only 23
more planes. On grounds of budgetary re-
straints, the Air Force announced last Oc-
tober that it would curtail the program after
completion of 81 planes. With the effect of
the golden handshake formula now blunted
(because the Air Force was ordering less
than 90 planes), Lockheed stood to lose more
than $500 million. Contending the Penta-
gon's exercise of the Run B option required
purchase of all 57 Run B planes, Lockheed
sued the government for default. (Lockheed
now figures it would have broken even on the
full 115-plane program.)

The cozy relationships of the military-
industrial complex came to light again this
spring when Lockheed requested $640 mil-
lion in emergency financing and Pentagon
officials, backed by military enthusiasts in
Congress, sought to expedite the company’s
claim. Even when the Pentagon learned that
Lockheed’s immediate cash problem had re-
sulted from its commercial program—the
L-1011 “airbus”—it still maintalned its sup-
port of the proposed ballout money. Lock-
heed was a national asset like the redwood
tree,

Even the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission (but not its tough-minded staff) has
shown sympathy for the embattled contrac-
tor. At the completion of the SEC staff's year-
long investigation of Lockheed's cost dis-
closures on the C-5 program and alleged il-
legal dumping of company stock by corpor-
ate insiders, the Commission announced June
2 that the investigation “did not disclose
evidence of unlawful insider trading.” The
Commission’s terse announcement seemed at
odds with the findings of the staff’s report.
Citing specific instances of heavy selling by
top corporate officers at critical junctures in
the program, the staff raised the “possibility
that this was done on the basls of inside in-
formation.” Rumors abounded that the staff
had recommended Iindictments; the SEC
denied it.

Although the SEC release announced the
Commission’s decision to study cost disclo-
sures on a number of weapon contracts, in-
cluding the C-5A, it gave no indication of
the staff’s considerable misgivings over Lock-
heed’s disclosure policy on the C-5 program.
In its report, the staff raised the question of
“the adequacy of disclosure in annual and
interim filings with the Commission and with
the [New York Stock] Exchange, as well as
information prepared for public distribu-
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tion.” The staff also ralsed questions as to
the adequacy of Lockheed's description of the
cure notice in a registration statement it
filed with the SEC in March 1967, covering
the $125 million debenture issue. The Com-
mission at first put the stafl report under
wraps but later made it public under stiff
ressure from Congress.
, As I said earlier, much of the C-5 overrun
could have been avolded if the Alr Force had
really cracked down. Of the $2-billlon over-
run, less than $200 million can be attributed
to inflation. The rest is due entirely to Lock-
heed’s redesign effort and pure inefficiency
on the Lockheed and GE production lines.
Even if Lockheed had charged an extra $200-
$250 million in the beginning to get its de-
sign up to a par with Boeing's (or by that
same token if the contract had gone to
Boeing), the whole program should have
cost no more than $3.8 billlon, given rea-
sonable efficiency. Thus about $1.5 billlon
of the overrun should have been saved. As it
is, the Air Force estimates that even the
81-plane program is going to cost $4.6 bil-
lion—$1.2 billion more than the original con-
tract estimate for 115 planes. Thus far, the
Alr Force has spent $2.5 billion on the pro-
gram and has recelved one operable plane.

Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird has
sought to prevent recurrence of C5 type
fiascos by setting “milestones” which a con-
tractor must reach before he moves on to
the next phase of a weapons program. This
policy means little, however, unless Penta-
gon bureaucrats clamp down on contractor
boondoggling. Signs are thus far that they
haven't. Pentagon studies already are pre.-
dicting a $1-billion overrun on Lockheed's
S-3A antisubmarine aircraft program, the
first major weapons purchase initiated by
Laird. Deputy Secretary of Defense David
Packard recently succeeded in preempting
headlines about that overrun by issuing &
non-story that he had warned the Navy to
keep close tabs on program costs. Packard
acknowledged only a $100-million overrun
on the current portion of the contract and
did not reveal the present estimate for total
cost at completion.

It is too much to expect that Pentagon
bureaucrats will move voluntarily to shape
up military procurement. That would in-
volve harsh measures against favored con-
tractors and, for the less efficient among
them, a bankruptcy or two. The ties that
bind Pentagon bureaucrats and the giant
contractors—the mutual interest in huge de-
fense budgets, the promise of lucrative jobs
in industry for former military and civilian
officials, and the feeling that they must stand
four-square against an unappreciative pub-
lic—are simply too strong for that.

Perhaps the only answer is a series of
taxpayer suits against government officials
who breach the public trust, particularly
with respect to concealment of cost prob-
lems that could lead to gigantic expenditures
later if not brought under control. Not too
long ago, the public wouldn't have stood for
the C-5 affalr. In 1956, T. Lamar Caudle, an
assistant attorney general under President
Truman, was convicted and sentenced to two
years in prison for failing to prosecute tax
fraud cases that came under his jurisdiction.
The charge on which he was convicted was
conspiracy to defraud the government “of
the fair services of Caudle."” That law ought
to be applied to Pentagon bureaucrats.

POLICIES TO BRING INFLATION
UNDER CONTROL

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, one
of America’s leading economists, Dr.
Raymond Saulnier, of Barnard College,
Columbia University, testified before the
Joint Economic Committee of Congress
on July 16.

It is unfortunate that testimony be-
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fore these important committees is not
made more public because it is before
these committees that we hear the ex-
perts of the country talk on subjects that
we are not expert in,

His remarks were addressed to the
policies to bring infiation under control,
and he makes such cogent arguments for
and against certain theories that I feel
every Member of Congress should have
them available.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that they be printed in the RECORD.

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

TESTIMONY BY DR. RAYMOND J. SAULNIER

Mr. Chairman: I have the impression from
reading press reports that much of the testi-
mony in these hearings has favored an easing
of monetary and fiscal restraints and the
adoption of an incomes policy to bring in-
flation under control. Let me give you my
reasons for thinking it would be a mistake
to endorse this line of policy.

First, there is as yet too little evidence that
inflation is being overcome to justify a re-
laxation of restraint. Indeed, there may have
been too much relaxation already. Markets
for some industrial materials and some
manufactured goods have softened notice-
ably in the past few months, but the over-
all trend of prices is still strongly up; what
is more important, there has been no slow-
ing whatever in the alarming increase of
labor costs. On the contrary, labor cost in-
creases seem to be accelerating.

Actually we are experiencing a veritable
explosion of labor costs. On an annual rate
basis total compensation costs for all work-
ers in the US private economy were up 7.7
percent in the first quarter of 1970, more
than twice normal productivity gains, and
new labor contracts are being written with
pay and benefit increases in the 12 percent
zone, Annual increases in the construction
trades are over 20 percent.

The fact that a 7-to-8 percent increase in
compensation barely suffices to meet living
cost increases is what makes the whole proc-
ess of wage inflation so pathetic. Taken as a
group, workers are gaining nothing in cur-
rent buying power from these inflationary
packages and they are losing money every
day through the declining value of their
savings. Needless to say, the whole system
of retirement benefits is threatened. In the
interests of the worker as well as of the pub-
lic generally, settlements must be brought
more nearly in line with productivity gains.
A relaxation of monetary and fiscal policy
now would not bring that about; on the
contrary, it would almost certainly prevent
the necessary adjustment from occurring.
Increases in compensation now 7-to-8 per-
cent on the average could become 8-to-10
percent, and new contract settlements would
move up from 12 to 15 percent. Is it not
obvious that this spiral must be stopped?
Somehow we must find a way back to wage-
increase packages in line with productivity
gains. You can be sure that if we fail in
this cur economy is in for a lot more trouble
than it has seen so far, which is already
enough,

The situation is made more critical by
the fact that a kind of wage explosion is oc-
curring all over the industrialized world. I
have just returned from Western Europe and
I am appalled by what I find happening
there. Like everyone who follows these econ-
omies closely, I expected a certain heating-
up in 1970. But the heating-up came faster
and is more intense than anyone expected.
In West Germany, for example, there are
labor cost Increases, covering many thou-
sands of workers, of 23 percent in 1070. Else-
where, 15-to-17 percent increases are com-
mon—with Italy leading the parade. More-
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over, similar increases are forecast for 1971
and 1972, though these expectations may
be upset by the economic slowdown that is
bound to follow such excesses.

Obviously, these trends must be brought
under control, both in the United States and
in Western Europe. The question of how to
do it deserves top priority by this commit-
tee and I believe it deserves top priority also
at the EEC in Brussels and at the OECD in
Paris. Indeed, a joint investigation con-
ducted on a crash basis, in which the U.S.
government would joiln as an independent
participant with EEC and OECD, s urgently
needed and I suggest this committee use its
influence to have one launched at the ear-
liest possible opportunity.

Unfortunately, overcoming inflation in-
evitably involves a slowdown in economic
growth. It also involves the risk of reces-
slon. And it is folly to think that credit
tightness and high interest rates will not
inevitably be a part of the process. This ab-
solutely fundamental fact must be recog-
nized: as long as monetary policy accommo-
dates the transference of higher wage costs
into higher prices the spiral of inflation will
continue. In the US economy and elsewhere
the spiral will not be checked except by
credlt restraints plus restraints on spending,
public and private, which result in a suffi-
cient slowdown of the economy to stiffen the
resistance of employers, Including public
employers, to Inflationary labor cost in-
creases. And the employers must have the
support of government in their resistance.

It is not a question of leaping back in one
glant step from egregiously inflationary wage
settlements to settlements closely in line
with productivity improvement. The ob-
ject should be to work our way back, bit by
bit, to a balance between labor cost increases
and productivity gains consistent with rea-
sonably stable prices. Inflation having been
allowed to gain such momentum, it will
take a few years, I fear, to make the adjust-
ment. The process can be speeded consid-
erably, however, if government can win the
support of labor—rank and file as well as
leadership—in achieving the needed result.

To date, there has been all too little prog-
ress in checking inflation. Indeed, I have
had to revise my ideas recently as to how
much effect there will be from the down-
turn in the economy, since activity seems
to be bottoming out at about its present
rate and could be rising again toward the
end of the year. The recovery is likely to be
slow and bumpy, but there is a high enough
probability that aggregate demand will be
increasing in the second half of this year in
fairly sizeable quarterly jumps to suggest
that we will move into 1971 still with a good
deal more inflation than is comfortable—
probably around 3% to 4 percent a year, as
measured by the GNP deflator. Moreover, a
distinet possibility exists that, as the mo-
mentum of increases In aggregate demand
become greater, the momentum of inflation
will be similarly increased. If this is the way
things go, it is a sure bet that in the not
too distant future it will be necessary to
undergo another spell of restraint. It is pre-
cisely such an outcome—a US version of
stop-go—that is invited by proposals to relax
restraints now.

These hearings are designed to develop
ways of avolding such an outcome. Let me
outline more specifically the antl-inflation
program I believe is needed.

First, although no success {n anti-inflation
program is possible if money and credit poli-
cies are not right, I do not put money policy
in first place as an action measure. On the
contrary, I put fiscal policy in first place, and
I do so because fiscal policy is directly the
business and responsibility of the executive
and legislative branches of government, and
there is little chance of success in a pro-
gram to overcome inflation unless it is bullt
on a foundation of unquestioned fiscal re-
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sponsibility at the federal level. The budg-
et is the mirror of government and the
mirror must reflect the right image—the
right image is fiscal strength.

The Congress has a cruclal role to play in
this—its task in the present situation should
be to see that appropriations bills are en-
acted that will enable the executive branch
to hold spending in fiscal 1971 at the fiscal
1970 level.

Second are questions of taxes. I thought it
was a8 mistake to plan abandonment of the
surtax in advance of a significant reduction
in the cost of the Vietnam war and it still
looks like a mistake to me. Accordingly, I
should like to see the committee support all
reasonable steps to increase federal reve-
nues— hopefully without another long pub-
lic debate about “overkill.” What we need is
a budget surplus and, though it will be a
man-sized task to accomplish, at least a start
could be made by putting the post office on a
self-supporting basis through enactment of
adequate postal rates. After all, this alone
would cut expenditures between $1 and $2
billion a year.

Obviously, it will require more than wiping
out the post office deficit to solve our federal
fiscal problem. It looks to me as though a
beginning should be made with some version
of a value-added tax, and I suggest that the
committee lend its support to such a move.
In my view, we have needs for public services
at the federal, state and local level so enor-
mous and of such high priority that we shall
need federal revenues far beyond any now in
sight. If we do not raise the needed revenues
by taxation, and by elimination of low pri-
ority spending, we will either fail to meet
pressing needs for public services, or we will
live for a long, long time in an economy
aflicted by the three basic economic evils:
inflation, slow growth and direct controls.
This is a syndrome we must avoid,

Third, I have on more than one occasion
called attention to things government can
do to help overcome inflation by the way it
operates its own programs. I have in mind
specifically the policies followed in procure-
ment and construction, extension and insur-
ance of credit, setting wage floors under
Walsh-Healey and Davis-Bacon, setting rates
in regulated industries, etc.

In his recent talk on the economy, Presi-
dent Nixon indicated he was establishing a
group within the executive branch with the
idea of using such programs to help check
inflationary developments. Although the an-
nouncement got little press attention, it
could, if carried out vigorously and imagina-
tively, be one of the most important steps
taken by government in recent years in the
fight against inflation. In any case, the new
group will need lots of support. It will need
support from the White House, and it will
need support of the Congress, as well. I was
chairman of a similar group in the second
half of the fifties, and I know from my own
experience that it will not be easy to per-
suade all divisions of the federal bureaucracy
so to conduct their affairs as to moderate
rather than exacerbate inflation. But they
muist be persuaded.

Fourth is monetary policy. Considering
the present momentum of cost and price
inflation and the extreme precariousness of
finaneial markets, and considering the spec-
tacularly unsatsifactory condition of our
balance of payments, it Is not easy to see
that money policy of late has been an out-
standing success. Indeed, the attempt to use
Regulation @ to restrain the use of credit,
and the veritable explosion of credit outside
the banking system to which this led, must
be regarded as one of the least successful ex-
periments in the long history of our Federal
Reserve System. What is important now is
to deal constructively with the present
financial situation. In my view, what we need
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is a credit policy that will, first, reestablish
& viable balance in the financial system be-
tween commercial financing done inside the
banking system and financing done outside
the banks and, second, facilitate the fund-
ing on an intermediate and longterm basis
of the presently excessive volume of shorterm
financing.

Simplistic formulas such as & 4 percent
per annum growth of the money supply will
not help much as a guideline for such a pol-
icy even if we could be sure what is meant, as
a practical matter, by the money supply.
What is needed is a skillful blending of credit
ease and credit restraint, which is neces-
sarlly something of an inconslstency, un-
fortunately, but not as much of an incon-
sistency as it may sound. If there is a basic
rule to be followed by the Federal Reserve
at this time it is this: See to it that the US
economy has enough access to credit through
the banking system to avoid a liquidity
crisis and to avoid a spiralling downturn but
no more than that until there is solid evi-
dence that wage and price infiation is under
control.

Fifth and finally, I come to the incomes
policies that are much in the news nowadays.
It is not easy to comment on these because
everyone who proposes them seems to have
something different in mind—perhaps that
is what gives them their charm. I believe
myself in strong presidential leadership on
the relation needed between wages, produc-
tivity, prices and profits, and I have myself,
in an earlier age, helped to compose a cer-
tain amount of official rhetoric on the sub-
ject. All the same I have deep reservations
about much that is currently said on the
subject. The one comment I would make
is this: as is demonstrated beyond peradven-
ture by the wage explosion occurring now in
Western Europe, where incomes policies have
been in vogue nearly everywhere for ten years
or more, there is no hope at all for controlling
inflation through such means in the absence
of adequately disinflationary fiscal and
monetary measures. The most serious mis-
take we could make in the United States at
this time would be to adopt some version of
an incomes policy with the thought that it
would be a shield behind which we could
safely resume expansionist monetary and
fiscal policies. Believe me, down that road
lies the bankruptcy of economic policy.

Strong presidential leadership on wages,
prices, productivity and profits is another
matter. On an earlier occasion I put my views
on this as follows:

*“There is an Important role to be played
by political leadership at the White House
level in clarifying the objects and methods
of the administration’s anti-inflation effort,
especially to the leadership of labor and
business. This is accomplished in part
through the President's annual economic
message. Additional messages are provided
for in the Employment Act, and should be
issued as circumstances require. . . . A more
dramatic and potentially more effective step
would be for the White House to convene
annually a summit-type conference of the
leadership of business and labor to discuss
the state of the economy. . .. It would pro-
vide the President and his chief economic
aldes an opportunity to clarify administra-
tion policies and give a frank evaluation of
the policies of business and labor. . . . A
meeting of this kind Is as close, in my judg-
ment, as one should come to government
intervention in wage and price decisions,
apart of course from interventions mandated
in the Taft-Hartley law and related statutes.
There is no place in the formula . . . for
individual arm-twisting or for assaults on
individual Industries or companies. And I
would try to keep arithmetic out of it, What
it would provide Is presidential leadership in
the best American tradition of shared re-
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sponsibility between the public and private
sectors of the economy."”

A program such as I have outlined above
would, I feel sure, ultimately overcome in-
flation. Obviously, it should be accompanied
by programs designed to offset unwanted
side-effects. But it is a mistake to believe
that disinfiation can be entirely painless, and
it is a mistake to expect that It can be ac-
complished quickly. Even with a program
of the sort I propose, the struggle against
inflation will certainly have to continue into
1971. The point is that, in the absence of
such a program there is little chance that
inflation will be overcome even in 1871.

UNITED STATES STANDS ALONE
AMONG MAJOR POWERS IN NOT
RATIFYING THE GENOCIDE CON-
VENTION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
January 30 of this year, the United
Kingdom became the 75th nation to
ratify the Genocide Convention. With
that action, the United States became
the only major power in the Western
World to refrain from ratifying this con-
vention.

How long are we going to refuse to
stand up and be counted? The Genocide
Convention was first submitted to the
Senate by President Truman in 1949, and
full-dress hearings were held by the
Committee on Foreign Relations the fol-
lowing year. But for 20 years there has
been no action on this whatsoever by the
U.S. Senate. For 20 years we have given
in to fears that some action by U.S.
citizens, whether at{ home or abroad,
might give rise to a charge of genocide
and embarrass the country.

Mr. President, it is far more embar-
rassing for the United States to have to
apologize for not ratifying the Genocide
Convention.

Mr. President, this country should not
have to apologize for such an omission.
In the fields of human rights, individual
freedoms, and constitutional safeguards
we have always prided ourselves on being
second to none. In ratifying the Genocide
Convention we cannot go wrong; we can
only err by abstaining.

It is time we added our name to the
list.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the list of countries that have
ratified the convention as of the present
time be printed in the RECORD.

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

LisT oF COUNTRIES

Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina,
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazll, Bulgaria,
Burma, Byelorussian SSR.

Cambodia, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Denmark, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethlopia,
Federal Republic of Germany.

Finland, France, Ghana, Greece, Guate-
mala, Haitl, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland,
India, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Jor-
dan.

Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, Monaco,
Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, Nica-
ragua, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Republic of Korea, Re-
public of Viet-Nam, Romania, Saudi Arabia,
Spain, Sweden, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey,
Ukrainian SSR, Union of Soviet Soclalist
Republics, United Arab Republic, Upper
Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Unit-
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ed Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland.* '

FEDERAL REVENUE SHARING

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 23, 1969, I cosponsored, with the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) and
32 other Senators, the proposed Revenue
Sharing Act sent to Congress by Presi-
dent Nixon.

This bill (S. 2948) would restore bal-
ance in the federal form of government
in the United States; would provide both
the encouragement and resources for
State and local government officials to
exercise leadership in solving their own
problems; would achieve a better alloca-
tion of total public resources; and would
provide for the sharing with State and
local governments of a portion of the tax
revenue received by the United States.

Underlying my firm support for the
concept of revenue sharing is the basic
conviction that strong and finaneially
viable State and local governments are
essential not only to a healthy federal-
ism but also to the best possible perform-
ance of governmental services. The en-
actment of a revenue sharing measure
would recognize a substantial role for
the States and would provide a broad
scope for decentralized decisionmaking.
If the benefits of American diversity are
to be exploited and enhanced, then the
Federal Government must aid in creating
a fiscal environment that will enable
States and localities to exercise wide lati-
tude in determining their own priorities
and solving their own problems.

When fully implemented, the legisla-
tion will provide a total annual national
distribution of $5 billion. At my request
the Treasury Department has supplied a
breakdown as to the amount of money
that will be received by each general gov-
ernment in Kansas.

Based on 1968 population and 1967
revenue and income data, the total an-
nual amount distributed to Kansas will
be over $61,500,000 with almost $43,000,-
000 going to the State government and
with over $18,500,000 to local govern-
ments.

I ask unanimous consent that the com-
plete table be printed in the Recorp.

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

Total U.S. distribution: 5 billion.

Total Kansas State and local government
distribution: $61,733,608.

Percentage that must flow through to local
govemments: 30.38 percent.

State government share: $42,979,050.

Local government share: $18,754,5656.

* The United Kingdom ratified the Con-
vention on Genocide on January 30, 1870.

In a notification made on accession, the
Government of the United Kingdom extended
the application of the Convention to the fol-
lowing territories for whose conduct of in-
ternational relations the United Kingdom 1is
responsible: Channel Islands, Isle of Man;
Dominica, Grenada, St. Lucia, St. Vincent;
Bahamas, Bermuda, British Virgin Islands,
Falkland Islands and Dependencies, Fiji,
Gibraltar, Hong EKong, Pitealrn, St. Helena
and Dependencies, Seychelles, Turks and
Calcos Islands.

In a notification received by the Secre-
tary-General on 2 June 1970; the Government
of the United Kingdom extended the appli-
cation of the Convention to Tonga.

Total to cities $7, 508, 858
35, 382
8,031
88, 716
63,401
35,791
34,700
10, 080
12, 612
10, 430
12, 203
28, 224
7,022
41, 654
145, 141
19, 907
11,3856
25, 202
12, 203
22, 020
67, 355
79, 626
7, 499
90,943
12,339
12, 885
29, 042
5, 999
5, 045
65, 242
5,099
15, 884
76, 695
66, 264
12,9538
12, 135
18, 748
15, 884
11, 180
11,044
192,112
22,074
41,995
73,218
642, 191
9, 544
24,474
262, 671
123, 530
22,429
61, 492
12, 203
11,998
95, 851
17,725
37, 164
7,431
18, 202
26,178
12,135
11,180
12, 136
80, 670
21, 270
67, 287
15,475
36, 950
69, 264
26,178
44, 858
11,317
T, 717
8,113
39, 745
30, 473
12,817
56, 925
235, 334
13, 408
748, 677
21,611
7,635

Abilene

Arkansas City

Baxter Springs
Belleville

Bonner Springs
Caney
Chanute
Cherryvale
Clay Center
Coffeyville _
Colby
Columbus -
Concordia

Fort Scott
Fredonia __.

Garden City -
Garnett
Goodland ...

Hiawatha
Holsington

Hutchinson -

Lindsborg

Lyons
Manhattan
Marysville
McPherson
Medicine Lodge
Merriam

Osawatomie
Ottawa

Phillipsburg
Pittsburg
Plainville
Prairie Village
Pratt

Valley Center

WaKeeney

Wellington

Wichita

Winfield

All other cities with less than 2,-
500 population
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Total to counties

Allen County
Anderson County.
Atchison County.
Barber County
Barton County
Bourbon County
Brown County
Butler County..___
Chase County.
Chautaugqua County
Cherokee County
Cheyenne County
Clark County

Clay County
Cloud County.
Coffey County
Comanche County.
Cowley County
Crawford County
Decatur County.
Dickinson County.
Doniphan County
Douglas County
Edwards County
Elk County.

Ellis County.
Ellsworth County.
Finney County
Ford County
Franklin County.._.
Geary County
Gove County.
Graham County.-._.
Grant County
Gray County
Greeley County
Greenwood County
Hamilton County.__
Harper County
Harvey County
Haskell County
Hodgeman County
Jackson County
Jefferson County
Jewell County
Johnson County
Kearny County
Kingman County
Kiowa County
Labette County.-.
Lane County

Leavenworth County __._-

Lincoln County
Linn County
Logan County
Lyon County

McPherson County-__

Marion County
Marshall County.
Meade County
Miami County
Mitchell County

Montgomery County_-

Morris County
Morton County
Nemaha County
Neosho County____
Ness County
Norton County.
Osage County.
Osborne County...
Ottawa County____
Pawnee County -._
Phillips County

Pottawatomie County

Pratt County
Rawlins County___
Reno County
Republiec County.-.
Rice County
Riley County
Rooks County
Rush County
Russell County
Saline County
Scott County.

Shawnee County
S_heridan County
Sherman County.
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$10, 700, 722

78, 604
72,382
54,811
1563, 662
70,014
84, 466
185, 635
46, 017
41,108
101,578
66, 605
45,131
70, 082
87, 330
46, 426
45,471
139, 141
101, 101
41, 103
95, 715
48, 200
152, 162
38, 722
38, 722
128, 097
40, 290
80, 717
108, 259
133, 210
112, 213
62,378
91,147
66, 196
45,335
39, 540
82, 967
49,357
71, 650
123, 267
47,926
b0, 653
63, 878
56, 447
&7, 606
570, 200
47,176
70, 286
66, 605
142,277
39, 336
126,302
47, 789
51, 675
45,812
210, 859
156, 457
92, 238
87, 466
49, 835
101, 169
43, 358
128, 779
47,176
53, 925
b9, 856
131, 015
48, 267
70, 627
52,3857
45, 608
61,628
70, 286
48, 471
61, 833
73, 218

100, 214
46, 200
61, 288
95, 975

194, 975
52, 834

-=== 1,196,620

167, T06
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Smith County
Stafford County.
Stanton County
Stevens County .
Bumner County

$60, 538
64, 219

Washington County
Wichita County
Wilson County
Woodson County

Wyandotte County 597, 637

Total to townships 544, 976
136
273

2,522
273
1, 205
1, 500
273
1,363
341

1, 704
682
2, 622
2,522
68

1, 773
3,681
1, 205
7,158
1,773
3, 681
4,008
7,158
2,522
273
68
341

1, 704

Hill City
Kickapoo

Riverside
Rockford
Salem
Shannon
Shawnee

Williamsport
All other townships with less
than 2,500 population 493, 164

FATHER HERMAN

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this year
marks the 175th anniversary of the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church in America. The
culminating event will be the canoniza-
tion of Father Herman of Spruce Island,
Alaska. Father Herman, I am informed,
will be the first saint of any church ever
to be canonized in the United States.

His canonization is especially signifi-
cant because it illustrates the long and
deep-seated adherence to the Orthodox
Church in America of Aleut Natives of
the Alaska Peninsula, Kodiak, and the
Aleutian Islands. Also, the Tlingit In-
dians in southern Alaska, most notably
around Sitka where St. Michael’s Ca-
thedral was built in 1816, have a long-
established relationship with the Ortho-
dox Church.

Father Herman was a member of the
first Russian mission ever to work out-
side his own country. During a time
when fellow Russian adventurers, trap-
pers, and merchants were exploiting re-
sources and enslaving the Aleuts, Father
Herman befriended and protected the
Natives at the risk of his own freedom.

It is very difficult to research the his-
tory surrounding Father Herman be-
cause much of what was written about
him was written in Aleut or Russian.
However, my staff has had the good for-
tune to work with an expert, Mr, Charles
Whittier from our own Library of Con-
gress, on the history of the Russian
Orthodox Church, as it was then called,
who has compiled a salutory brief biog-
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raphy on Father Herman. I ask unani-
mous consent that Father Herman’s bi-
ographical information prepared by Mr.
Whittier be printed in the Recorp fol-
lowing my remarks.

On Sunday, August 9, 1970, the final
rites of canonization for Father Herman
will be held at the historic Russian
Orthodox Church of the Resurrection at
Kodiak, Alaska. The rites will be con-
ducted by His Eminence, the Most Rev-
erend Ireney, Archbishop of New York,
Metropolitan of the Orthodox Church of
America and His Grace the right Rev-
erend Theodosius of the Sitka Diocese.

Mr. President, the saintly benevolence
Father Herman characterized to Alas-
ka's Aleut people, beginning 175 years
ago, yielded a lasting faith in his church
that has not diminished today.

It is my hope the canonization of
Father Herman will serve to yield new
benevolence and understanding to pro-
vide the Aleut and other native people of
Alaska the rewards of their faith in their
church and the rewards of their faith in
America.

There being no objection, the bi-
ography was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

BrograPHY oF FATHER HERMAN

Born in 1756 somewhere near Moscow, Fr.
Herman (whose very name is unknown be-
fore he entered the monastic life) was re-
ceived into the great Troltski-Sergievsky ?!
Monastery at the age of 16. Later he lived
in seclusion In the wilderness near Lake
Lodoga, Finally he entered the venerable
Valaam Monastery on the Holy Island of
Valaam in Lake Lodoga. His dedication to
the Virgin and his life of prayer were early
noted: an area called “Hermanova" was s0O
degignated because to it he would retire in
solitary devotions. In 1793 he was among
those who volunteered to form the Alaskan
Mission, the first mission of the Russian
Church outside Russia.

The mission (8 monks and deacons, headed
by the Archimandrite Joseph (who was
later drowned)) landed at St. Paul's Harbor,
Kodiak, in September of 1794. Within a year,
over 7,000 native Americans had been bap-
tized, mostly Aleuts. Conflicts developed
with the Russian-American Trading Com-
pany, headed by Alexander Baranov, over
the treatment of the Alaskan natives, whose
rights the missionaries upheld. In 1800 Bara-
nov placed the members of the mission under
house arrest and forbade contact with the
natives, The next year, the missionaties ad-
ministered the oath of allegience to the Czar
to the natives in an attempt to extend irma-
perial protection to them. Threatened with
violence by Baranov, the monks withdrew
to their compound and refused to hold public
services for a year. Between 1808 and 1818,
Father Herman, steadfast in behalf of the
natives, withdrew to Elovoi (Spruce) Island,
where he built a cell and chapel; here he
lived in prayer, nursing the sick, feeding the
hungry, and ministering to the natives. In
time he maintained a small school and
orphanage. The island he renamed New
Valaam in memory of his beloved Monastery.
In 1823 a small church was built, dedicated
to the "Meeting of Our Lord.” Tales of mir-
acles, healings, and the like surrounded him,
in the tradition of the wonder-working saints
of the Eastern Church. His reputation for
holiness and simplicity of life spread abroad,
attracting many pilgrims and visitors, in-
cluding the great explorer, Bering. Father
Herman died in 1837. Popular veneration of
his memory has continued to the present day.

iPounded by St. Sergius of Radonezh.
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In 1867 the first collection of information
about him, attesting to his sanctity and won-
der-working powers, was compiled and pub-
lished (in 1868) at the Valaam Monastery in
Russia. Further data was made available in
the outline of the History of the Russian Mis-
slon, published at Valaam in 1894. In 1903
the Russian Theological Encyclopedia com-
pared him with the Desert Saints of the
Early Church, noting the aura of sanctity
which affected birds and animals in his pres-
ence., His corpse was said to have remained
incorrupt.

Father Herman represents the flowering of
Russian monastic spirituality in America. The
survival of Orthodoxy in Alaska has been at-
tributed to the zeal of the first missionaries
and of their native converts, the absence of
racism in the Russian mission and its lead-
ers, and such contemporary elements as the
use of the vernacular (in the liturgy), the
cultivation of a self-reliant church, and an
indigenous (native) clergy. The Russian
American mission derived much of its
strength from the leadership of the first
Archbishop of the area, Veniaminov, later
Metropolitan of Moscow, founder of the Or-
thodox Missionary Society, and one of the
greatest figures in Russian Church history—
and the father of Alaskan anthropology. It
was Veniaminov who firmly established the
policy of protecting native tribal rights and
who introduced both Aleut and Tlingit into
the liturgy. However, the influence of a life
such as that of Father Herman cannot be
underestimated in explaining the ardent faith
of the natives whose religious traditions have
survived to this day, despite many trials,

The shrine raised on New Valaam to Father
Herman has been preserved to the present
day (with its relics of St. Seraphim of Barov),
partly due to the devotion of a Russian monk
who went there in 1935. In the eyes of the
natives, Father Herman was already a saint.
(Troparia in his honor were in existence in
the early 1900's.) He embodied “the qualities
which characterised the Age of Saints from
the desert of Mesopotamia to the remotest of
the Western Isles—ascetism, humility, devo-
tion, unworldliness, sympathy with the weak,
both in nature and in humanity, gentleness,
spiritual nobility.” ? Such is the message of
Father Herman of Eodiak.

FBI INVESTIGATION OF KENT STATE
SHOOTINGS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
Presideat, the Akron, Ohio, Beacon Jour-
nal, of July 23, 1970, contains an article
whieh reported the FBI had drawn cer-
tain conclusions regarding the propriety
of the activities of the Ohio National
Guard in connection with the slaying of
four students at Kent State University.
This report has received wide circulation.

It has long been the policy of the FBI
not to draw conclusions from its investi-
gations. This is as it should be. An in-
vestigative agency should be no more
than that—it should collect the facts and
report them to proper authorities with-
out any conclusions or other expressions
of opinions. This is the way the FBI al-
ways has operated and it is the way the
FBI operated in connection with its in-
vestigation of the Kent State shootings.

I am informed that the FBI conducted
a very detailed investigation of the events
at Eent State and furnished to the De-
partment of Justice a complete and ob-
jective report of the facts it developed,
and that the FBI report did not conclude
that “six of the Ohio National Guards-
men could be criminally charged.” I am

?N. K. Chadwick.
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also advised that the FBI report did not
conclude the shootings “were not neces-
sary and not in order.” I believe that such
conclusions, if they were made, came
from some source other than the FBI.
I think it is very important that this
matter is made clear, for it is fotally
foreign to our form of government to
have an investigative agency making con«
clusions concerning the possible pros-
ecution of individulas.

SECTION 225 OF SOCIAL SECURITY
AMENDMENTS OF 1970: INCEN-
TIVES, OR RETREAT?

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I have already commented on
the fine work done by the House Ways
and Means Committee and by the en-
tire House in developing and passing
HR. 17550. This bill proposes many far-
reaching and progressive improvements
to the social security and medicare pro-
grams, and it is certainly worthy of the
careful attention now being given to it
by the Senate Finance Committee.

My earlier statements have dealt with
my suggestions for improving social secu-
rity and medicare coverage still further.

Today, however, I will deal with a pro-
vision of H.R. 17550 which I regard as
a potential threat to the quality of care
available to older Americans under med-
icaid. I am referring to section 225(a),
which—in the name of “Establishment
of Incentives for States to Emphasize
Qutpatient Care under the Medicaid
Program"—would actually strike a
severe blow at the fundamental purposes
of medicaid. In addition, at a time when
State governments stand in desperate
need of new sources of funding for vitally
needed programs, section 225(a) would
actually increase the cost of the mediecaid
programs to the States.

For my own State of New Jersey, the
official Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare estimate of additional cost
is $5.2 million. This may be a conserva-
tive appraisal; I have asked for an esti-
mate from the State government of New
Jersey. Unofficial estimates, however, put
the cost at upwards of $10 million.

How can a so-called “cost-cutting re-
form” actually increase State costs and
decrease quality of care? Here are the
major provisions and some discussion of
their origins:

Section 225(a) would provide:

First. A 25-percent “bonus” in Federal
matching moneys if they elect to treat
patients through outpatient service and
home health services instead of treating
these patients through their nursing
home system. As an example the State
of New York is presently reimbursed at
the 50-percent level in its medicaid pro-
gram. If the State of New York elected
to treat a patient instead through its
home health system the Federal govern-
ment would assume 75 percent of the
cost.

Second, A cut in the share of Federal
matching funds going to general and
tuberculosis hospitals by one-third after
60 days of inpatient care.

Third. A cut in the share of Federal
matching funds by one-third, after a
patient has spent 90 days in a nursing
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home; further cuts with the continued
tenure of the patient.

Fourth, A cut in the share of Federal
matching by one-third after a patient
has received 90 days care in a mental
hospital with the complete elimination
of Federal matching monies after a
patient has received 275 days of care in
his lifetime.

Apparently, the impetus for 255(a)
began on February 27 when President
Nixon announced that the Federal Gov-
ernment was in need of a reorganization.
He recommended the abolition of some
57 agencies in the Government that had
outlived their usefulness, including the
much publicized Federal Board of Tea
Tasters. Almost hidden in this proposal
was the suggestion that the Federal
Government has no business in longterm
care and that the current medicaid pro-
gram was in error to the extent that it
was paying for services other than medi-
cal treatment.

It was projected by the President that
cutting out care for the chronically ill
would result in a savings to the Federal
Treasury of $235 million.

I wish to make it clear, Mr. President,
that I am for tight cost controls in all
Federal programs and I have no quarrel
with President Nixon’s efforts at elimi-
nating waste and bringing efficiency to
the Government. But I do take strong ex-
ception to his cutting back on programs
for the elderly which in general had been
underfunded in the past. And specifically,
I take objection to the Federal Govern-
ment’s summarily pulling out from
medicaid and the area of long-term care.

The vast majority of medicaid patients
in nursing homes and mental institutions
have no home of their own and no family.
They have an average age of 85 and suf-
fer from one or more chronic and crip-
pling diseases. They seldom write letters
to their Congressman complaining  of
cuts in the medicaid program.

What is puzzling is that in the early
1960’s our hearings were replete with
testimony that the States were having
difficulty with the financing of long-term
or institutional care. This, I recall, was
one of the major reasons that the medic-
aid program was enacted.

In this regard, the medicaid program
has been very helpful to the States, al-
though in recent years many States have
experienced substantial problems raising
their share of matching funds. Califor-
nia and New York, for instance, must
raise 50 percent of the cost of their
medicaid programs while Mississippi
need raise only $1 to receive nine from
the Federal Government.

There can be little doubt, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the States and local govern-
ments are hard pressed to raise revenues.
This is evidenced by escalating real es-
tate taxes which so adversely affect elder
citizens.

I must say it is a curious kind of reve-
nue “sharing” which the President is
proposing in section 225(a) of the Social
Security Amendments. For 5 years the
Federal Government courted the par-
ticipation of States in the medicaid pro-
gram. Now that they are participating,
the Federal Government intends to cut
back support of the program to such an
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extent that the States again will have to
bear the huge financial burden of caring
for a segment of the population that has
no resources of its own and is in desper-
ate need of shelter, treatment, and care.
It is unlikely that the States could come
up with the funds to make up for the
Federal pullout. The size of the Federal
cutback as indicated by the administra-
tion is to be $235 million.

What inevitably follows for my State
as well as the other 49 is that services
on behalf of the infirm elderly will have
to be reduced. It would be one thing if
these programs were substantially
funded, but this is not the case. A quick
survey of the budgets of the 50 States will
clearly indicate that the programs for
the infirm elderly are at present clearly
and sometimes shamefully underfunded.
And these are the programs that we seek
now to cut even further.

The proposal also provides for a cut in
the share of Federal participation with
general and tuberculosis hospitals by
one-third after 60 days of inpatient care,

Mr. President, I am well aware that
hospital costs have soared and I certainly
favor firm cost control measures. How-
ever, we must again recognize the health
characteristics of the older population as
well as their generally low level of in-
come when considering such cutbacks.
A long term illness can cause financial
disaster to even those elderly who bene-
fit from medicare. Medicaid is a program
for the needy and, in some States, the
medically indigent. Obviously, this pa-
tient will not be able to pay for hospital
care if he should need more than 60 days
in a general or tuberculosis hospital. The
fact that the States cannot afford to bear
the full burden of such care should be
clear to all of us; what with the number
of hospitals closing all across the country
and the precarious financial condition of
many more such institutions. Many mu-
nicipal hospitals receive most of their
revenue from medicaid. If this proposal
stands, how will they pay for up-to-date
equipment and well-trained staff?

What will happen to elderly mental
patients if section 225(a) goes through?
The proposal would cut one-third of the
Federal participation after 90 days of a
patient’s care in such an institution—
and after a period of 275 days, will re-
fuse to assume any part of the cost of
their care.

Thus, the Governmenf is, in effect,
turning its back on the most helpless and
unfortunate members of our society. The
same is true for the elderly who reside in
nursing homes under medicaid. These
patients average 85 years of age and, like
the elderly mentally ill, are afflicted with
many disabilities and maladies which
make it almost impossible for them to
fend for themselves in the community.
Senator Moss will be able to tell us more
about what this proposal will do to these
patients and to the entire operation of
medicaid nursing homes.

Certainly, I can sympathize with the
nursing home operators who have writ-
ten me to express their concern with sec-
tion 225(a). These people know all too
well the precarious condition of State
budgets. The following execerpt from a
letter I received from Mr. Eugene J.




August 4, 1970

Friedman, president of the New Jersey
Nursing Home Association, reflects the
dismay expressed in similar correspond-
ence from New Jersey and other States
throughout the country:

The provision which gives us concern re-
duces Federal participation In the cost of
skilled nursing care after the first 90 days
of such service. This means, In effect, that
the States will have to pick up the difference
or reduce this care. New Jersey's Medicaid
p already is at a minimal level and
there is a real question whether skilled nurs-
ing care could be reduced here. Thus, there
is a strong possibility, if HR. 17550 becomes
law without change in this provision by the
Senate, that a new burden will be imposed
on the State treasury.

At this point, I feel we should take a
close look at the “incentives” which are
offered to the States under section 225
(a). On the face of it, a 25-percent bonus
to States if they elect to treat patients
in their own homes or expand outpa-
tient facilities, looks extremely worth-
while. Many elderly persons suffering
from one or more chronic conditions
would certainly prefer to be cared for at
home by a home health aide. Outpa-
tient clinics should most definitely be
expanded and improved.

However, the elderly population repre-
sents the lowest percentage of those per-
sons utilizing outpatient services of any
kind. And perhaps with good reason. Old-
er people cannot bear the long waits at
clinics, the cursory treatment at the
hands of overworked staff—many of
whom are not trained to deal with the
complicated health problems of the
aging—and often, they have great
difficulty even getting to the clinic
due to inadequate and expensive trans-
portation systems. I question the kind of
expansion the States would institute
for outpatient services to this isolated,
often neglected group of Americans.

If the States elect to treat medicaid
patients who have used up their allotted
90 days of care in nursing homes, or 275
days of care in mental institutions by
utilizing home health services, artificial
“homes” in the guise of renovated resi-
dential hotels might have to be created.

A great many of these patients, due to
their advanced age, have no families and
no homes of their own to return to, once
discharged from these institutions.

Thus, it would appear that the incen-
tives offered in section 225(a) repre-
sent a disguised retreat by the Federal
Government, rather than a viable incen-
tive to States to improve the care and
services to their older populations.

These and other considerations lead
me to speak out against section 225; to
ask the Finance Committee in whose
charge the present house-passed bill lies,
to delete this section.

In closing, one final point. I hope that
the administration will review this situ-
ation and follow the recommendations
put forth by its own task force on medic-
aid and related programs in the so-called
McNerney report released last month.

To quote from some pertinent lan-
guage in that report:

Page 36, McNerney Report—"We are aware
of the legislative proposal now under con-
sideration to limit care in mental institu-
tions (H.R. 17550). We fully support the De-
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partment’s commitment to modern concepts
of care for the mentally 111 and the develop-
ment and implementation of alternatives to
inpatient care in mental Institutions, using
Title XIX funds where possible. Maximum
effort should be encouraged in planning for
alternate care, gulded by the needs of the
patient.”

“In such a flexible approach to care based
on & patient’'s needs, an arbitrary Hmitation
on duration of care of patlents in mental in-
stitutions is Inappropriate, and the task
force recommends against Imposition of any
limitation."”

Page 142, McNerney Report—“The task
force is deeply concerned about the Ad-
ministration’s proposals to reduce the Fed-
eral share for skilled nursing home benefits
(SNH) after defined intervals.

“In the absence of real alternatives to
SNH care such an approach is likely to re-
sult in an undesirable contraction of bene-
fits. Moreover it is inappropriate to talk
about ‘misuse’ of SNH beds so long as mean-
ingful alternatives that provide acceptable
levels of care across a broad spectrum are not
readily avallable.”

Page 12, McNerney Report—*"As part of the
American welfare tradition—subject to so-
clal stigma, grudging public support, inade-
quate financing and general unpopularity
among competing public services—medicaid
has suffered the worst of the ills that befall
our health care system. In addition to fall-
ing prey to the same current inflationary
forces that plague the rest of American health
care, in some instances medicaid has been
forced to pay less-than-adequate prices for
frequently less-than-adequate-services—to
go hat in hand on behalf of its beneficiaries.”

In the face of such recommendations
from a task force created by the adminis-
tration to study this program; and from
the evidence presented in my statement,
as well as those of my colleagues, one can
only hope that this regressive measure
will be deleted from the final Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1970.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement prepared by the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) be
printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment by Senator HARTKE was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
EFFECTS OF SECTION 225 oF THE HoUsSE-PASSED

Socian SecumrrTy Brnu

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the Senate will
s00n be asked to consider the merits of the
House-passed Social Security Amendments
of 1970. This legislation, which is now be-
fore the Senate Finance Committee, is com-
mendable in many respects. It provides for
much-needed improvements in the Social
Securlty program.

However, I am deeply disturbed about one
provision in the bill: Section 225(a), “Estab-
lishment of Incentives for States to Empha-
size Outpatient Care under Medicald Pro-

According to the Administration, this
measure will save the Federal government
$235,000,000 by eliminating custodial care
for the aged In nursing homes and mental
hospitals, President Nixon has said that
the original purpose of Medicald was to pro-
vide medical treatment, not long-term care.

Mr. President, I believe this is a faulty
argument, First, the actual intent of Title
XIX was to provide quality health care as
a right, not a privilege, to all Americans
in need. As'a member of the Senate Special
Committee on Aging I have heard testi-
mony at countless hearings which indicates
clearly that health care needs of an older
person are quite often far different than
for a younger individual, because of the
high percentage of chronic illness among the
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elderly, their inadequate income levels and
their very serious mobility problems.

Becondly, although President Nixon has
sald that the States should bear the burden
for custodial or long-term care of the aged,
the fact remains that the States are hard
pressed for funds. This Committee has had
reports of excellent nursing homes across
the country refusing admission to Medicaid
patients because they cannot afford to offer
the kind of care these people should receive
under the existing rate of pay. This has tra-
ditionally been the case. Indeed, a major
reason for the enactment of the Medicaid
program in 1965 was that States were having
problems financing long-term or institu-
tional care for the elderly.

Medicaid is a program for the needy or
medically indigent—poor people. If, as Sec-
tilon 225(a) provides, an indigent elderly
individual can only receive care in a skilled
nursing home for 90 days, or care in a mental
hospital for 80 to 275 days, or intensive care
in a general or tuberculosis hospital for 60
days, he will be at a distinct disadvantage
when his allotted time is up. He certainly is
not going to be able to pay for his own
extended care—and the States will not be
able to pay for any additional institutional
care for him. Evidence of this may be found
in projections from the States themselves, on
losses they will have to bear if Section 225(a)
becomes law.

It 1s estimated that New York will lose
$105,000,000; California $20,400,000; and my
own State of Indiana estimates a loes of over
& million. Compared to the large losses that
will be sustained by New York and California,
this loss may seem small, but when one con-
siders the condition of most State budgets
these days, it means a great deal in terms of
services to older people who have no resources
of their own. Where are these States (and
others) going to get the funds to continue
to care for their ailing elderly? Not from the
“bonus” offered in Section 225(a) contrary
to what we are expected to believe. The bonus
to States In this provision is a 25 percent
increase in Federal matching funds for ex-
pansion of outpatients and home health
seryices.

Nebraska, for instance, will gain $24,800 for
home health services under Section 225(a)
but will lose $3,185,668 for nursing home care
and $389,828 for care of aged mental pa-
tlents—a total loss of $3,965,772 in fiscal
1971. Projected losses for fiscal 1972 total
$4,758,537,

Thus, the “bonus” or the “incentives” as
worded In the title of Section 225(a), are in
reality simply cutbacks in federal funds.

Moreover, 1t is important to.consider the
needs of the population that will be most
severely affected by this provision, Most older
pecple recelving services under Medicald are
chronically i1l and require long-term treat-
ment and care. For the most part, they are
without family and have no home of their
own. Obviously, home health services will not
help an older mental patient who has spent
years in a mental hospital once he is dis-
charged, since he usually has no home to
return to. The same is true for Medicaid nurs-
ing home patients. Because of their advanced
age, they too often have no real “home” and
no family.

When considering the “incentive” of in-
creased funds for outpatient services, we
should remember that older people represent
the lowest percentage of those utilizing out-
patient facilities of any kind, all across the
country, Why, then, would they suddenly
make use of the “expanded” outpatient fa-
cilities provided by Section 225(a)? For ex-
ample, if a hospital expands its outpatient
services by hiring more staff and enlarging
its facility, a younger person might be able
to make use of this expansion. But an older
individual who lives perhaps a mile or more
away from Hospital X is still going to have
difficulty getting to the “expanded” out-
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patient facility. This will be true in metro-
politan urban areas, and in rural settings
where the elderly will he further disadvan-
taged because in such areas the closest clinic
may be miles away from the person's resi-
dence.

During 1969 I conducted hearings for the
Committee on Aging on “Older Americans
in Rural Areas”. Since my own State of Indi-
ana has a large rural population, this sub-
ject is of special concern to me. Mr. President,
all of the testimony received in those hear-
ings had direct bearing on my argument here.
The elderly are the people who have been left
behind in rural America, while their chil-
dren and relatives move on to hoped-for
greener financial pastures in suburbs or
urban centers. Most do not drive and public
transportation systems are virtually non-
existent, creating an unbearably isolated ex-
istence for these people. When an elderly in-
dividual becomes ill in rural America, he may
have to travel miles to receive medical at-
tention. If he must be hospitalized, or if he
requires nursing home care, he may have to
walt weeks or even months to be admitted
to the overburdened facilities in rural areas.
Indeed, if he is unfortunate enough to suffer
from menta]l disorders, as well, the State
hospital is often the only resource for him.
In many rural States the lack of adequate
nursing facilities causes the State hospital
to become “home” to the chronically i1l as
well as the mentally ill.

Home health services could he of great
benefit to these rural elderly and I agree
that such care should be included under
Medicaid and Medicare. This will require a
great deal of expansion, however, including
the recruitment and training of large num-
bers of personnel. It has been extremely diffi-
cult to recruit physicians and related medi-
cal personnel to come and stay in rural
America. Recent cutbacks in health care
training will not help, but will only serve
to make a bad situation even worse.

Thus, I question the reality of such “in-
centives” as expanded home health and out-
patient services to this population group.

Tt has been suggested that elderly patients
who have used up their allotted time in
nursing homes, mental hospitals and general
or tuberculosis hospitals, be placed in “cus-
todial” or domiciliary type homes, where the
care is less costly. There is good reason why
such care is less expensive. These facilities
are usually simply boarding homes without
trained personnel. They provide no medical
attention, no skilled nursing and very little
attention of any kind. What is provided in
such places is food (not always the best) and
shelter (not always clean or comfortable).
This may well be the type of “home healt! 5
care that many of the discharged elderly
mental patients and nursing home patients
will receive under Section 225(a). If the
States are to sustain their losses under Sec-
tion 225(a), they may have to create “arti-
ficial homes” such as these, to make use of
their home health “bonus” funds.

If that happens, we may well see a pro-
liferation of such “homes” and a new kind of
abuse of the Medicald program, A strong
utilization review committee would certainly
be able to control costs, over-utilization and
abuses of these facilities under Medicaid and
I am happy to see that there is a provision
for the same type of utilization review as in
Medicare for Medicaid in the Social Security
Amendments. If there is such a provision,
why the decrease in Federal support? Indeed,
there have been abuses under Medicaid, but
why should the elderly poor, homeless and
infirm, be required to suffer for “crimes” they
did not commit? Why should the States have
to suffer for the abuses of a few operators
and physicians when such abuses did not
occur in all States and are relatively few in
number?

The “incentives” offered In Section 225(a)
are in my opinfon, simply a euphemism for
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the repeal of the adult service categories in
the Medicaid program. If this punitive
measure is allowed to stand, Mr. President,
we will have cut the heart out of the Medi-
caid program—which offered so much hope to
50 many low-income ailing old people.

Mr. President, lest I be misunderstood, I
would like to state I am in favor of tight
budgetary controls, but I sincerely believe
this measure to be an exercise in false econ-
omy. For the reasons I have outlined above,
the Federal government may spend as
much—perhaps more—as We are now, in pro-
viding services to these people because no
true incentives have been offered to the
States.

It is my hope that Sectlion 225(a) will be
deleted by the Senate Finance Committee
before it reaches the Senate floor, and as a
member of that Committee I intend to work
toward that end.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, on July 21,
I commented on the House-passed social
security bill indicating my support for
its general provisions and stating my ob-
jections to section 225(a) and its effects.
Today I would like to amplify these
earlier stated objections.

Section 225(a) has four parts, the first
of which promises to the States an addi-
tional 25-percent bonus in Federal
matching funds if the State will agree to
treat medicaid patients through its home
health services rather than through its
nursing home system. The second part
cuts Federal matching funds going to a
general or tuberculosis hospital after an
individual has received 60 days of care.
The third provision cuts the Federal
matching share paid to States for nurs-
ing home care by one-third after a pa-
tient has received 90 days of care and the
fourth provision cuts the Federal match-
ing by one-third after a patient has re-
ceived 90 days of care in a mental hospi-
tal. This fourth part also commands that
if a patient has been compensated by the
Federal Government for a stay in a men-
tal hospital of 275 days in his lifetime,
that he becomes forever ineligible to re-
ceive any Federal funds going toward
his care.

Section 225(a) accordingly is the codi-
fication of the Presidential suggestion
that the Federal Government does not
belong in the field of long term care. With
this amendment the Federal Govern-
ment seeks to withdraw from the field
to the tune of $235 million which repre-
sents a projected savings in Federal
funds.

It should be noted at this point that
the amendments relate to medicaid—a
program where the States receive match-
ing funds from the Federal Government
to help pay for the medical costs of indi-
gents of all ages. It is from the destitute,
the needy, and the poor that the Federal
Government now seeks to recover $235
million.

Further, the Federal Treasury will gain
$235 million by this withdrawal so the
States must lose $235 million. The appro-
priate question then is, Where will the
States find the replacement revenue?
Suprisingly, however, that is not the
question which emerged. The central
question under diseussion when the
House passed the bill was: Do the States
really need this revenue in the first place?

It was the contention that the above
question can be answered in the nega-
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tive. It follows logically that if the States
did not need the funds initially, the sud-
den withdrawal of dollars at this point
will cause no problems to the States and
will have the salutary effect of fattening
the Federal Treasury. What is implied is
that the States have been spending
medicaid funds simply to squander them
like the proverbial drunken sailor.

Not only was it implied, it was stated
explicitly that some people in the States
are more interested in collecting Federal
dollars than in the appropriate level of
care for medicaid patients.

It is also curious that although section
225(a) contains four subsections as I
have enumerated above, only one sub-
section was discussed at the time the bill
passed the House and that is the subsec-
tion which cuts funds going to nursing
homes by one-third after the patient has
been in a nursing home 90 days.

It was argued that the States have be-
come free with Federal medicaid funds
and as a result skilled nursing homes in
the States are overutilized. As further
evidence it was pointed out that nursing
homes have become big business and that
corporations could not enter the field
unless there was great profit to be gained.

Mr. President, it is possible that our
skilled nursing homes are overutilized in
terms of having patients who do not need
medical but only custodial care. But one
sound reason for rejecting this premise
with regard to medicaid patients is that
these patients are indigents—what we
used to call welfare patients. They tend
to be the oldest residents in nursing
homes and with old age most patients
have more than one chronic and dis-
abling condition.

This fact reveals the bare bones of the
faulty premise on which section 225 is
based. The premise seems to be that
medical science has advanced to the
point that these patients can be “made
well,” returned to their homes or to in-
stitutions where they receive less care at
less cost to the Government.

These patients who need the full
spectrum of skilled nursing home care
probably never will be made well enough
to return to their homes and yet the
Government has arbitrarily decided
that its responsibility to these patients
ends at 90 days.

It is recognized that these patients
who suffer from chronic conditions and
advanced age are expensive to care for
and that they require more atiention
than their younger counterparts. Unfor-
tunately this fact is not taken into con-
sideration when States compute reim-
bursement rates.

The fact is that medicaid patients in
general represent the least profitable
class for a nursing home operator. In-
deed, many nursing homes have refused
to take medicaid patients because rates
are so low. Others take patients only out
of charity. Still others raise the rates for
paying patients to make up for the
losses they encounter when they accept
medicaid or “welfare” patients.

Unfortunately some of the evidence
gathered in our recent series of hear-
ings conducted by my Subcommitiee on
Long-Term Care indicates that some
nursing home operators segregate their
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“welfare” patients. These medicaid pa-
tients grouped together in one wing of
a home receive less attention from staff
and sometimes separate meals of lesser
quality.

The fact is that medicaid reimburse-
ment rates are woefully inadequate. Cal-
ifornia reimburses at the rate of $14 a
day with paying patients averaging $25
a day and up. The State of Michigan
pays $14.48 a day for nursing home care
while the audited cost of county owned
and sponsored nursing homes averages
better than $20 a day.

The States are aware that these rates
are inadequate and they would like to
raise them to reasonable levels but the
States collectively have been in desper-
ate straits financially. Many have diffi-
culty raising their share of the matching
funds and doubtless they will have far
greater difficulty after the proposed Fed-
eral withdrawal.

With this background I find it impos-
sible to accept the notion that States are
“big spenders,” likewise I am not im-
pressed with the argument that States
are not interested in the appropriate
level of care for their patients.

The States presently have programs
of utilization review under their medi-
care programs and they should all have
programs for medical review under medi-
caid such as are called for in my 1967
amendment to the Social Security Act.
To the extent they do not, the Govern-
ment must assume the responsibility.

For the sake of clarity I refer to Public
Law 90-248, section 234(26) which com-
mands the States by July 1, 1969, to es-
tablish programs of medical review under
medicaid. Medical review teams com-
posed of physicians and other appropri-
ate health and social service personnel
make periedic inspections to evaluate
each individual patient’s need for skilled
nursing home care. These teams assess
the adequacy of the care being given the
adequacy of the services available to pro-
mote the maximum physical well-being
of patients and inquire into the feasibil-
ity of meeting the health care needs of
patients through alternative institutional
or noninstitutional services.

Mr. President, medical review is called
for by a statute which the Congress en-
acted in December of 1967. The deadline
for States to be in compliance with this
provision has been exceeded by well over
a year and to date HEW has only issued
preliminary regulations telling the State
how to go about complying with the law.
If these regulations were forthcoming and
States were to institute these programs
as required, we would go a long way fo-
ward separating those in these institu-
tions who need medical care from those
who can be classified as custodial.

This decision should be made on the
site by a team of professionals, evaluat-
ing medical, social, and psychological
evidence. It should not be made arbi-
trarily and remotely by dropping the
Federal financial ax from the pinnacles
of Capitol Hill.

The 25-percent bcaus whieh is offered
to the States if they will clect to treat
patients through their home health serv-
ices instead of in a nursing home is an-
other example of this fiscal gimmicky.
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At this point let me again make it clear
that I appreciate the value of home
health services. It was my 1967 amend-
ment—Public Law 90-248, section 224—
which made it mandatory that the States
have home health programs and outpa-
tient clinies under their medicaid pro-
gram as of June 30 of this year. Likewise
I have spoken out against the restrictive
interpretation of *“skilled nursing home
care” which has had the effect of drying
up the medicare home health program.

With the enactment of section 225
these home health services will be much
used by the States to take advantage of
the additional 25 percent in Federal
matching funds. Unfortunately the ma-
jority of patients presently in medicaid
nursing homes have no home or family to
which they can be returned. The spector
of the States buying old hotels, creating
artificial homes and the bringing in of
services is far from fantasy.

It is likewise reasonable to speculate
that physicians will continue to solve the
nursing home dilemma as they have all
through the years. Under the medicare
program patients were suddenly rendered
incompensible by newly announced regu-
lations all of which were given retroactive
effect. To the patient it was the end of
federally financed nursing services. The
choice facing physicians was whether to
return the patient to his home, family, et
cetera, or to return him to the hospital.
There can be little doubt that physicians
resolved the dilemma almost overwhelm-
ingly in favor of returning the patient to
the hospital. This fact can be seen by the
inerease in medicare’s average stay in the
hospital for 1969-70.

This is more than a matter of passing
concern for me since my 1967 amend-
ment had the effect of raising standards
in medicaid nursing homes and necessi-
tated the spending of additional dollars
by nursing home operators for more
nurses and orderlies, for fire safety equip-
ment and dietary services, et cetera.
Through the provisions of section 225 the
Government has announced that far
from helping pay for these additional
services, it is going to make substantial
reductions in its commitment to the field
of longterm care.

These losses to the States will be sub-
stantial. If section 225 is passed my State
of Utah will lose almost $2 million which
is proportionately just as important a

" loss to us as the loss of $105 million by

New York and the loss of $18 million by
Oklahoma.

Mr. - President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
table showing the losses projected by the
States if section 225(a) becomes law for
those States which have to date reported
to me and I ask that it be printed at this
point in my remarks.

Certainly it is not inappropriate at this
time to raise the question of where will
the States come up with replacement rev-
enues. From all the facts I doubt that
the States will be able to make up the
difference after this precipitous with-
drawal by the Federal Government. The
obvious conclusion is that services must
be cut. Nursing home medicaid reim-
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bursement rates may actually be lowered.

Patients in need of nursing care may
well once again be relegated to boarding
homes.

All of this is bad news to nursing home
operators who know all too well the con-
dition of State budgets. Many have had
to fight to keep rates at their present
level. Nursing home operators know that
the enactment of section 225 would mean
a giant step backwards—a retreat into
the past at a time when they are just
beginning to shake off the unsavory
reputation that has followed them since
their arrival on the health care scene.

But this proposed amendment goes
further than to cut funds going to nurs-
ing homes. It also cuts Federal funds
going to mental institutions by one-third
after a patient has received 90 days of
care with a full cutoff of funds once an
individual has received 275 days of care
in his lifetime. Is the suggestion here
that mental institutions as well us uurs-
ing homes are overutilized? Are many
patients in mental institutions who do
not belong there? If so where do they
belong? In a skilled nursing home for
90 days? Perhaps in a custodial nursing
home or maybe they can be served with
Home Health Services. All of this is left
unclear.

What is clear is that the Federal
Government is determined to save $235
million at the expense of the destitute.
A patient in a skilled nursing home is
on notice that Federal Government re-
sponsibility wanes after 80 days. A pa-
tient in a tuberculosis hospital has only
60 days of security. A patient in a mental
hospital can count on 90 days unless he
has used up his lifetime total of 275
days. After these deadlines are reached
those in need of long-term care need not
look to the Federal Government.

These consequences are staggering to
the imagination and they lead me to
ask the Senate Committee on Finance to
delete section 225(a) of the House-
passed bill. As an alternative I ask that
they join me in calling for prompt im-
plementation of the provisions of my
1967 amendment which called for pre-
grams of medical review under medicaid
in each of the States. If HEW were en-
couraged to issue regulations to advise
the States in their efforts to comply
with the law we could have a functional
program of medical review which would
serve the needs of individual patients in
insuring that they receive the requisite
kind of care, and the needs of the Fed-
eral Government could likewise be served
in that patients determined not to be
in need of skilled nursing home care
would be designated to proper facilities.

I say again that the decision should be
made by professionals evaluating medi-
cal, social and psychological evidence
not by the Congress on the basis of fi-
nancial considerations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp fol-
lowing my remarks the resolution on sec-
tion 225 from the Georgia Commission
on Aging.

There being no objection, the table
and resolution were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:
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NursiNc HoMe CAre TorAL IMpACT FIGURES
FOR EACH STATE REPORTING

1971

Oklahoma
Penrsylvania
South Carolina

*Represents only Indiana's projected loss
to skilled nursing homes.

ResoLuTioN oN H.R. 17660—PROPOSED AMEND~
MENT TO BoCIAL SECURITY ACT

Whereas, the House Resolution 17550 pro-
posal to amend the Soclal Security Act con-
tains some commendable provisions for im-
proving the well-being of the elderly and
deserves the support of our Senators, there
is one section which provides for a reduction
in the matching formula for funds states
spend in caring for long-term care patients
in skilled nursing homes after the patient
has spent 90 days (in any year) in a long-
term facility;

Whereas, it is the opinion of the Georgia
State Commission on Aging that this is an
unwise and precipitous proposal at this
time;

Whereas, the Georgia State Commission vn
Aging wishes to call to the attention of the
Senators that the poorest of the poor are
currently being excluded in many instances
from nursing home care because neither they
nor their families can afford the supplement
which the patient or his family must pay
for nursing home care under the present
system of funding. It is logical to expect that
a reduction in federal matching would place
even a greater burden on the meager and
non-existent resources of older people;

Therefore, the State Commission on Aging
wishes to go on record urging the Senators
of these United States to postpone for at
least one year any act which decreases the
funding formula on indigent patients in long
term care, to make during this interceding
period of time a full study of the effects of
this proposed legislation, and to seek alter-
natives to assure proper utillzation of skilled
nursing homes.

Passed in full session at the July 15, 1970
meeting of the Georgia State Commission of
Aging.

Huca W. GAsSTON,

Chairman, Georgia Commission on Aging.

PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON
CAMPUS UNREST

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have
a suggestion concerning fhe great na-
tional quest to understand the young. I
suggest that we disband the President’s
Commission on Campus Unrest and all
read the Wall Street Journal.

The President’s Commission on Cam-
pus Unrest has already heard the testi-
mony of Prof. Sidney Hook, so it is all
going to be downhill from now on, any-
way. And the editorial page of the
Journal contains more good sense on the
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subject of American youth than is apt to
be unearthed by the next 10,000 profes-
sional “youth experts” summoned before
the Commission.

For example, the Journal’s August 3
lead editorial is headlined “Educating
the Self,” and it concerns this observa-
tion:

Many older adolescents and young adults
are pressured by a combination of the draft,
the demands of an increasingly complex so-
clety and the rising expectations of their par-
ents to prolong formal education well into
their twenties. Yet the years from age 17 to
30 are for most people a time of identity-
seeking, sometimes In considerable confu-
sion. A wide variety of life experiences may
best help a person work through it con-
structively.

A university campus, needless to say, is
not designed to offer such a range of experi-
ences, nor should it be. And if external fac-
tors tend to pressure large numbers of young
people to remain in school when for many
education in the truest sense might better
be galned elsewhere, the resulting frustra-
tion is all too understandable.

To help ease the confusing pressures
on young adults, the Journal suggests
four measures.

The first is termination of the draft
and establishment of a volunteer army.
Thti is is a firm goal of this administra-

on.

The second measure is reform of uni-
versity admissions policies. Such reform,
the Journal suggests, should be twofold.
On the one hand, some young people who
now automatically go to college—and are
restless arid unhappy there—should be
kept out. And some nonyoung people
should be encouraged to go to college.

This latter is particularly important.
One of the most unstable and unhealthy
things about today’s large campuses is
that they constitute a most unnatural
community. What could be more unnatu-
ral, and foredoomer to tumult, than a
conglomeration of 30,000 or 40,000 late
adolescents in a town of approximately
half that number. Senators are invited to
contemplate the embattled and exciting
town of College Park, Md.

Third, the Journal suggests that we,
as a Nation, reassess the current impor-
tance we place upon possession of bach-
elor's degree.

Fourth, the Journal suggests that
young people try to understand the rudi-
mentary fact that neither society nor any
of its subsidiary institutions—such as
institutions of higher education—can
give them, ready made, a “meaning” for
their lives. Hence it is irrational to rail
against colleges and universities which
educate but do not give soothing shape
to the individual's soul.

Mr. President, the most salient words
in the Journal editorial are these:

Indeed, a long-range solution to the prob-
lem of early adult confusion involves change
too Intangible for government programs.

That is the lesson we all must relearn
each day in Government. It is danger-
ous hubris to assume that Government
can deliver all the great commodities of
life. Further, this is a lesson which should
be learned as an essential catechism by
all those who serve on such things as the
President’s Commission on Campus
Unrest.

There seems to be something about
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service on such Commissions that causes
normal men to go lusting after Govern-
ment solutions to private problems.
Mr. President, so that all Senators
may familiarize themselves with the
Journal’'s wisdom, and in the hope that

members of the President’s Commission
may take time from their musings to
read the Recorp, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Journal editorial be printed
in the RECORD.

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

EDUCATING THE SELF

One of the more valld—and infrequent—
observations about the problem of the young
goes like this:

Many older adolescents and young adults
are pressured by a combination of the draft,
the demands of an increasingly complex
soclety and the rising expectations of their
parents to prolong formal education well into
their twentles. Yet the years from age 17 to
30 are for most people a time of identity-
seeking, sometimes in conslderable confu-
sion. A wide varlety of life experlences may
best help a person work through it construc-
tively.

A university campus, needless to say, is
not designed to offer such a range of expe-
riences, nor should it be. And if external fac-
tors tend to pressure large numbers of young
people to remain in school when for many
education in the truest sense might better
be gained elsewhere, the resulting frustra-
tion is all too understandable.

There is great soundness to this insight,
and for this reason we are pleased to print
elsewhere on this page the testimony of S. I.
Hayakawa, president of San Francisco State
College, which discusses the problem of
early-adult confusion in America, and which
recelved too little public notice at the time
of its presentation.

At the same tlme, we must confess to a
bit of hesitance over making this point, for
it is easily misused. Mr. Hayakawa himself,
for example, follows his sound diagnosis
with a questionable remedy. He suggests the
problem of young adulthood in America
might be eased by replacing the draft with
8 program of compulsory national service
for all young people; he ignores the impor-
tant fact that personal growth is, after all,
a deeply personal matter and is best en-
hanced by personal freedom, not more social
management by government.

Indeed, a long-range solution to the prob-
lem of early adult confusion involves change
too intangible for government programs. It
will oceur, we think, as both the young and
the old galn more tolerance for a notion well
enough understood in other socleties: That
instead of launching himself into some life-
long pursuit at an immature age, a person
of 20 or so might do well to spend a couple
of years traveling, meeting people, working
at varlous kinds of jobs, or just sitting
around and mediating in an attempt to find
out, what life, for him, is really all about.

It may be argued that such self-education
should be left entirely to the individual,
that the rest of society need not worry about
it. Yet with the problem of the young as
serious as 1t is right now, we are tempted
to consider at least a few possible develop-
ments which, over the long term, might
prove beneficial,

First, rather than establishing a national
service program to complement the draft,
the Federal Government might do away with
the draft altogether and establish a volun=-
teer army. Although the problems are not
minor, it 1s a directlon many now favor,
In any event, more bureaucratic goverm=-
ment involvement in the lives of young peo=-
ple can only serve to deepen the bitterness
of the allenated.
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Second, universities might begin to think
of implementing strong admissions and
other policles designed to admit only those
young students who truly understand what
academic life involves and who truly have an
interest in it. They might also give some
thought to the idea that a university need
not be an exclusive preserve of the young,
but rather a place for people of all ages and
situations to come for perlods of study at
various times of life.

Third, parents of young people and pro-
spective employers of young people might
begin to take a different view of the impor-
tance of a college degree. To be sure, a college
education is essential for some kinds of suc-
cess, but for other kinds, an understanding
of one's self and of the real world may be
far more important. And as Mr. Hayakawa
suggests, the self-understanding may make
a postponed college education far more
meaningful.

Finally, the young themselves might some-
how gain an increased familiarity with &
simple insight that too often seems strangely
incomprehensible to them. It is that personal
identity, & sense of meaning in life, is not
something given by society, but created by
the individual. Often it is necessarily an
arduous task, and all the more so in a huge
nation changing rapidly in a host of ways.

Whether the young and the old can get to-
gether in order to accomplish such changes—
which, it must be understood, can at best
provide only partial solutions—is by no
‘means certain. But surely they are worth
some thought, for if the problem of early
adult confusion is not to be solved easily,
‘neither can it be safely ignored.

RETIREMENT OF EDWARD E. MAN-
SUR, LEGISLATIVE CLERK OF THE
SENATE

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a statement by the
distinguished Senator from Nevada (Mr.
Cannon) relative to the retirement of
Senate Legislative Clerk Ted Mansur.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY Howarp W, CANNON
RETIREMENT OF EDWARD E. MANSUR, JR.,
LEGISLATIVE CLERK

Mr. President, last Friday marked the final
day of service to the Senate for one of this
Chamber’s most widely respected employees,
Edward E. "Ted" Mansur.

Ted Mansur has served with distinction as
Legislative Clerk of the Senate for the past
23 years. When I came to the Senate 12 years
ago, Ted had already established himself as
one of the most knowledgeable experts in the
fleld. We in the Senate will certainly miss
him.

Mr. President, in saluting Ted Mansur to-
day, I would be remiss if I did not compli-
ment his wife Carolyn and thelr daughters,
Leslie and Carter. I know they are pleased
to be able to have more time together with
Ted and will enjoy tremendously their hobby
of boating.

To Ted and his family, I am delighted to
wish Godspeed and to again express appre-
ciatlon for his contributions to our Nation
in his 23 years of Federal service.

BASIC QUESTIONS OF INTERNA-
TIONAL POLITICS

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, during
the several important foreign policy de-
bates we have had during the spring and
summer, I have been the fortunate re-
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cipient of extensive memorandums pre-
pared by Prof. Stefan T. Possony.

Professor Possony is professor of po-
litical science and director of the inter-
national political studies program at the
Hoover Institute on War, Revolution,
and Peace at Stanford University. His
publications include numerous articles
in scholarly journals and such books as
“Tomorrow’s War,” “Strategic Air Pow-
er,” “International Relations,” “A Cen-
tury of Conflict,” “Lenin, the Compulsive
Revolutionary,” “Strategic des Fried-
ens,” “The Geography of Intellect,” and
“The Legality of the U.S. Action in
Vietnam.”

In the coming days we will be debating
other important matters with vast impli-
cations for our foreign policy. What we do
about them will be determined, in large
measure, by what we think about the
most basic questions of international pol-
ities.

I have enjoyed and profited from Pro-
fessor Possony’s thinking. I do not agree
with all that he says. But I share his
concern with the misconceptions that
seem to be influencing our estimate of
the world's dangers. So that all Senators
may profit from his thinking, I shall be
placing some of his memorandums in the
Recorp in coming days. Today I ask
unanimous consent that three of Profes-
sor Possony’s memorandums be printed
in the RECORD.

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

COMMUNISM AND NATIONALISM

There is a misconception in many minds
that nationalism and communism are mu-
tually incompatible or hostile. Historieally,
American and European nationalisms have
been anti-communist in orientation. One of
the main roots of resistance against commu-
nism has been the notion of national inde-
pendence and the incompatibility between
national self-determination and communist
imperialism. Natlonalists also have objected
to Marx’s thesis that the proletarians have
no fatherland; to Stalin’s thesis that an “in-
ternationalist” communist must regard the
USSR as his country, right or wrong; to the
normal attitude on patriotism by commu-
nists who are lving Iin non-communist
states; and to the communist doctrine, now
usually muted, on the ultimate “merging”
of language, cultures, and nations.

Not all of the classical nationalist move-
ments have been strongly anti-communist
and some nationallsms in the developing
world have cooperated with communists.

The communists themselves are not neces-
sarily hostile to nationalism. Aside from the
question of “national communism,” the com=-
munists always have been meticulous in giv-
ing support to national objectives and mak=-
ing full use of the "national factor” in their
strategy. In fact, they are past masters in
exploiting ethnic differences and struggles.
The constitutions of communist states place
heavy emphasis on natlonal structure and
provide to most ethnic groups their measure
of “autonomy” and “self-government.” The
USSR consists of 15 “union republics,” which
contain autonomous republics, oblasts, and
okrugs. China s divided in autonomous re-
glons, districts, and hsien. There are two au-
tonomous regions in North Vietnam.

The emphasis both on “Russian' and "so-
viet"” mnationallsm was very heavy during
‘World War II, and continues heavy even now.
The Maoists also play upon nationalism and
they take Chinese chauvinism into {full
account.
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The slogan that the proletarian has no
fatherland was never withdrawn bui Marx,
Engels, Lenin, and Stalin, to name only those,
were in many ways nationalists themselves.
Marx was called “the Red Prussian” and he
favored German unification. He also sup-
ported the unification of Italy, and Irish and
Polish liberation.

Lenin got involved with the national prob-
lems of the Russian Empire during the revo-
lution of 1905. As the communist use it, the
concept of “national liberation” is a com-
posite of communist and nationalist think-
ing: the independent nation is to become
socialist, the nation dominated by non-com-
munists is to be “freed” and communlzed.
The communist-ruled nations join in a com-
munist commonwealth.

Lenin wrote: “We would be very poor rev-
olutionaries if, in the great liberation war of
the proletariat for socialism, we should be
unable to take advantage of any national
movement directed at imperialism, in order
to sharpen and deepen the crisis.”

Lenin and Stalin have given decisive sup-
port to such “nationalist” or “fascist” leaders
as Kemal Ataturk, Mussolini, Pilsudski, and
Hitler, Stalin cooperated with the Euomin-
tang, and he sought arrangements with Ger-
man and Japanese military leaders. He sup-
ported German nationalism against the na-
tionalism of Poland and France, and Polish
nationalism against that of Germany. Mao
Tse-tung utilized the strong nationalistic
revulsion of the Chinese against the Japa-
nese., Khrushchev and Brezhnev have been
supporting Nasser and the Arab nationalists,
ete

In terms of theory, history, and strategy it
is therefore wrong to think in an “either-or”
pattern. Ho Chi Minh unquestionably was a
nationalist, equally unquestionably he was a
communist. The same applies to the entire
leadership of his party. It does not speak of
scholarship if somie writers propound the
thesis that Ho Chi Minh—who, by the time
of his death was the senlor leader of the
International Communist Movement—really
wasn't a communist at all. In Ho's thinking
communism and nationalism were combined,
but the communist ideology was predominant
and ineluded nationalism; not the other way
around.

There are differences between various com-
munist leaders and parties, but a person who
would put nationalism at the top of his value
pyramid, would be purged or would have to
break with the International Communist
Movement.

Normally, the ally of an enemy is regarded
as an enemy also, There may be differences In
the degree of secondary or anclllary enmity.
For example, we have no current reason to be
concerned about Pakistan, which is an ally
of Red China; and we don't worry about Hun-
gary, which is an ally of the USSR. Further=
more, It is good practice to try to split a
hostile alliance. But as long as an alllance
keeps together and persists in active hos-
tility, all of its members are necessarily hos-
tile. We cannot therefore treat North Vietnam
as though it were just one single enemy,
doing its own thing in splendid isolation. It
is a member of an extensive and expansive
alliance system, and its allies support it be-
cause they believe North Vietnam’'s actions
advance their own objectives.

Alliances are based on predominant har-
mony or identity of objectives and Interests
among the partners. The alliances of the Free
World are derived primarily from harmony
of national interest, e.g., all partners want
to preserve their Independence. In varying
degrees, these partners also are committed
to a democratic form of government.

Within the communist world the commit-
ment to communism is basic and divergent
national interests, as they exist, for example,
between Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, and be-
tween Hungary and Rumania, are supposed
to be submerged. This principle may break
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down as it did in the case of Yugoslavia,
depending on power-relationships and the
strength of nationalist feeling. It is im-
portant to realize, however, that the sino-
soviet split cannot be explained simply by
the ascendancy of natlonalist over commu-
nist convictions, This split was caused by
imperialistic requirements, economic neces-
sities, strategic difficulties, divergencies in
strateglc concepts, and nuclear problems. It
was accompanied by a highly significant ide-
ological divergence. Nevertheless, the broad
panoply of communism still is covering the
two splitters.

The declared intention of all communist
parties and states 1s to bring about world
communism. Consequently, communist ag-
gression, wherever and whenever it occurs,
will serve the central purpose of communist
world conquest, regardless of what other
purposes aggression may be designed to ac-
complish, and regardless of whether there
will be a single communist hegemon. We do
not know whether the other communist
states would hold Hanol to the conquest
of South Vietnam only, or would allow the
conquest of the rest of Indochina or would
in addition authorize the conquest of Thai-
land, or conversely would reserve Thalland
for China.

The communists do make the difference
between big and little brothers, notably in
the case of the Great Russians and the Han
Chinese. But they also acknowledge the lim-
itations on the strength of each nation.

The question of Thailand seems to be
unresolved. Yet there would not be any
thought of the Vietnamese conquering Thai-
land. The take-over of the country is the
task of the Thal communists. The question
is, what would be Vietnam's role in the
seizure of Thalland? Apparently China has
staked out for itself the conduct of opera-
tions, but a communist-unified Vietnam
would have about 30 battle-tested divisions,
while China finds it difficult to project its
power into Southeast Asia. Even if the Chi-
nese were to run the operation it is pretty
unlikely that Peking would consider in-
corporating Thailand as another province of
China. China and North Vietnam could act
jointly against Thalland or they might di-
vide the work. Both or neither may grab
territory. It is merely certain—or almost
so—that neither will rest after victory.

Consequently, the take-over of South
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia by Hanoi
would not mean the end of the conflict.
Instead Vietnam, or a new Indochinese com-
munist empire, or China, or all together,
would put resources and forces into pro-
moting new “people’s wars".

Would we let Thailand go? Or Malaysia?
Or India? Is it not simpler to solve the prob-
lem in the smallest Asian theater that we
can find?

That in the end the communist states
will fight against one another is entirely
likely, but this does not alter the fact that
if communist aggression is not stopped, re-
gardless of whether that aggression ema-
nates from a single “conspiracy” or from a
poly-centric alliance, it will spread like pol-
lution. It does not even particularly matter
whether the aggressor is communist or not.
What matters is that there is aggression,
that the aggressor is a member of an al-
liance system that has declared itself to be
hostile to the United States, and that suc-
cessi"1l - aggression always tends to spawn
new aggression. It also matters that the
United States policy has been to oppose ag-
gression as a matter of principle.

ANAMNETIC ANALYSIS
The argument is sometimes advanced that
we should tolerate the North Vietnamese
aggression, because in so doing we would
contribute to the splits within the Inter-
national Communist Movement. This re-
minds me of a similar argumentation of the
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mid-1930's. At that time Italy was attack-
ing Abyssinia, on the grounds, which was
not entirely unreasonable, that if France
and Britain were entitled to run empires In
Africa, so was Italy. Indeed, the Italians
needed land more urgently than the other
imperalist countries. Of course, an impor-
tant deal was involved: Mussolini wanted his
African empire as a price for allying himself
with France and Britain against nazl Ger-
many.

I must confess with considerable embar-
rassment that in 1935, the pro-Italian argu-
ment appeared plausible to me. If Italy had
taken a firm position against Hitler, this
would have made a considerable and de-
sirable difference. It might have slowed down
the nazis and possibly have prevented World
‘War II.

Mussolini was the protector of Austria, my
own homeland. I hoped that he would pro-
tect his own protectorate—this would have
saved the lives of many Austrians, Includ-
ing those who later were forced to fight
in an imperialist war against the USSR and
succumbed in the battle of Stalingrad.

Abyssinia appeared a small price to pay
for peace. I wasn't thinking of sacrificing
Abyssinians for Austrians—the presumption
was instead that Italy would do the Abys-
sinians a lot of good. Since the Italians were
good colonizers and had no reason to do
harm, this thought was not half as far-
fetched as the notion that the communist
take-over of South Vietnam would be help-
ful to the South Vietnamese.

The argument turned out to be utterly
wrong. It also was immoral—the distant
foreigner was expected to pay our bill. The
Italians, though they were fascists, did not
behave too badly but Mussolini did not pro-
tect Austria and he did not join the de-
mocracies. The totalitarian philosophy drove
him into the totalitarian camp with nazi
Germany, contrary to Italy's political tra-
dition and geography.

Those who thought as I did had heen
wrong in treating ideology with contempt
although, God knows, few fascists took fas-
cism seriously. Yet Mussolini's way of think-
ing was completely misunderstod. The irony
was that the attempt to make a deal with
Mussolini backfired. Both France and Britain
experienced serious political’ crises because
appeasement was as yet unpopular. Musso-
lini, his blackmall accomplished, joined Hit-
ler and continued his aggressions, sometimes
against Hitler's wish.

A non-ideological, 18th century image of
foreign poliey is still very much alive in the
minds of advocates of a Vietnam deal.

Analysis of what those advocates say almost
invariably shows that they either deny ideol-
ogy as a policy-making or policy-deciding
factor, or else deny it as a factor which cre-
ates or maintains alliances and leads to
aggression.

The trilumphant announcement that there
is no or never was a communilst conspiracy
does not reflect very serious study. It usually
is ‘advanced by persons who have not given
the matter much thought but who accept the
cliché because it sounds plausible. Actually,
the denial of conspiracy is rarely directed at
the legal concept of conspiracy. It amounts
to an oblique denial that there is such a
thing as the International Communist Move-
ment. The further denial is often added that
communism as such is of no significance to
American security. Bland assertions that
“there is no International Communist Move-
ment"” and “communism is no threat” would
be regarded as nonsense or evident self-
deception. But more or less the same mental
impact can be achieved by asserting that
there is no communist “conspiracy.”

It will be found that such a pleasing inter-
pretation often is paired with the conviction
that communism is merely another economic
system, the implication being that the United
States could just as well live and prosper
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with different economic arrangements. The
elements of communism which really pose a
threat to the United States and anybody else,
in terms of political institutions, freedom,
democracy, law, human dignity, happiness,
and sheer protection against torture and
survival, are simply ignored. Communist eco-
nomics indeed are no threat—they don't
work. But massive force and power, violence
proneness, totalitarlan dictatorship, and a
firm will to victory—those are very real
threats; and they won't go away If we merely
resolve not to see them.

The wishful denial of the communist
threat leads ultimately to the denial of the
reality of communism. By contrast, those
who have persuaded themselves that the
reality of communism is In no way repug-
nant, inevitably deny the reality of the com-
munist danger.

Conversely, the inflating of the communist
threat and misinterpretations of communist
reality also lead to wrong conclusions about
the danger in which we find ourselves. Ignor-
ing or belittling, let us say, the terroristic as-
pects of all communist dictatorships includ-
ing that of North Vietnam results in a false
evaluation of those systems, Yet the ignoring
of change, for example, in Czechoslovakia, as
well as the belittling of the Czech events in
1968, also result in false and self-defeating
policies. The evolution which is taking place
in the USSR is quite real and promising. Ig-
noring it is just as wrong as exaggerating it.
Judgments about what has changed and
what has remalned unchanged must not be
formulated in generalities, but must be
specific. There must be awareness of time
factors. A development which looked hopeful
two or three years ago may have continued,
or it may have stopped. I fail to detect the
required sophistication in the Senate debates
of these problems.

I am still more surprised that we do not
distinguish between the dictatorships and
the subjects the dictators are ruling. In the
Congressional Record, the USSR is customar-
ily referred to as “‘Russia,’” yet there is no
such state. The citizens of the USSR (a term
which does not have the same meaning as
“Soviet Union”), and even the dictators in
the Kremlin, are usually called “Russians’.
Yet half of the citizens of the USSR are not
Russians; only a very small minority among
the Russians as well as among the other
ethnic groups in the USSR are communists;
the Kremlin rulers are not all Russians and
those who are, act as Russlans, Russlan im-
perialists, soviet imperialists, and interna-
tional communists, Similarly, there is no evi-
dence whatever that the population of North
Vietnam is predominantly communist, or
that the communist bosses speak for the peo~
ple of North, let alone South Vietnam.

This method of looking at partial evidence
and of relying on the most hopeful inter-
pretations has been applied to soviet weapons
development and to the danger of nuclear
war—the axiom is proclaimed that there
won't be such a war, and an axiom is neces-
garily true because it must be true. I simply
want to mention this large subject, but I
will not deal with it. However, I must stress
that the nation as whole and the Senate in
particlar seem to be locking at only a small
portion of the many activities the commu-
nists are engaged in.

There is no awareness of how many guer-
rilla wars are underway at this moment:
Senator Bennett stated that so far the com-
munists waged subversive warfare against 19
countries. They were successful in four cases,
and are continuing their efforts in nine
countries. The Senator listed six failures—
all since the end of World War (Congression-
al Record, May 20, p. 16366). This list is in-
complete, but it is long enough.

The psychological operations undertaken
by the communists are lgnored although
thirty years ago there was nation-wide pre-
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occupation with nazl propaganda. The opera-
tions that are connected with the war in
Indochina, such as the communist guerrilla
activities in the Himalayas, or in Malaysia,
are ignored.

The Middle East, where the conflict is just
as much due to Moscow's instigation as the
struggle in Vietnam, is thought about sep-
arately in its own waterproof compartment.
Neither shooting war is seen as what it really
is, namely a part of the confrontation be-
tween the USSR and the United States.

To top it all, the very substantial military
preparations by the USSR along the borders
of Red China, while occasionally reported,
have not taken their rightful place in our
political consciousness. Hence we don't see
either that these shooting wars are part of
the confrontation between China and the
US., as well as elements of the conflict be-
tween China and the USSR.

In summary, the communist threat con-
tinues and is being developed through a
bold and ambitious world-wide strategy
which, of course, is executed through con-
crete actions in specific areas at specific
times, sometimes through conflicts between
communists and anti-communists, some-
times through conflicts instigated between
non-communists, and sometimes through
conflicts between communists.

The communists have prepared themselves
intellectually for this endless contest through
attention to dialectics. The habit of dialectic
thinking helps to anticipate changes, to work
on contradictions, and to relate events and
trends on a world-wide basis. They never
would think of disconnecting Vietnam from
the rest of the world. On the contrary, if
there were no connection, they would forge
one,

The United States remains intellectually
ill-prepared. Our greatest single weakness,
it seems to me, is what I like to call anam-
netic analysis. This type of analysis rests on

forgetfulness and selective memory; on par=-

tial evidence, obliquity, and embellished
facts; and in the last analysis on the re-
jection of the historical record and of the
rules of evidence.

It remains true that the future is unpre-
dictable. But we never will make good deci-
slons if we ignore the lessons of the past
and the facts of the present. We can’t Xnow
what will happen but we can learn that
which is known and knowable.

Senators have quoted Confucius to the
effect that a man who makes a mistake but
does not correct it, makes a second mistake.
Quite so. But the first order of business
would be to identify precisely what the mis-
take really was, and not simply to assume
that one already knows.

THE MEANING oF U.S. STRATEGY

The soviet threat, or more broadly the
communist threat within which the soviet
factor predominates, has been in existence
since 1917 and it became the somewhat be-
lated raison d'étre of American strategy by
1947. Communist strategy went through sev-
eral cycles of lowered or increased intensity,
or ebbs and flows, as Stalin put it, but on the
whole it was strategy of steady and systematic
pressure. The success of this strategy is at-
tested by the growth of the USSR’s absolute
and relative power, the extension of soviet
influence on world affars, and the expansion
of the communist dominion.

Soviet strategy often is held to be oppor-
tunistic and lacking in purpose, but its con-
sistency is, in fact, rather astounding. Despite
considerable fluctuations and some very sub-
stantial modifications as, for example, in the
strength of our deterrents U.S. strategy also
has been remarkably consistent and per-
sistent.

U.S. strategy derives its ultimate inspira-
tion from the U.N. charter and that charter's
opposition to aggression. War strategy is in
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essence a national application of the charter
against those communist states that would
be aggressive. Under Article 51 we are en-
titled to such self-defense until the TU.N.
Security Council takes over on the happy
day when the aggressor loses the protection
of the veto. This day will come only when
the USSR opposses aggression by its friends
and does not itself engage In aggression.

The United States pursues its strategy in
conjunction with many other states, for
which purpose it is allied with most of the
leading nations outside the communist bloc.
These alliances are “mutual” in nature, that
is each member is expected to help the other
partners. While additional military power has
been generated through the alliance systems,
U.S. military strength predominates and the
security of virtually all allies is basically de-
pendent upon the American guarantee. The
United States has almed at increasing the
defense capabilities of its allies, so that it
does not need to bear the main burden indefi-
nitely and everywhere. There have been some
successes in that direction, but the United
States is somewhat overcommitted, while in
terms of armaments and participation in
security programs, many of its allies remain
undercommitted.

There are soclo-economic causes of why
the defense efforts of many allies are limping,
and those cannot be eliminated over night.
In some allied states, there is not much polit-
ical will for contributing a reasonable share
to the common defense. Other allies are not
satisfied with U.S. performance. The U.S. it-
self has soft-pedalled its leadership.

For reasons which go beyond the problem
of preventing communist aggression, the
United States, together with the USSR,
adopted the nuclear non-proliferation treaty.
The effect of this treaty has been, and neces-
sarily must remain, that the United States
assumes the major defense missions within
the Free World, whereas the USSR, if 1t lives
up to the treaty, carries that crucial burden
within the communist bloc. In the absence
of this treaty the explicit and implicit com-
mitments of the U.S. would be reduced but
the treaty was accepted In the hope that it
would strengthen international security.

The United States also has assoclated
itself with many smaller states, including
quite a few countries in the developing
world, and it has contributed to their de-
fense capabilities through various aid pro-
grams. Some of those countries have been
strengthened, others are not yet in a posi-
tion where they can successfully defend
themselves.

Except for the nuclear forces of France
and Britain, which are weaker than those of
Red China, the U.8. must buy and operate
all of the expensive long range strategic sys-
tems. But few of our allles have seen fit to
help us in opposing the people’s war which,
according to General Giap, “is the model of
the national liberation movement of our
times,” and which, therefore, poses a threat
to every non-communist country, We have
regional, multi-lateral, and bi-lateral al-
llances, but the Free World as such is not
organized for common defense, and for all
practical purposes the U.S. alone is engaged
in multi-regional or global strategy. As the
British move out from east of Suez, the
situation is becoming more acute.

Within that framework, American strategy
has been characterized by three main under-
takings: deterrence, containment, and efforts
to liquidate the global conflict through ne-
gotiation.

Our efforts to deter communist aggression,
especially nuclear aggression, have been
based on superior strength in long-range
and tactical nuclear weapons and sufficlent
strength in conventional forces. Our deter-
rence strategy has worked quite well inas-
much as aggression against the United
States, Europe, and Japan did not occur. The
USSR was not strong enough for major war.

27263

Qur deterrent posture, however, is weaken-
ing in both nuclear and conventional
strength and it remains to be seen whether
a “balance” of strategic power will be enough
to keep the peace. Aside from quantitative
relationships such as superiority or inferi-
ority, the ability of the United States to
protect and preserve strong strateglc forces
agalnst nuclear surprise attack remains cru-
clal.

There have been different approaches to
the technological and operational implemen-
tation of deterrence and conflicting opinions
about the economics of reliable war preven-
tion, But so far as I know no expert has
argued that deterrence is unnecessary be-
cause there is no threat. Nor has there been
an articulate opinion to the effect that de-
terrence cannot work as a strategy or that
deterrence would be undesirable.

However, the application of the deterrence
doctrine to “limited war" and to “people’s
war” has always been dubious. Those lesser
forms of aggression could threaten the sur-
vival of American allles and hence could in-
volve the United States in larger conflicts.
Not all areas threatened by this form of
aggression are necessarily important to us,
but some areas undoubtedly are. The idea
that the communists should be dissuaded
from launching lesser aggressions, has never
been disputed, but the type of deterrence
that is applicable to the USSR—namely the
threat of nuclear retaliation and the Krem-
lin's ability to understand this threat—is not
applicable to guerrilla commanders and prim-
itive states. Retaliation is unlikely and hard-
ly effective, the threat of reprisals cannot be
properly assessed, and guerrillas cannot al-
ways be held back.

Accordingly, the United States has under-
taken many military moves to drive home the
point that those types of aggression do not
pay, that they will be resisted, and that the
aggressor will be defeated. Deterrence of the
global type can be attained sans war through
forces-in-being and technological maneuver,
Deterrence of the local or regional type re-
quires victory by the deterring power. If that
victory cannot be achieved and if on the con-
trary, the people’s war aggressor wins, it
would not follow, as General Giap stated,
that “the United States . . . can be defeated
anywhere in the world”. But deterrence
would be failing.

Containment is the second strategic under-
taking of the United States. This means that
if the communist opponent reaches out to
take over a country, we will try to repel the
attack. The significance is that contalnment
operates when deterrence breaks down. If
successful, 1t re-establishes deterrence and
preserves the integrity of the Free World.
Containment is, essentially, the antidote to
the protracted world revolution. If that
revolution were called off, containment
would not operate; if the revolution con-
tinues, containment is the pre-requisite to
its cancellation.

We have not always lived up to this con-
cept of containment which we began to apply
in the late 40's to protect Greece, Turkey,
West Berlin and West Germany. We did not
contain the communist conquest of China
(except for Formosa), North Vietnam, and
Cuba.

I will not discuss the question of whether
we could have prevented the fall of those
countries, nor explore why it was our delib-
erate or inadvertent policy to facilitate the
communist take-over of China and Cuba.
(We also facilitated Ho Chi Minh's coming
to power in 1945, but that was before the
containment policy was instituted.)

My point is far more elementary, namely
that our troubles with the USSR have been
continuous since the end of World War II
and that the fall of those three countries to
communist domination has not in the slight-
est mitigated the troubles with the Soviet
Union, instead it has exacerbated our diffi-




27264

culties. In addition, each of the three coun-
tries which became communist because we
failed to invoke the containment strategy,
has concentrated on aggravating the cold war
and on stimulating hostllity against the
United States.

We also dropped containment in the case
of Eastern Laos and thereby made possible
the subsequent North Vietnamese aggression.

The insight that breaches of containment
are inadvisable and that it should be pos-
sible to stop some aggressions with limited
means led President Eennedy to his preoccu-
pation with “counter-insurgency” and re-
sulted in the massive U.S. involvement in
Vietnam under President Johnson, The idea
‘was also that this sort of aggression must
not be tolerated against a state whose sur-
vival we guaranteed; that we must learn how
to contain people’s wars effectively and there-
by deter the next attacks; and that Mao's,
Ho's and Giap’s test case must be made to
fall.

For a number of reasons we did not do a
very good job at this undertaking. We went
to Vietnam for excellent reasons but we
picked a highly deficlent strategy. Conse-
quently, we are now in a situation where we
again face a fallure of containment, not only
in Vietnam itself, but also In the Eastern
Mediterranean, where containment is being
applied ineffectually, The communist ad-
vance is not very visible and it may not be
permanent but penetration into the Medi-
“terranean has occurred and heavy political
infiltrations have resulted. Hesitant contain-
ment has not worked, and the new soviet
method of expanding by naval means is baf-
fling our planners.

The strategy through which we were im-
‘plementing containment in Indochina was
counter-productive—I hope we never fight a
really strong opponent in the way we fought
North Vietnam. ' Although containment
should keep the alllance together, the Viet-
nam exercise was accomplished by an erosion
of our coalitions.

The third undertaking—negotiation—cov-
ers many subjects. It need be mentioned
merely that three fundamental purposes are
involved: First, negotiations deal with those
economic and political factors which can be
handled diplomatically. Second, negotiations
are conducted, hopefully, to achieve some
measure of arms control. The question of
whether the arms limitations agreements
which were concluded, basically, between the
U.S. and the USSR, have been mutually ben-
eflcial or will in the end prove to have fav-
ored the USSR unilaterally, has not yet been
answered. Much will depend on the internal
evolution in the USSR which is beyond the
ken of negotiation. Third, continuous com-
munications may facilitate the arrangement
of compromise and prevent open conflict be-
tween the U.S. and the USSR.

Many of our negotiations have been in-
conclusive. Some were counter-productive,
but others did probably avert catastrophic
developments. Yet it has not been possible
to negotiate meaningfully on the termina-
tion of the conflict. There has been talks
with China and North Vietnam, but it would
be inaccurate to describe those as negotia-
tions.

Negotiations certainly have not proved
to be a panacea to our problems. Much pub-
licity is given to diplomacy, but the effi-
cacy of this technique is overrated. Those
who deplore armaments, conflicts, and con-
frontations usually propose ‘that we should
negotiate and negotiate again. This would
be an excellent proposition if it were accept-
able to our opponents and if the commu-
nists were to give up the notion that diplo-
macy Is a conflict technique, which often is
designed to cover a military retreat or to
substitute a -method of conquest cheaper
than force,

Negotiations with communists. cannot be
rendered ' more effective by, perpetuating
them, by making known to the opponent
that we will do almost anything if he only
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would talk, by offering major concessions in
advance, and by giving the impression that
we will allow ourselves to be out-negotiated.

Negotlations cannot succeed if they are our
main, let alone our sole effort, instead of
being Integrated with deterrence and con-
talnment.

In other words, we have & well thought-out
strategy for which no really attractive alter-
natives have yet been proposed. The execu-
tion of this strategy was not always efféective
and very rarely efficient. In several instances,
we did not carry out the strategy to which
we had committed ourselves on a bipartisan
basis. In those Instances we experienced
failure. The aberrations proved the value of
the *“normal” strategy—the one we had
thought through and the one to which we
were committed openly.

The main difficulty we experienced with
our strategy has been that it is expensive.
Yet it is cheaper than would be any of its
alternatives, e.g. aggressive war, plecemeal
surrender, or capitulation én bloc. It also Is
cheaper than would be a strategy of isola-
tionism which, predictably, would result in
the encirclement of the United States.

Another difficulty is that our strategy is
not designed to produce quick-fix solutions
but must be applied steadily over decades.
The -American people, including Congress,
tend to be impatient. After a while when this
strategy 1s no longer explained over and over
again, probably because a psychological satu-
ration point has been reached, 1ts meaning is
forgotten. Consequently, our actions are mis-
interpreted and become erratic and impul-
slve. We usually return to the old strategy—
there is no attractive alternative, as I pointed
out—but only after painful set-backs,

This 1s precisely the sort of behavior which
we should avold in future, because it makes
the job more difficult and because the op-
ponents are tempted to miscalculate. The
so-called erisis about Vietnam did not erupt
because we have been failing but because we
have been succeeding too slowly. Its main
psychologleal root, at least in the Senate, is
impatience—thus It appears to me. I am just
as aware of the casualties as anybody else
but, again, alternative strategies would be
more costly. French strategy in 1940 was
based on the concept, “nous sommes avares
du sang francais'". A more realistic strategy
would have saved French lives,

A member of Congress expressed his bellef
that a democracy like the United States can-
not engage in protracted conflict because its
morale cannot endure. This notion amounts
to saying that in a world where protracted
conflict is being waged aggressively by to-
talitarian dictatorships, democracy ecannot
survive. If democracy has an inborn weak-
ness which precludes effective self-defense,
then it is high time to diagnose this defect
and cure it. I am personally convinced that
democracy is superior to dictatorship in all
aspects of statecraft and I want to register
the fact that I have never seen any reason-
able proof which shows that, from a defense
point.of view, a democracy is necessarily
helpless, On the face of it, the argument if
stated as a generality, s silly since democ-
racies have won many gruelling wars. Back
in 1839, I debated this very question.with
British General J. F. C. Fuller, the “father
of the tank”. I conceded that dictatorships
have initial advantages in the preparation
and launching of conflict but that subse-
quently the strong points of democracy
should prove decisive. Retrospectively, Hitler
and Mussolini did not win; but Stalin did—
we helped him.

It is certain that a democracy cannot func-
tion well if it is misinformed. During World
War II, American public opinion was fully
cognizant of the facts of Hitlerlsm, but it
was taught to think nalvely about Stalinism.
Hence the unsatisfactory outcome of that
major war,

What is the situation today?

The treatment of the current and develop-
Ing threats against the Free World and the
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United States in the American press and
in Congress tends to be complacent. There
are occasional alarms and warnings but those
are not taken too seriously or they are dis-
counted as Pentagon ‘“budgeteering”. In the
midst of two shooting wars the attitude still
prevails that the “cold war” Is gradually run-
ning down. The threat is not seen as a whole
but only in its individual symptoms. For
example, connections between the 55-8, the
USSR's first-strike missile, and Vietnam, or
the inter-relationships between American
domestic troubles and the types of our de-
fense programs, are kept neatly separated.
It is almost impolite to point out that, at
this writing, it is the Kremlin, which is de-
ploying the 85-8, which is pushing rapidly
ahead with ultra-modern strategic weapons,
which is instigating confilets in the Middle
East, which is supporting the North Viet-
namese aggression, which 1s conducting polit-
ical offensives in Germany and Italy, and
which is supporting Cuba (which in turn
is training American revolutionaries).

All this activity 'Is in line with the idea
that the communists will “bury” us. We
were told that EKhrushchev did not mean
“burial” in the literal sense; and this ex-
planation tranquilized' the United States.

To be sure, Congress and the Executive
have taken many steps to preserve and mod=
ernize our military strength, and numerous
Members of Congress are seriously concerned
about current ominous changes in the in-
ternationa] power balance. Yet only very
few Americans recognize the threat In its
totality.

A confused people is not skillful at defense.
A people from whom the danger is hidden
by paper curtains and television screens
cannot sustain long-range strategy. And a
people that is subjected to an alternating
current of peace and confliet “signals” must
tend toward hysteria.

The mechanisms through which the desire
for freedom and will power can be signifi-
cantly weakened have been described by the
Pavlovians; and, unfortunately, drugs con-
stitute “technological progress" over ortho-
dox conditioning.

Are we taking our primary problems serious
enough? Or are we sublimating them through
clichés and concern about secondary prob-
lems?

CONGRESSIONAL CHANGES IN THE
~ BUDGET

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, as I have
previously promised, I intend to continue
to place in the REcorp the scorekeeping
reports prepared with such diligence and
scrupulosity by the able Representative
from Texas (Mr. MaHON) and the Joint
Committee on Reduction of Federal Ex-
penditures of which he is chairman.

We now have available the joint com-
mittee’s most recent scorekeeping report,
cumulative to July 28. It contains three
items of special interest.

The first is a survey of congressional
changes in the budget, which reads as
follows:

CONGRESSIONAL CHANGES IN THE BUDGET

(a) Budget authority for fiscal 1971:

1. House actions to July 28, 1970 on all
spending bills—appropriations and legisla-
tive—have increased the President’s requests
for fiscal 1971 budget authority by $7,736,-
754,000.

2. Senate actions to July 28, 1870 on spend-
ing bills—appropriations and legislative—
have increased the President's budget au-
thority requests for fiscal 1971 by $4,193,265,-
000.

3. Enactments of spending bills—appropri-
ations and legislative—to July 28, 1970 have
added $2,198,408,000 to the President's budget
authority requests for fiscal 1971.

(b) Budget outlays for fiscal 1971:
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1. House actions to July 28, 1970 on all
spending bills—appropriations and legisla-
tive—have added a net of $2,413,052,000 to
the President's total estimated outlays for
fiscal 1971.

2. Senate actions to July 28, 1970 on all
spending bllls—appropriations and legisla-
tive—have added a net of $2,418,062,000 to
the President's total estimated outlays for
fiscal 1971.

3. Enactments of spending bills—appropri-
ations and legislative—to July 28, 1970 have
added $553,434,000 to the President’s total
estimated outlays for fiscal 1971.

(c) Budget receipts requested by the Pres-
ident for fiscal 1971 requiring Congressional
actions total $4,622,000,000:

1. House actions to July 28 on revenue pro-
posals total $708,000,000 (including a net of
$173,000,000 not requested for fiscal 1971 by
the President) leaving a balance of $4,087,-
000,000 additional revenue increases required
to meet the President's revised fiscal 1971
budget requests.

2, Senate actions to July 28 on revenue
proposals total $757,000,000 (including $439,-
000,000 not requested for fiscal 1971 by the
President) leaving a balance of £4,304,000,-
000 additional revenue increases required to
meet the President's revised fiseal 1971
budget requests,

3. Enactments of revenue proposals to July
28 tfotal $322,000,000, leaving a balance of
$4,300,000,000 additional revenue increases
required to meet the President's revised fis-
cal 1971 budget requests.

Mr. President, the joint committee’s
report also contains two tables which are
of special interest at this time. They are
the budget summary on page 5 and the
“Supporting Table No. 3"—Revenue pro-
posals affecting the fiscal year 1971
budget on page 13. I ask unanimous con-
sent that these tables be printed in the
RECORD.

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

. (See Exhibit 1.)

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the story
these figures tell is remarkably unam-
biguous. They are compiled by a biparti-
san committee and reflect the competent
handling of objective data. The sad fact
is that only five of the 14 appropriations
bills have passed Congress. Two of them
contain congressional action that adds
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nearly a billion dollars to the President’s
requests.

The Denver Post of July 27 contained
an editorial that shed some much needed
light on the question of Congress’ real
culpability for our current budgetary
problems. It comes down hard on the
irresponsibility of Congress in adding to
the budget—as in the $453 million ad-
dition to the education bill and the $541
million addition to the housing funds—
without providing either offsetting
budget cuts or additional revenues.

Mr. President, so that all Senators may
take note of the Denver Post’s stern
words, I ask unanimous consent that
the editorial be printed in the ReEcorp at
the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2).

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the story"

we are now hearing with increasing
frequency is that congressional restraint
is just around the corner. The theory is
that someday in the near future spending
restraint will be practiced by those who
have recently been busy adding inflation-
ary spending to the President’s prudent
and responsible requests. According to
this theory, fiscal restraint will blossom
like the green bay tree when it comes to
spending for national defense.

Mr. President, I hope that the big
spenders have a better plan than that. It
would only compound the damage if,
after weakening the economy by fueling
the inflationary fires, they were to turn
around and try to compenstate for this
by weakening the Nation's defenses.

This would be the wrong attack on the
wrong object with the wrong conse-
quences. The hard fact is that the De-
fense budget submitted by Secretary of
Defense Laird has been pared down as
far as prudence permits.

As I have repeatedly emphasized in
this Chamber, under Mr. Laird’'s leader-
ship we have managed to reduce the per-
centage of the Federal budget devoted to
defense. This has been accomplished by a
variety of measures. Among the most

EXHIBIT 1
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significant was the administration de-
cision to gear down our military effort
to a point at which we would have a ca-
pability suitable for a “one-and-a-half-
war” strategy, as opposed to the “two-
and-a-half-war" strategy which was so
generously funded by Congress for the
previous two administrations.

Mr. President, is it not clear—from
the figures I have inserted in the Recorp
today, and from commonsense—that
Congress can practice fiscal restraint
without nibbling away at our Nation’'s
defenses? The primary responsibility of
the Federal Government is to provide for
the national defense. Thus, when it
comes to apportioning finite resources to
the many demands of our complex so-
ciety, it is shortsighted and irrational to
mutilate the defense budget—and
thereby mutilate defense planning—to
compensate for spending exuberances
practiced in other fields of Federal
endeavor.

There are many things wrong with the
appropriations process as practiced by
this Congress. However, until recently it
has not seemed that these inadequacies
contituted a direct threat to national
defense. It now is becoming clear that,
for example, the rise in “uncontrollables™
in the Federal budget encourages budget
cutting to focus on the defense budget.
This tendency is only aggravated when
Congress goes overboard in spending in
other areas—as it has gone overboard in
connection with education and housing
spending.

In the coming days and weeks and
months of what is becoming another
long-distance Congress, I intend to keep
up a steady conversation—I hope it will
not be a monolog—on the appropriations
process. I hope that the subject of this
conversation will not be Congress’ con-
tinuing dereliction of duty. I hope that
a continuing discussion of the facts—a
discussion made possible by the out-
standing work of Representative MaHoN's
joint committee, will itself contribute to
an improved track record in the remain-
der of this Congress.

SUPPORTING TABLE NO. 3—REVENUE PROPOSALS AFFECTING THE FISCAL YEAR 1971 BUDGET

[in millions of dollars]

Esti-
mated
receipts
for
fiscal

Congressional action on fiscal
year 1971 revenue proposals
to date

{571

House Senate Enacted

Esti-
mated 1 4
receipts  Congressional action on fiscal
Iw!:ml year 1971 revenue proposals
a

to date
1vvznr
971

Senate  Enacted

House

Revenue estimate in the fiscal {ear 1971 budget..__ 202,103
Revenue estimates as revised by subsequent pro-
posals and reestimates
Adjustments for interfund and intragovernmental
transactions and applicable receipts. __.

User cha

Total gross receipts.

Avtar%an semces (H.R. 14465 Public Law

To be derived from existing revenue legislation. . . ._:_- 16, 4

Estimated revenues to be derived from proposals in
the fiscal year 1971 budget: 1

Excise aleslextensilun of present rates (H.R.
Automobiles -
Telephone service

Social security-increase wage oase (H.R. 17550).

Unemployment insurance-increased henefits

H.R. 14705

Pro

: Bla!e and gift taxes—acceleration (H.R, ——).
ed tax on lead used in the manufacture

budget_
Estimated revenues to be derived from other

M valurel;‘l 1ax on cigars: (H R 1002)

624).

W
Currency write-off (5. 3825)
Total, revenue proposals

1 Without congressional action on eachitem, estimated receipts will be reduced by these amounts. 1
floor stocks refunds required if legislation not enacte Subj

* Excludes $90,000,

‘ Committee action,
tto or ||1

2 No effect on fiscal 1971 revenue: $153,000,000 in 1972, $668,000,000 in 1973, and $719,000,000 ' q

in 1974,

y impact In fiscal year 1970,
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BUDGET SUMMARY
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A SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 1971 AND FISCAL YEAR 1970 FEDERAL BUDGETS—REFLECTING CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS AFFECTING THOSE BUDGETS DURING THE 2D SESSION OF THE

915T CONGRESS

[in millions of dollars]

Summary totals

Budget
(nh?u"ii?;:‘a
I;
and lfﬂluim
authority

Q)

Budget
outlays
(expenditures
and net
lending)

@

Budget
receipts

3)

Fiscal year 1971:
Net total budget estimates as submitted Feb. 2, 1970

Net total budget estimates as rwlsed by sub

d and rel

Adjustments for interfund and i
TutalBEIross budget estimates

dget es
?ﬂnr year's budget authori
l‘.‘.urrnnl (1971) budget authority.

agover

Budget estimates requiring action by Congress._____.

and applicable receipts

malns not rmuinngtl‘t:rtller action by Congress (pra\nously enacted or permanant)-

BOX SCORE

Eﬁec:.l of congressional action on budget estimates to July 28, 1970 (net changes from the revised budget):
ST S S SR i MO = Sl S . R L N TR s, Y

Senate_
En
Effect of
Fiscal year 1970:
Net total budget estimates as submitted Feb. 2,

1970
Net total budget estimates as revised by release of May 19, 1970_.....

Net total budget estimates, as changed by

congressional action in the current session.

Actusl net total as enacted by Congress and reported by the Treasury

200,771 202, 103

220,722
16, 928

237,650
87, 706

R

1205, 343
+16, 928

1204, 109
+16, 928

22] 037

1 Differs from the revised estimates for outlays ($205,557,000,000) and receipts
000,000) in the President's May 19, 1970 statement on current 19?1 budget astlrnat?s by SZI-I
or

($204,303,- 1 Partially estimated.

million h}r outlays and $194 million for recmfts. These
and in the P

!The Prnsu:lent 's May 19, 1970 stat t reflects a
(31,254,000,000).

ExHBIT 2
[From the Denver Post, July 27, 1970]
NEEDLING OF CONGRESS JUSTIFIED

President Nixon was being somewhat po-
litical when he warned Congress Monday
that the people would “turn on” it in the
November elections if it continues to ap-
‘propriate more money than he has requested.
The Democrats control Congress, as Re-
publican Nixon is keenly aware.

Nevertheless, beneath the politics the
President has a solid point. Max Frankel
clarifies it in an article elsewhere on this
page.

It is indeed long past time that Congress
improved its ways of handling of appro-
priation bills. Specifically, it should have to
add up the amounts it is spending and meet
the same budget ceiling it tries to impose
upon the President.

It is flatly irresponsible for Congress to
add $400 million to the President’s budget
for education, for instance, without bestir-
ring itself either to find out where offsetting
cuts can be made, or else to increase reve-
nues enough to cover the added appro-
priations.

As things are now, Congress passes each
departmental appropriation as it comes
along with only the vaguest idea of what
total spending will be until the final days
of each session.

It makes no serious attempt to set spend-
ing priorities between, say, farm subsidies,
defense, supersonic transports and educa-
tion. Instead, Congress sets a spending “ceil-
ing"” for the President and leaves to him the
politically hot task of withholding spending
of some of the appropriations in order to stay
under the ceiling.

Then, like as not, when the President does
refuse to spend some of the money Congress
has allotted, some congressman will rise to
criticize the President for invading the pre-
rogatives of Congress.

This is a nonsensical, irresponsible By8~
tem—if you can call it a system.

e the
fn 9, 1970 revised h“tdﬁé I?ghmt;aa! *"1;:;!‘ a;uda!so
carried in this report, for scorekeeping pur 83, 35 Cnngﬂmma ns e I
| 24 A p rel d deficit for 1971 of $1,300, ﬂﬂﬂ%ﬂ

It would, as Frankel points out, revolu-
tionize the politics of Congress if that body
were to try serlously to set spending pri-
orities for the nation. And the semi-fossilized
elders who run Congress are afrald to get into
priority-setting—afrald pet projects would
get cut out in any rigorous priority-setting
process.

The fact remains that the present non-
system of handling appropriations in Con-
gress is unworthy of any legislative body that
wants to be taken seriously.

And President Nixon will be quite justified
in continuing to needle Congress until it
does improve its handling of its major re-

sponsibility—the spending of the people's
money.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is the
unfinished business before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
the unfinished business.

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

The AsSsISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A
bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize appropria-
tions during the fiscal year 1971 for pro-
curement of aircraft, missiles, naval ves-
sels, and tracked combat vehicles, and
other weapons, and research, develop-

get in the current session.

4 Differs from the revised estimate for fiscal 1970 outlays ($198,200,000,000) in the President’s
May 19, 1970 statement by $615 million. This amount is the outlay increase included in the
May 19 revisions which are also carried in this report, for scorekeeping purposes, as Congres-
sional additions to the 1970 bud

& The President’s May 19, 197

a ted deficit for 1970 of $1,800,000,000 .

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the pending amendment is
one which would change the policy and
require that no information concerning
the identity or location of the person,
company, or corporation to whom any
contract has been awarded by the De-
partment of Defense shall be given to
any individual, including any Member of
Congress, in advance of a public an-
nouncement by the Secretary of Defense
of the identity of the person, company,
or corporation to whom such contract
has been awarded.

The amendment provides further:

On and after the date of enactment of this
act, whenever the identity of the person,
company or corporation to whom any de-
fense contract has been \warded is to be
made public, the Secretary of Defense shall
publicly announce that such contract has
been awarded and to whom it was awarded.

Recently, a special panel appointed
by President Nixon made a strong rec-
ommendation that the Defense Depart-
ment stop the practice of announcing
the awarding of these contracts either
through Members of Congress or
through political organizations back in
the States on the basis that such pro-
cedure gives the impression that some
influence may have been involved in the
awarding of the contract.
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I want to make it clear that in offering
this amendment I am not suggesting
that such has been the case. I merely
state that when a Member of Congress
makes the announcement those who re-
ceive the contract automatically figure,
“Well, he must have had something to
do with it because he knew I got the
contract before the company was even
notified.”

Also, the company that was the unsuc-
cessful bidder perhaps would feel that
the mistake it made was that it did not
contact the respective Member of Con-
gress or his congressional delegation.

With this amendment we are trying
to eliminate the appearance that some
influence may have been exerted with
respect to the contracts.

I pointed out yesterday that if a Mem-
ber of Congress has had anything what-
ever to do with obtaining a contract,
or if the Department of Defense has
awarded a confract on the basis of the
recommendation of a Member of Con-
gress, they were both in violation of the
law which prohibits Government con-
tracts from being awarded on the basis
of political pressure or influence. Yet,
if a Member of Congress announces the
awarding of a contract the industry in-
volved naturally feels that he must have
been of some assistance and, likewise,
the unsuccessful bidder would feel his
mistake was in not having contacted a
congressional delegation. The policy
which gives the impression that influence
peddling is the normal procedure is the
policy we are trying to correct.

For this reason I hope that the amend-
ment will be overwhelmingly approved
by the Senate.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
happy to yield to the Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
heartily in accord with all the purposes
as well as the wording of the pending
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware. I think there is a great deal to
the reasons he gives. It is a regulatory
matter with reference to contracts that
may be awarded for the procurement of
military hardware which are authorized
in the bill,

The amendment has fairness on its
face and fairness in its substance. I think
things will move better and more
smoothly and in a more orderly way if
this should be required in the law. In
saying that, I do not suggest by any
means that there has been any wrong-
doing in the past. In fact, I feel certain
that there has not been. It is one of
the things that we can speculate on. The
press has sometimes speculated on it.
But, all the evidence I have is that these
matiters are handled on a very high plane.

Some of the amendments offered to
the procurement bill—the part that per-
tains to procurement—I think are ir-
relevant. The purpose of the bill being
strictly on the question of authorizing
military hardware, we should keep it
within that field. But this amendment is
relevant. It has bearing. It is a reason-
able regulation on a minor matter to a
degree, but it can be important. I think
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it will be appreciated by the Department
of Defense officials who have to deal with

this problem. I am glad to support the
amendment. I commend the Senator

from Delaware. With his usual perspi-
cacity and perspicuity, he thinks these
things through.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator from Mississippi for his sup-
port.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I want to thank the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi for his
support. I join him in emphasizing that
in offering the amendment I do not in
any way wish to give the impression that
influence has been used.

I have questioned this procedure sev-
eral times in years past, but unfortunate-
1y I have not been able to get it corrected.
This is the first time we have had a con-
venient bill to make it a legislative pro-
cedure. I have no evidence, nor have I
had any reason to think there is any evi-
dence, that there has been improper in-
fluence used under this administration
or in any preceding administrations with
which I am familiar, but, as I stated, it
is a procedure which does give the ap-
pearance that there may have been. It is
that point we are trying to avoid.

We all admit and agree that not only
should political influence in the awarding
of Government contracts not be encour-
aged but neither Congress nor the ad-
ministration should condone a policy
which gives the appearance that there
may be some influence peddling.

It is for this reason that I am offering
the amendment in order to change that
practice. I feel reasonably certain that
the Department of Defense will, likewise,
strongly approve of this amendment be-
cause it will simplify and reduce their
problems as well as the expense of hav-
ing to go through all the redtape to
notify, in advance, the Congressmen,
political organization, or political com-
mittees back in the respective States.

To that extent, it will save some money
in the cost of operation, but, primarily,
it is to avoid the appearance and to elim-
inate the possibility of influence ped-
dling.

Mr. President, I am ready to vote. I
understand that we have an order to
vote at 12:15 p.m. Therefore, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Horrmwgs). The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, the re-
port of the blue ribbon Defense Panel
includes many important recommenda-
tions which deserve careful study by the
Congress and the Executive. At this time
I shall not comment upon the merit of
the various proposals with one exception.
The Panel recommends a long-needed
change in the policy of announcing de-
fense contract awards through congres-
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sional offices. The longstanding practice
of advanced notices to congressional of-

fices has created totally unwarranted
implications that congressional offices

have somehow been influential in the
process of selecting defense contractors.
Were this in fact the case, the integrity
of the defense procurement process
would be gravely jeopardized. Actually,
the customary advance notification has
been merely a device for permitting those
of us in Congress to be the bearers of
glad tidings to our constituents, and I
no less than my colleagues, have been
pleased to convey such good news.

However, the Panel’s recommendation
is surely well grounded. Even if the proc-
ess of congressional announcement in no
way impairs the impartiality of contract
awards, it breeds a cynicism and suspi-
cion that political influence has been
brought to bear. While the shortrun
benefits of making these announcements
may be attractive to those of us in Con-
gress, those benefits are outweighed by
the tendency to undermine public con=-
fidence in the decisionmaking process of
the Defense Department and indeed of
the entire Government.

For this reason, I wholeheartedly en-
dorse the Panel’s recommendation on this
point.

I believe this policy should be applied
uniformly, as the Commission urged, and
I welcome Senator Wirriams’ leadership
in offering this amendment. I hope the
Senate adopts it unanimously.

I shall, of course, continue to do every-
thing in my power to see that the work-
ers and employers of Massachusetts are
permitted to compete fairly for all Gov-
ernment business.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
strongly support the amendment of my
good friend and colleague (Mr. WILLIAMS
of Delaware) to prohibit advance notifi-
cation of the awarding of defense con-
tracts.

Yesterday, Senator WiLriams summed
up a felling argument in favor of this
amendment when he noted that if the
Department of Defense did award a con-
tract on the recommendation of a Mem-~
}:rer of Congress, it is a violation of the

aw.

When the public reads that a Member
of Congress announces an award, it gives
the impression that it was through his
influence that it was awarded to the par-
ticular company. I believe that Congress
should help to dispell such ideas by ap-
proving this amendment.

Mr. President, I think that we also
should examine the possibilities for
broadening application of this policy to
other Federal grants and awards. We
know the staffs of Senators and Con-
gressmen spend time racing to the tele-
phone to be first to announce this grant
or that award.

I am not sure at this time how such a
policy could be written or implemented.
I plan to study this possibility, however,
and I urge my colleagues to do so.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
support the amendment by the senior
Senator from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS),
which would permit only the Secretary
of Defense to announce contract awards
by his Department.
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Presently the practice of allowing
Members of Congress advance notice on
confract awards is a time-consuming
exercise which does not serve any use-
ful purpose.

Also, while the practice is merely a
courtesy afforded Members of Congress
there is the likelihood the newspaper
reader may receive the impression that
the award was made through the in-
fluence of the Member. Of course such
influence is illegal.

This procedure for the handling of
DOD contract announcements has been
followed by all administrations since I
have been in Washington. Earlier this
week by passing the Postal Reorganiza-
tion Act we made an important step in
taking politics out of the Post Office
Department. Passage of the Williams
amendment to HR. 17123 would help to
take a little of the politics out of the
DOD by requiring a new procedure for
contract announcements.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Pursuant to the previous order, the
Senate will now proceed to vote on the
amendment of the Senator from Dela-
ware. On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an-
nounce that the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CanwoN), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Dobop), the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. Ervin), the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. Gorg), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr, Harris), the Sena-
tor from Michigan (Mr, HarT), the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. HarTEE), the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. Ken-
NEDY), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
McCarTHY), the Senator from Montana
(Mr. MercaLr), the Senator from New
Mexieo (Mr. MoNTOYA), the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PeLr), the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. Risicorr), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL),
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. SponG),
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMING=
ToN), and the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. T¥pInNGS), are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. Ervin) , the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. HarT) , the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEpY), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. RisicorrF), the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. Srong), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SymIincTon), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HaArriS),
and the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PeLL) would each vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. ATREN), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from -Nebraska (Mr.
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Hruska), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpr) and the Senator from Maine
(Mrs. SmITH) are absent because of ill-
ness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. Amxen), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MunpT), the Senator
from Maine (Mrs. SmiTH) , and the Sena-
tor from Texas (Mr. Tower) would each
vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 77,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 252 Leg.]
YEAS—TT

Fulbright
Goldwater

Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bayh
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Church
Cook

Moss
Murphy
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Baxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Smith, I11.
Sparkman
Stennis
Stevens
Talmadge

Cooper
Cotton
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Fannin
Fong

Jordan, Idaho
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
MecGovern
McIntyre
Miller
Mondale
NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—23
Hartke Ribicoff
Hruska Russell
Eennedy Smith, Maine
McCarthy Spong
Metcalf Symington
Montoya Tower
Harris Mundt Tydings
Hart Pell

So the amendment of Mr. WiLLIAMS
of Delaware (No. 817) was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 819

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment to H.R. 17123,
which I offer on behalf of myself, the
Senator from Michigan (Mr, Hart), and
the following Senafors:

Mr. Casg, Mr. BrROOKE, Mr, BURDICK,
Mr. CHURCH, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. EAGLE-
TON, Mr. GOODELL, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr, HAR-
RIS, Mr. HAaARTKE, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr.
INou¥E, Mr. Javirs, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
MAaNSFIELD, Mr. McCarTHY, Mr. Mc-
GOVERN, Mr. MaTHIAS, Mr, MONDALE, Mr.
MuskiEg, Mr. NELsoN, Mr, PELL, Mr. PrRox-
MIRE, Mr. Saxsg, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr.
Typings, Mr. YARBOROUGH, and Mr.
Younc of Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment,

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 7, line 1, strike out *'$1,031,600,-
000™ and insert in lieu thereof “$838,600,000".

On page 16, llne 8, strike out “$322,000-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$192,800,-
000",

Young, Ohlo

Alken
Baker
Cannon
Dodd
Ervin
Gore
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On page 17, beginning with line 15, strike
out all down through line 5 on page 18, and
insert in lleu thereof the following:

“Sec. 402, (a) No funds appropriated pur-
suant to this or any other Act may be obli-
gated or expended In connection with de-
ployment of the Safeguard Anti-Ballistic
Missilé System, or any part or component
thereof, at any site other than the two sites
at which deployment was heretofore author-
ized by law (Malmstrom Air Force Base,
Great Falls, Montana, and Grand Forks Air
Force Base, Grand Forks, North Dakota).

*“(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall
not apply to the obligation or expenditure
of funds for research, development, testing
and evaluation activities carried out in sup-
port of any advanced anti-ballistic missile
program at sites heretofore established for
such purpose.”

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am not
going to make an extended statement
now. The amendment I have introduced
is an ABM amendment. I have introduced
the amendment, first, for the senior Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. Hart), for my-
self, for the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. Casg), who is in the Chamber, and
for other Senators as cosponsors. A
list of the sponsors is attached to the
amendment.

Last year our amendment was known
as the Cooper-Hart amendment. This
year it is known as the Hart-Cooper
amendment.

I shall make a brief statement. We
have offered an amendment to the mili-
ﬁry procurement authorization bill

123.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let us
have order so that the Senator from
Kentucky may be heard.

Mr. COOPER. The 8Senator from
Michigan (Mr. HarT), I, and other Sena-
tors—I have already referred to the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CAasE),
who spent a great deal of work on the
bill—have offered the amendment to the
military procurement bill to limit de-
ployment of the Safeguard anti-ballistic-
missile system to the two sites approved
by the Senate last year, at Malmstrom
and Grand Forks Air Force bases.

The amendment would not reduce the
funds requested for continuation of the
deployment at Malmstrom and Grand
Forks. It would provide a total of $1,027,-
200,000, including $35 million for ad-
ditional Sprints to be used at the ap-
proved site, $365 million——

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, with the
consent of Senators, I insist on order so
we can hear. Other conferences are go-
ing on. We hear them, but we do not have
a chance to hear the speaker.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Chair maintain order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. COOPER. The sum of $365 mil-
lion would be available for advance re-
search and development, for research
and development of a system specifically
designed to protect the Minuteman
ICBM force. Such a ‘‘dedicated hard
site system" has been advocated by many
distinguished weapons scientists; and
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representatives of the Department of De-
fense have stated in hearings that such
8 system would provide the most effec-
tive protection for the Minuteman de-
terrent within present technology.

I shall refer particularly to the testi-
mony given before the House Committee
on Appropriations, where representa-
tives of the Department of Defense testi-
fied that the so-called Safeguard system
was to fill in for a few years, but that a
hard point system other than Safeguard
had to be constructed if the threat to
U.8. land-based missiles should be ex-
pended.

The Hart-Cooper amendment would
strike funds requested for deployment
at Whiteman and Warren Air Force
Bases, a saving a $322.2 million.

If, as is reported, the SALT talks
should result in agreement for no ABM,
described as zero ABM, obviously no Safe-
guard ABM sites would be necessary. If
the SALT talks result in agreement on
the construction of command centers at
Moscow and Washington, as has also
been reported, the planned Safeguard
deployment at the sites requested by the
Department of Defense would of course
not be required.

If no agreement is reached in the
SALT talks, and SS-9 deployment by the
Soviets continues, our amendment would
provide funds for the accelerated de-
velopment of the best means of protect-
ing our Minuteman deterrent. We believe
that the development of an advanced
ABM system, in the event that the SALT
talks should fail and deployment of SS-9
continues, is essential to the security of
our country. The continued development
of. the Safeguard system would not pro-
vide an effective system for the protec-
tion of U.S. land-based missiles—and for
the security of our country.

Well over $1 billion was authorized for
Safeguard in 1969, There is a carryover,
as of May 31, of $224 million. These
amounts, plus this year's authorization,
provide ample funds for work on the
evolving prototype system at Malmstrom
and Grand Forks to keep existing produe-
tion lines intact, and, by maintaining
forward momentum, would provide ample
bargaining strength for the SALT talks,
the administration requires.

Mr. President, this is a short state-
ment. Our argument will be elaborated
by many of the sponsors. We have studied
these matters since last year and I should
think that the debate could go forward
and there would not be a long waiting
time until a vote can be taken.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. CASE. First of all, I want to say
that I appreciate the Senator’s permit-
ting me to be associated with him in the
sponsorship of this amendment, and his
reference to me in his opening statement.

I agree fully that this is the product of
many minds, and represents a broad con-
census as to the best approach to make
this year to the problem. I believe it will
succeed. I certainly think it should suc-
ceed, because the advice that has come to
us from the most knowledgeable scientists
in this field makes it very clear that to do
more than this' amendment would do in
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the field of an anti-ballistic-missile sys-
tem at this time would be wasteful of
money, energy, and resources, and should
not be done.

I commend the Senator from Kentucky
for taking the leadership here, as he has
80 many times in matters that to him
are personally distasteful because they
represent opposition to an administra-
tion which is in the charge of his party
and mine. He has never failed and has
never hesitated to do distasteful things
when he felt they ought to be done, and
the leadership he is providing at this time
is just another example of his tremendous
service to the country in the U.S. Senate.

Mr, COOPER. I thank the Senator.

. Mr. President, the Senator from Mich-
igan (Mr. HART) is away today in Mich-
igan, where an election is taking place.
Otherwise he would have presented the
amendment. He will speak on it as we
proceed.

I see that the distinguished majority
leader, the Senator from Montana (Mr.
MansFIELD), who is a sponsor of this
amendment, is in the Chamber. He al-
ways lends great strength to any cause
for which he fights.

_Mr. MANSFIZLD. Mr. President, I
wish to take this occasion to express my
support for the amendment just offered
by the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. CooreEr). He, together with
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan (Mr. Hart), has furnished signifi-
cant leadership in this particular area.
Othuers have contributed immensely as
well,

May I say that I think the amendmert
now at the desk goes a long way toward
meeting the administration’s objectives
in developing a relationship between the
ABM and the SALT talks now underway
in Geneva, As I understand it, the
amendment provides for the full fund-
ing of phase 1 of the Safeguard program
at Malmstrom Air Force Base in Great
Falls, Mont., and Grand Forks Air Force
Base in Grand Forks, N. Dak. It provides
also additional research and develop-
ment funds covering a continued inves-
tigation into an ABM system that would
be free of the many technical difficul-
ties already confronted in the develop-
ment of Safeguard. If adopted, this
amendment would not provide funds for
Whiteman in Missouri and Warren in
Wyoming. But it appears to me that the
Hart-Cooper interests have gone about
90 percent of the way in seeking an ac-
commodation with the administration
and should satisfy every argument raised
t.hgt. the ABM should be continued at
this time to help the SALT negotiations
and to put together the components to
see exactly what we have. As far as I
am concerned, I intend to stand fully
behinc_l this particular amendment as
the wisest possible alternative to what
the administration is seeking in terms of
the Safeguard program.

Most importantly, I think this amend-
ment is one which will achieve the great-
est and widest support. I believe it has
the most validity and would give us the
most favorable posture strategically. I
would hope that those of us who are in-
terested in this question of the ABM
would not be diverted in other directions.
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I would hope that we could recognize
the always prevalent distinction between
the possible and the impossible. The best
is sometimes the worst enemy of the
good. Last year, the Senate devoted great
energies and time to study the full rami-
fications of the ABM—first as a weapons
system and whether it could perform its
stated mission if deployed; and, second-
ly, the effects deployment would have on
the arms race.

Last year, the President in advocating
the deployment of the first two sites
stated that any future expansion of these
initial sites would be predicated upon
the international situation that existed
when the time for any future expansion
had arrived and the experiecce that had
been gained from the first two sites.

When the first two sites were deployed,
this country and the Soviet Union had
not even agreed to sit down and talk
about the limitation of strategic systems
including the ABM. Today, when the
consideration of the ABM expansion is
before us, not only are we talking with
the Soviet Union at Vienna but we are
receiving most optimistic reports about
the progress of these talks. The interna-
tional situation seems in this context to
have significantly improved.

I don’t know what positive information
could have developed from the assem-
bly of the components at the first two
sites or elsewhere; nothing has really
been put together at those sites, and in
fact I understand as well that the work is
running several months behind.

The pending amendment would pro-
yide close to $1 hillion of new money for
the initial two sites. It is every additional
dollar that the administration requested
for these first two sites. The amendment
does exclude the start of two additional
sites until these first two sites are fur-
ther along so that the Congress and the
Defense Department will be able to study
just what the experience of the initial
assembly has been.

Many of those Senators who are con-
vinced that the Safeguard is technical-
ly deficient, that it could not perform its
mission even if built exactly to design
and operated exactly to specifications,
have expressed a willingness to embrace
this amendment because of the adminis-
fration’s argument that failure to per-
mit the ABM to be continued could ad-

‘versely affect the SALT negotiations. In

spite of the fact that proceeding with this
ABM weapons system could well stimu-
late the Soviet Union to maintain a com-
parable bargaining posture by contin-
uing their SS-9 production to keep pace,
the combined judgment of the sponsors
of this amendment is that we should be
willing to commit this additional $1 bil-
lion to provide our negotiators every
argument they feel they need. A com-
prehensive SALT agreement would be
well worth every dollar to our people and
the people now born and yet to be born
throughout the world.

To reiterate, under the Hart-Cooper
proposal, research and development will
be carried on during the course of site
construction in Montana and North
Dakota; and I think it ought to be said,
again and again and again, that the
Safeguard ABM system is far from per-
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fect; that the radar component is most
vulnerable to attack and if damaged in
attack, the whole system fails. As far as
the Spartans and Sprints are concerned,
they still need vast improvement if they
are to perform their respective missions,
and as far as the computer component
goes, it is far, far from perfect when
faced with a program as difficult as is
that needed for a missile attack.

To show how difficult the computer
problem is, I think I should say, in-
cidentally and in all good humor, that
some weeks ago I received a letter signed
by several Members of this body, asking
for funds to elect a Republican senatorial
candidate. It was the product of a com-
puter selection of possible contributors.

The reason I mention this is that this
was a simple computer problem to solve;
and if a simple problem can generate a
computer mistake of that sort, asking
a8 Democrat to contribute funds to a
Republican candidate—in violation of
Federal law, I believe—just think of
how critical—how terribly vital would be
the computer function in the far wider
and more serious situation involving the
ABM.

The fact is research is not completed.
It is far from finished. There are bugs
in the system. It is imperfect. It is not
accurate. These things have to be worked
out. And on the basis of the Hart-Cooper
proposal, work can go forward on this
system, not only during the construc-
tion of the ABM sites at Malmstrom and
Grand Forks, but also through the use of
the additional Safeguard research and
development funds outside of the proj-
ects themselves,

S0 I would hope that those of us who
are interested in a workable and feasible
system and those of us who are inter-
ested in the SALT talks as they relate
to the ABM, will be aware of how fun-
damental the Hart-Cooper amendment
is. I hope we will not be diverted in other
directions or in other ways. I hope that
together we can put our whole support
and effort behind the Cooper-Hart
amendment, which I think accommo-
dates fully each argument proposed by
the administration. It takes into consid-
eration the significance of the SALT
talks, and it contemplates the construc-
tion of a system which, if needed, will
be workable—a system which the tax-
payers can be assured will return to
them a comparable value for what they
have expended in tax dollars.

So I commend the distinguished Sen-
ator. I am delighted that this is the
pending business, and I hope the Senate
will give it its most serious consideration.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator. I
must say that his short speech has pro-
vided the best arguments for our amend-
ment. I am glad that he will be associ-
ated in this effort hecause, he has
the knowledge, good judgment, and trust
of the Senate.

Approximately 26 Senators have
joined as cosponsors of the amendment.
I note in the Chamber the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javits), who has worked
in the development of this amendment
every day with good counsel. The Sena-
tor from Maryland (Mr. MaTHIAS) is also
a COSpPOonsor.
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I will provide the list of additional
Senators, other than those I have named.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall, on
a separate occasion, state my views as to
why I think it is highly desirable to adopt
this amendment in the interests of our
country; but I wish to state at this time
that the amendment, to my mind, com-
mends itself very highly to the Senate.

I hope Senators will study this amend-
ment precisely because of the reason as-
signed by the administration for pushing
the ABM into new locations now—to wit,
that it will represent an aspect of the
negotiation with the Soviet Union re-
specting the limitation and confrol of
nuclear weapons.

We believe—I think it is fair fto say
that—that the amendment as it stands,
as submitted by Senator CooPEr, for him-
self, Senator HarT, and the other spon-
sors, represents the best contribution
which can be made to the success of the
SALT talks; that there is a real philo-
sophical and strategic issue here as be-
tween us and those who oppose the
amendment.

I hope Senators will understand, there-
fore, that, as is proper and as is com-
patible with the consequence of this ef-
fort, the issue is being met which the
administration has raised—to wit, is this
or is this not the most conducive to suc-
cess in the SALT talks?

Our case—which I think we can
make—is that the amendment is more
conducive to the SALT talks than the ap-
proach which the administration would
take in respect of broadening the extent
of deployment of the ABM.

Mr. COOPER. 1 thank the Senator.
He has made a very effective and telling
point—that is, if, as argued, the con-
tinuation of the ABM effort is essential
to the SALT talks, his efforts to have a
system which is effective would be much
more important in the SALT talks than
the continued deployment of a system
which even representatives of the De-
partment of Defense say will not be
adequate.

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. HoL-
LINGS), The Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, pursuant to Public Law 84—
372, appoints the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. SmiteH) to the Franklin Delano
Roosevelt Memorial Commission in lieu
of the Senator from New York (Mr.
JaviTs), resigned.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE NA-
TIONAL PARK SYSTEM

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the unfinished busi-
ness be temporarily laid aside and that
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of Calendar No. 1039, H.R. 14114, I have
discussed this matter with the majority
leader, and it meets with his approval
tocall it up at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
InTYRE). The bill will be stated by title.
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The LecisLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
14114) to improve the administration of
the national park system by the Secre-
tary of the Interior and to clarify the
authorities applicable to the system and
for other purposes.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed at this
point in the Recorp a defailed explana-
tion of this bill which is contained in
the report accompanying the Senate bill,
S. 2985, Calendar No. 1018.

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

The Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, to which was referred the bill (8.
2085) to improve the administration of the
national park system by the Secretary of the
Interior, and to clarify the authorities ap-
plicable to the system, and for other pur-
poses, having considered the same, reports
favorably thereon with amendments and
recommends that the bill as amended do
pass.

The basic purpose of S. 2985, which was
submitted and recommended to Congress by
the Secretary of the Interior, is to update
and clarify the law with respect to the ad-
ministration of the various units of the na-
tional park system. The system has grown
and developed both in number and varlety
over the years—it now consists of some 278
separate units—and inevitably certain of the
earlier laws are no longer adequate to cover
present-day needs. Enactment of 8. 2985
would be of substantial help.

BACKGROUND

No longer does the national park system
consist exclusively of natural and scientific
areas. Rather, the concept has broadened to
include battlegrounds and historic places,
as well as areas primarily significant for their
outdoor recreation potential. As the system
has expanded, its value to the public has in-
creased. Places where nature prevalls, or
where history has been made, or where some
phenomena occurred, or where outdoor rec-
reation needs can be satisfied, cannot be
made by man. They can easily be altered or
destroyed, but they can also be protected
and appropriately administered so that the
long-term interests of the public can be
served. This is the objective of the national
park system to conserve and protect for the
edification and enjoyment of the American
public—now and in the future—areas and
places of national significance.

In the decades which followed the estab-
lishment of our first national park in 1872,
the Congress enacted statutes providing for
the general administration of our park-
lands. Basic to this administrative authority
was the enactment of the 1916 Organic Act of
the National Park Service (39 Stat. 535) and
the Antiquities Act of 1906 (34 Stat. 225).
From these statutes have emerged numerous
acts authorizing specific additions to the
national park system and various statutes
involving their administration, but there
has been no updating of the general statutes
in the 17 years since the approval of the act
of August 8, 1953 (67 Stat. 495).

NEED

All of the 278 areas of the national park
system are interrelated—each serves a differ-
ent specific purpose, but together they serve
a common function. As the system has ma-
tured, it has added new dimensions to the
concept developed during the early years of
the program; hence some statutes are not
clearly applicable to all units of the national
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park system. For example, the act of 1916
provides that the National Park Service “‘shall
oromote and regulate the use of the Federal
areas known as national parks, monuments,
and reservations * * *.,” but it contains no
reference to more recent concepts like na-
tional recreation areas, national seashores,
or national lakeshores.

Other laws which would be affected by
5. 2985 include:

The act of March 4, 1911 (36 Stat. 1253),
which authorizes easements to be granted
across public lands and reservations, but
limits this authority to occasions when such
right-of-way traverses ‘“any national park
or any other reservation.”

The act of June 5, 1920 (41 Stat. 917),
which allows the Secretary of the Interior
to accept donations of lands and interests in
lands “within the various national parks
and national monuments” or cash donations
“for the purposes of the national park and
monument system,” but does not extend
that authority to other types of areas now
within the system.

The acts of April 9, 1924 (43 Stat. 80), and
March 4, 1931 (46 Stat. 15670), which author-
ize the construction and improvement of
approach roads to national park and monu-
ment areas, but contain no references to
other units.

The act of June 3, 1048 (62 Stat. 334),
which permits the Secretary to convey to
any State or political subdivision any right,
title, and interest of the United States to
any road “leading to any national cemetery,
national military park, national historical
park, national battlefield park, or national
historic sites administered by the National
Park Service,” but by a striet construction
would not extend that authority to other
areas.

The act of August 31, 1954 (68 Stat. 1037),
which authorizes the Secretary to acquire
lands only “within the existing boundaries of
any national park" when funds are donated
subject to the condition that they be
matched equally with appropriated funds.

The act of July 3, 1926 (44 Stat. 900),
which permits the SBecretary to afford emer-
gency assistance to people “within the na-
tional parks or national monuments,” but
nowhere else.

The act of March 3, 1905 (33 Stat. 873),
which limits by implication the arrest au-
thority of employees of the National Park
Service to violations of law in “the national
forests and national parks.”

The act of May 26, 1930 (46 Stat. 381),
which relates to the authority of the Secre-
tary to enter into contracts for services or
accommodations within “national parks or
monuments”; to provide emergency supplies
to concessioners in “national parks and na-
tlonal monuments”; to accept travelers
checks tendered for payment of automobile
license fees charged at “national parks”; and
to use appropriated funds for general ex-
penses related to temporary care and removal
of indigents from the “national parks” and
in the case of death to provide for their
burial.

The act of October 9, 1955 (79 Stat. 696),
which establishes the policies concerning
concessionaires “in areas administered by the
National Park Service."

While it was probably not the intent of
the Congress in any of the above examples
to limit the application of the law strictly
to the specified types of areas of the national
park system, the usual rules of construction
of these statutes could result in interpreta-
tions which would lead to the administration
of the system so that it would be almost de-
void of uniformity.

Needless to say, these statutes have desir-
able, useful, and necessary provisions and
they should be applicable uniformly through-
out the national park system. The fact that
the system is now larger and more diversi-
fled than it was when these basic statutory
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authorities were enacted should not operate
to minimize their usefulness as administra-
tive tools.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section 1 of S. 2985 emphasizes the com-
mon purpose of all units of the national park
system and declares that its purpose is to
include all such areas in the system and to
clarify the authorities applicable to it. Ac-
cordingly, section 2 redefines the “national
park system™ to include all exlsting areas
administered by the National Park Service
and all conceivable additions which might be
authorized in the future. To the extent that
the authorizing legislation for a specific area
is inconsistent with-the general administra-
tive statutes made applicable to all units of
the system, the language of the specific au~
thorization is controlling, but otherwise the
basic guldance afforded by the statutes
enumerated above would be uniformly ap-
plicable.

While sections 1 and 2 enlarge the applica-
tion of existing general statutes so that they
apply uniformly to the administration of the
various types of parklands within the na-
tional park system, section 3 augments the
authority of the Secretary of the Interior in
order to facilitate their administration. It
sets forth that:

(a) He may provide transportation, inci-
dental to official transportation, for em-
ployees and their dependents who reside in
isolated areas where commercial transporta-
tion is inadequate. It is intended that this
authority will be limited strictly to areas
where commercial transportation is severely
limited and where such transportation would
not result in any significant cost to the Gov-
ernment. The committee was advised that
this authority will be employed primarily at
isolated sites and that it is presently contem-
plated that it will be extended to Fort
Jefferson Natlonal Monument, Isle Royale
National Park, and the Statue of Liberty Na-
tional Monument.

(b) He may provide recreation facilities
and equipment for employees and their fam-
ilies who reside at isolated locations, It is not
the intention of the committee to authorize,
by this provision, any elaborate recreation
facilities, but it does intend to allow the
Secretary to provide simple facilities and
equipment which would normally be readily
available at less isolated areas. This author-
ity would include such things as games,
sporting equipment, books, and other com-
monly accepted recreation equipment and
facilities. The committee recognizes the need
for this authority, but it expects it to be
used sparingly with a view to providing only
for essential recreation needs,

(¢) He may appoint advisory committees
to permit greater citizen participation in
park policies and programs, It is anticipated
that this authority will result in the estab-
lishment of advisory committees for each of
the six reglons. In addition, advisory com-
mittees may be appointed for specific areas,
comparable to those created by law for the
Cape Cod National Seashore, Indiana Dunes
National Lakeshore, and others. Members of
these committees will serve without compen-
sation, but they are allowed necessary travel
expenses as permitted by law.

(d) He may purchase special purpose
equipment for the use of employees in the
performance of their official duties. Pres-
ently, the law permits the use of appropri-
ated funds for the purchase of waterproof
footwear, but there are many other types
of specialized equipment which are needed
but cannot be purchased with appropriated
funds, for example, safety glasses, safety
shoes, and other protective equipment, as
well as foul weather gear and special equip-
ment for work in the field. This change con-
firms the intention of the Congress that the
Secretary should have the authority to pro-
vide the equipment needed to adequately
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perform the responsibilities assigned to the
employees of the National Park Service.

(e) He may contract for the sale or lease
of services and resources (including water)
avallable within an area of the national park
system to public or private parties which
provide public accommodations to persons
visiting the park area, if he determines that
reasonable sources are not available. While
the legislation does not require these ar-
rangements to be reported to the Congress, it
would be advisable to submit such proposals
in writing, together with related informa-
tion, to the appropriate committees for re-
view prior to entering into any legally or
morally binding commitments.

(f) He may have air-conditioning units
installed in Government-owned passenger
motor vehicles. It is contemplated that the
principal use of this authority will be to
provide air conditioning for park police
automobiles and patrol vehicles in areas
where working conditions can be substanti-
ally improved by their installation. Compar-
able authority, the committee was advised,
has been granted to every police department
in the Washington metropolitan area.

(g) He may sell any products or services
produced at “living exhibits” at falr market
value without regard to the usual rules ap-
plicable to the disposal of Federal property.
This provision would permit the sale at fair
market value of such items as eggs and pro-
duce grown at Oxon Hill Children’s Farm.

(h) The Secretary would be authorized
to provide transportation for children to
units of the national park system from near-
by communities. Last year, such a program
for the Washington, D.C., area proved highly
successful in getting children out of the
ghetto and into the outdoors in their coun-
try’s national park units. It met with wide-
spread acceptance and approval.

Section 4 of the bill amends the act au-
thorizing the U.S. Park Police to make ar-
rests within Federal reservations in the
Washington metropolitan area. Present law
extends this authority only to areas over
which the United States has or acquires “ex-
clusive or concurrent criminal jurisdiction,”
but this requirement is unnecessary since
the arrest authority is for Federal crimes on
Federal property. It also updates the de-
finition of “the environs of the District of
Columbia' to include areas administered by
the National Park Service which are located
in Charles County, Md., and Prince William
and Stafford Counties, Va. At the present
time, although the areas involved are ad-
ministered as a part of the National Capital
region, they are technically excluded from
the area covered by the statute.

cosT

8. 2085, as recommended, does not specif-
ically authorize the appropriation of any
funds, but it does authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to engage in certain specified
activities. Some of these—the authority to
pay travel expenses for the advisory commit-
tees, the authority to purchase field and
special purpose equipment, and the author-
ity to purchase and install air conditioning
for & lmited number of Park Service ve-
hicles—will result in the expenditure of
funds if appropriated. These funds will be
included in the requests for annual appro-
priation along with other requests made for
the general operating budget of the Nation-
al Park Service. Naturally, the amounts in-
volved will vary from year to year.

In implementing the provisions of this
legislation, the National Park Service should
be alert to keep the appropriate committees
advised of its activities.

Mr, BIBLE. Mr. President, Calendar
No. 1018, S. 2985, which is the bill re-
ported by the Senate Interior Commit-
tee, is basically the same bill as the bill
which is now the pending business, with
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two or three exceptions, one of which
I think should be commented upon.

This is the section of the bill that
provides that the Secretary may furnish
transportation to those in the city areas
to convey them to the parks and na-
tional recreation areas of our country.
The House committee felt that this was
an undue enlargement of the normal
powers of the Director of the National
Park Service as such. Accordingly, it
deleted this section from the admin-
istration bill, and it was commented upon
in the colloquy on the floor of the House
at the time the bill was discussed and
passed. This particular provision was not
put in the bill.

I have since talked with the chairman
of the House Interior Commitiee, the
distinguished Representative from Col-
orado, WAaY~NE AspINALL, and he feels
that this is an area that should have
some further consideration. He has no
objection—so he stated to me—to this
provision being continued for 1 year. Leg-
islative language approved by the House
and by the Senate to continue this for a
period of 1 year has already been writ-
ten into the Interior appropriations bill.

In view of the fact that this does not
jeopardize this program for fiscal year
1971, and with $50,000 provided for this
purpose, I think it is perfectly agreeable
to take affirmative action at this time.

I have talked with the chairman of
the Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. JacksoN) and he is in agree-
ment with this procedure.

So I ask that the Senate accept the
House version and that the House bill be
passed.

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

The bill (HR. 14114) was read the
third time, and passed.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill was
passed.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that action on Calendar
No. 1018, S. 2985, be indefinitely post-
poned.

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

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of 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

urposes.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the Hart-Cooper
amendment.
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

RECESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate stand in
recess subject to the call of the Chair,
with the understanding that the recess
not extend beyond 2 p.m. today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HoLrrings). The question is on agreeing
to the motion of the Senator from West
Virginia.

The motion was agreed to and, at 1:01
p.m. the Senate took a recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 1:19 p.m.
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. MCINTYRE) .

PERSONAL STATEMENT BY
SENATOR FULBRIGHT

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I rise
on a point of personal privilege on be-
half not only of myself but also a num-
ber of my colleagues.

It is always unpleasant to have to
bring to the attention of the Senate
statements of this kind. But on July 28,
Mr. Donald E. Johnson, Administrator
of the Veterans' Affairs, spoke to the
National Convention of Disabled Veter-
ans in Los Angeles, and I felt that it
should be called to the attention of the
Senate.

Mr. President, I had asked some Mem-
bers of the Senate who are mentioned
in this speech to be here. I had antici-
pated speaking at 1:30 p.m. I believe I
will make a point of no quorum at this
point just to notify them.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, as I
stated, on July 28, Mr. Donald E. John-
son, Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs,
spoke to the national convention of the
Disabled American Veterans in Los
Angeles.

In commenting on significant develop-
ments in the field of veterans’ affairs,
Mr. Johnson somehow overlooked the
additional $100 million recently appro-
priated by the Senate for VA hospitals
in 1971. I supported that, of course, along
with all the Senators, and one would
have thought that the Administrator of
Veterans’ Affairs would have taken note
of that in a speech to the Disabled Amer-
ican Veterans who, above all others, are
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interested in the improvement of vet-
erans' hospitals.

I could, perhaps, understand this over-
sight on the part of Mr, Johnson if he
had not had the Senate very much on
his mind at the time of his speech. How-
ever, instead of praise for the Senate's
action in increasing the appropriations
for veterans' hospitals—an action which
was urged by the veterans organiza-
tions—the first part of his report on the
Veterans’ Administration contains an
all-out. attack on those Senators whose
views on the war in Vietnam and foreign
policy are not in acecord with his own.

Altogether Mr. Johnson refers to a
good portion of the Senate, specifically
naming, in addition to me, Senators HaT-
FIELD, GOODELL, MCcGOVERN, MUSKIE, and
Proxmire. He also mentions “others of
that ilk,” referring perhaps to the 58
Members of the Senate who voted for the
Cooper-Church amendment, and in an-
other instance cites “Senator HATFIELD,
Senator McGoverN, and 22 of their co-
horts . ..”

Mr. Johnson, no doubt inspired to
some degree by the example of the Vice
President, refers to Senators as “‘apos-
tles of retreat and defeat” and *“sales-
men of surrender.”

According to Mr. Johnson, these Sen-
ators:

Seek at every opportunity to under-
mine the President's efforts.

Seek a total withdrawal from our
worldwide commitments.

Seek to prevent any action that would
even let the United States maintain a
parity—with expanding imperialistic
communism.

Further, according to the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs, we are “fight-
ing actively in favor of surrender to the
forces of communism and totalitarian-
ism, not only in Vietnam but also almost
everywhere else in the world.”

Mr. Johnson says:

We are losing the arms race and the mari-
time race, because of Senators llke these.

And, like the Vice President and Cap-
tain Hanks, the Navy's prizewinning es-
sayist referred to in a statement by Sen-
ator CHURCH June 24, Mr. Johnson is
concerned about “vigilance against those
who would destroy freedom from within,
as well as from without.” From his state-
ment he leaves no doubt that he refers
to Members of the U.S. Senate, who, in
his words are ‘“working diligently to
make the United States incapable of de-
fending its allies or itself.”

Mr. President, these are extremely se-
rious charges against Members of this
body, members of both parties, elected
from a variety of States across the Na-
tion.

The Veterans' Administration was es-
tablished to administer laws benefiting
this Nation’s veterans. Apparently the
Administrator is more concerned with
using the VA to beat the drum for an
unwise and unpopular war, to promote
more and more armaments of dubious
value and need, and as a forum for at-
tacking elected representatives of the
people in a crude, vicious, and totally un-
justified manner.

It is interesting to contrast the rant-
ings of this head of an important bureau
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with some of the correspondence I have
received this week from men in Vietnam.
I think the first-hand story they ftell is
far more significant and truthful than
the pejorative propaganda and distor-
tion of this speech.

I do not suggest that the letters I re-
fer to are representative of the views of
all our men in Vietnam. They are, how-
ever, typical of a very large number of
letters I have received in recent months.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Johnson's speech be made a part of the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Also, I ask unani-
mous consent that two of the letters that
I have indicated as being representative
of a large number of letters that I have
received be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have deleted the names of the writers,
although the originals are on file in my
office for anyone who has reason to see
them.

I also ask unanimous consent that sev-
eral letters I have received from repre-
sentatives of veterans groups and a news-
paper article concerning the addifional
appropriations for veterans hospitals be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks,

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

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
order to emphasize the point I am mak-
ing and to save my colleagues’ time in
going through the entire speech, I wish
to read a few excerpts from the speech.
I hold in my hand a copy of the speech
delivered at the National Convention of
Disabled American Veterans on July 28
in Los Angeles. It states:

While President Nixon continues to seek
to unwind the war in Vietnam in ways that
will insure that 43,000 American soldiers have
not died in wvain, there are those in both
parties, who for reasons known only to them-
selves, seek at every opportunity to under-
mine the President's efforts.

In fact, these so-called Doves have reached
the point now where it is not enough merely
for them to seek retreat and surrender in
Vietnam. Now, they also seek a total with-
drawal from our world-wide commitments—
withdrawal that amounts to a return to the

isolationism of the 1930s—and a cutback in

our defenses, both nuclear and non-nuclear,
which amounts to a retreat from reality.

Both steps are designed to insure, regard-
less of the consequences to the freedom and
independence of America's allles, that we will
become a second-rate world power in the
decade of the T0s.

I have no basls on which to challenge the
motives of these people—

This very generous man says:

. The Hatflelds, the Goodells, the McGov-
erns, the Fulbrights and others of that ilk—
but I do challenge their reasoning.

Someone once sald that eternal vigilance
is the price of llberty, vigilance against those
who would destroy freedom from within, as
well as from without.

A willingness to buy and pay for pre-
eminence in the field of national defense is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

also the price of liberty when we speak of
the threat from without,

Yet there are those today—the Hatfields,
the Goodells the McGoverns, the Muskies,
the Fulbrights and others—who are not will-
ing to pay that price. In fact, they fight
actively against it. In fact, they fight ac-
tively in favor of surrender to the forces of
Communism and totalitarianism, not only
in Vietnam but also almost everywhere else
in the world.

Mr. President, I submit that this is
one of the most extreme, distorted and
ridiculous statements I have ever seen
{rom any public official, that is, from any
man holding a position of importance.

Mr, McGOVERN. Mr. President I won-
der if the Senator would yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I certainly do yield.

Mz. McGOVERN. First of all, I want to
commend the distinguished chairman of
the Foreigh Relations Committee for
calling this matter to the attention of
the Senate. I personally regard Mr.
Johnson’s speech as contemptuous of
the U.S. Senate. I do not know how any
high official of the U.S. Government who
could make an irresponsible speech of
that kind would really think that from
here-on-out, if he continues in that vein,
he could administer an important Gov-
ernment program that depends on some
measure of cooperation and goodwill be-
tween the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment and the Members of the U.S.
Senate or Members of the Congress.

I do not mean to imply that any Sen-
ator is going to punish a Government
official because he does not like his views,
but it seems to me there must be some
degree of good faith and mutual respect
existing on the part of officials in the
executive branch and those of us who
are passing on important proposals here
in the Congress.

When Mr. Johnson makes the state-
ment that he does, that none of us are
cosponsors of the so-called amendment
to end the war—that now includes some
25 Senators—are not willing to pay the
the price of liberty, I am wondering if he
is aware of the fact that numbered among
those 25 Senators are 17 combat veterans,
many of whom had been under heavy
enemy fire in previous wars, including
the distingnished Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. InouYE), who lost an arm as a
combat soldier in World War II, and who
is a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and who is a cosponsor of the
amendment to which Mr, Johnson ob-
jects.

But the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FuLeriGHT), who has been here for many,
many years laboring to defend the in-
terests of the United States and to try
to bring about a more rational order of
our foreign policy, would understand-
ably take special exception to the way he
is singled out in this speech. I just want
to commend him for what he says here
today.

VA ADMINISTRATOR JOHNSON SLANDERS

TS, SENATORS

Mr. President, a few days ago the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs, Mr.
Donald E. Johnson, delivered an inflam-
matory attack on Members of the U.S.
Senate who have supported legislation to
end the sacrifice of American life and
treasure in Vietnam.
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His remarks were long on labels, He
referred to Senators as ‘“salesmen of
surrender,” as “apostles of retreat and
defeat,” as individuals “who fight ac-
tively in favor of surrender to the forces
of communism and totalitarianism, not
only in Vietnam but almost everywhere
else in the world,” as “unilateral disarm-
ers, defeatists, and neo Neville Chamber-
lains.”

Such charges cannot be left unan-
swered. They are contemptuous of the
Senate itself. They give cause to wonder
about the temperance and the maturity
of their author, a man who administers
programs about which all of us are
deeply concerned.

Words which impugn the patriotism
of Members of the Senate are serious
enough. But it is saddening as well fto
note that again an office of the executive
branch has served as a public platform
for unfounded personal criticisms of
members of another body of govern-
ment. This can only erode the coopera-
tion and communication which must ex-
ist on the policymaking levels, under-
mining the efforts of those in both
branches who are sincerely committed to
the pursuit of peace in both Southeast
Asia and the United States. This kind of
divisiveness leaves one wondering what
has happened to the administration’s
fading inaugural slogan, “bring us to-
gether.”

I took the liberty of writing a letter to
Mr. Johnson, in which I set forth my
own views on his speech and the damage
that I thought it would do to our national
interests, and I ask unanimous consent
that, following the remarks of the Sena-
tor from Arkansas, the text of my letter
to Mr. Johnson be printed in the RECORD.
I am perfectly willing to read it if Sena-
tors would prefer, but to save the time of
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent
that the letter be so printed in the
RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 4.)

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator
for yielding to me.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena-
tor. I think it is especially interesting
that this speech was made by the Direc-
tor of the VA only a short time after
the Senate, on motion, I believe, of the
Senator from California (Mr. CRrAN-
sToN), had approved an increase of $100
million in funds available for veterans’
hospitals. He does not mention that in
his speech.

The other point is that he made this
speech to the Disabled American Vet-
erans. If there is any group of men, in my
judgment, who are not enthralled about
the war in Vietnam, it is those who have
actually lost limbs and been disabled in
combat. It is one thing to serve in a non-
commissioned officers club, servicing the
slot machines, and another thing to serve
on the frontline and have your arms or
legs blown off.

To be speaking to disabled veterans in
this vein, glorifying our efforts in Viet-
nam, seems to me to be especially inap-
propriate, and evidences a man with no
sensitivity whatever, either to his audi-
ence, to the issues involved, or to the way
the Senate has recently acted with re-
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gard to the Veterans' Administration
itself.

I do not recall ever seeing a statement
of this character made by an official of
some importance, as he is, and so much
in contrast to statements of his predeces-
sors. Mr. Driver, whom we all know—I do
not know whether he had a party affilia-
tion or not but I do not recall any serious
criticism of his administration. He cer-
tainly never engaged in this type of con-
duct, nor did his predecessors. They
never engaged in this kind of condemna-
tion of the elected representatives of the
people. It is, as far as I know, unprece-
dented for a person in this kind of an
appointive position certainly not con-
sidered primarily a partisan position, but
one that has generally been regarded, if
any is in our Government, as nopartisan,
to engage in this kind of vitriolic, vitu-
perative attack upon Senators, not only
individually but collectively.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield again?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. McGOVERN. I am glad that the
Senator made the point he did about the
Disabled American Veterans, to whom
Mr. Johnson directed his remarks, be-
cause I get many letters, as I am sure the
Senator from Arkansas does—he has re-
ferred to some of those he is going to put
in the Recorp—coming from disabled
veterans of the Vietnam conflict, who
write on the basis of their experience—of
course, veterans are divided on this issue,
just as the rest of us are——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Surely they are.

Mr. McGOVERN. But many of them
have written to me that they do not see
anything that justifies the continued
sacrifice of American life and limb in
Vietnam, 'that the quicker we can disen-
gage from that conflict, the better, that it
was & mistake to go there in the first
place, they are impatient with the pace
of withdrawal, and that they are im-
pressed with what they believe to be the
repressive character of the government in
Saigon and its corruption. So I think it is
particularly in bad taste that Mr. John-
son, as the head of our veterans program,
chose to make this speech attacking the
integrity and the commitment of Sena-
tors before a group of Disabled American
Veterans.

One thing that has always puzzled me
is why, from the very beginning of this
debate, from time to time there have
been people who have talked about how
courageous it was to make such and such
a type of speech in support of the war
effort. I notice Mr. Johnson here refers to
those of us who have taken a different
view toward the war as “cowardly.”

I have never thought that one tested
either cowardice or courage by what one
said on a public platform. It does not
really take very much courage to get up
and beat your breast and talk about how
we are going to stand firm in Vietnam. It
is the soldiers who are out there on the
front lines who are really being asked to
test their courage. But to talk about being
courageous just because you are cheering
from the sidelines, urging young men on
to their deaths in a war that many of us
think is a great mistake—I do not regard
that as a test of courage, and certainly
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I object very strenuously to the label of
“cowardly” to those of us who feel, in all
good conscience, that it is in our na-
tional interest to bring this war to an end.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. What the Senator
says is quite right. I shall read one para-
graph from one of the letters I am in-
serting here, from a soldier. It says:

Myself and many, many GI's I work with
are very much opposed to the continuation
of this war. As a combat engineer sguad
leader, I have worked very closely with the
infantry on countless occasions. It is my
opinion that opposition to the war runs
deepest in these overworked, maltreated,
deeply respected individuals.

He is talking about men in the infan-
try as compared with those sitting in
offices.

He continues:

I simply want you to have this letter and
others like it to temper the glowing words
50 many Congressmen have for the dedica-
tion to victory of our GI's. It is your words,
not those of blind fiagwavers, which keep up
the morale of so many over here,

In one of the other letters, the writer
says:

Not knowing how to live in a city, the
Vietnamese learned to follow the example
supplied to them by American G.I.s. America
has made avallable to them a life style as
American as Betsy Ross and as deplorable
as Watts or Harlem.

America’s vices are allowed virtually free
reign here. Materialism is rampant. A quiet
agricultural nation has been turned into a
nation of thieves, dope addicts, prostitutes,
alcoholies, and black marketeers.

Then he goes on about the conditions
that have arisen as a consequence of the
war in Vietnam.

Those men, who are at the grassroots
level, see what the war is really doing, not
only to themselves and their comrades in
arms, but also to the Vietnamese. They
have quite a different outlook than Mr.
Johnson.

I want to read just two or three other
statements from Mr. Johnson’s speech.
He says:

We have seen those apostles of retreat and
defeat grow bolder in recent months.

And now we have reached the point where
some members of the United States Sen-
ate have actually purchased television time
and newspaper space to lobby for surrender
and against those in the Congress who still
believe that a peace without honor and
Justice is no peace at all.

Now it is no longer enough to debate the
merits of this great issue on the floor of the
Senate. Now the Hatfields and the McGov-
erns and 22 of their fellow Doves have become
salesmen of surrender, selling the “sell-out”
like some sell used cars or potato chips.

That is very colorful language. T would
say Mr. Johnson is trying to outdo the
Vice President.

He continues:

Senator Hatfield, Senator MecGovern, and
22 of their cohorts would nullify what hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans have fought
for. In the name of peace they would betray
the peace.

In the name of peace they would have
America go back on her word, her honor and
her commitments.

Let me ask you this question: how many
nations that now depend on the United
States could ever depend on us again if we
quit In Vietnam and turn our Allies over
to our enemies?

Let me ask you what this cowardly action

August 4, 1970

would say to the rest of Asia, to Europe, t0
South America, to Israel?

Mr. President, those are excerpts
which simply illustrate what is not only
an outrageous indictment of many
Members of the Senate, but a speech in
very bad taste. It is remarkable to me
that such a man should be given the
responsibility of administering the great
Veterans' Administration, into which we
have poured so much treasure and to
which so many thousands of our veter-
ans look for their sustenance, especially
those who are disabled.

ExXHIBIT 1

TEXT oF REMARKS BY Hon, DonALD E, JoraN-
50N, ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS' AFFAIRS,
AT THE DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS Na-
TIONAL CONVENTION, LOS ANGELES, CALIF.,
JuLy 28, 1970
National Commander Ray Neal . . . dis-

tinguished officers, members and guests of

the Disabled American Veterans:

First, may I wish each of you DAV mem-
bers, and your great organization, a very
happy Golden Anniversary.

Having just commemorated—one week ago
today—the 40th anniversary of the establish-
ment of the Veterans Administration on July
21st, 1930. I can appreciate more than ever
your genuine, justifiable pride in the DAV’s
half-century of service to America, and to
America's veterans, especially those disabled
in the service of our nation.

It is because of your half-century of
dedicated service to America, and the fact
that each of the members of this great
organization has suffered disability during
time of war, that I would like at the outset
to discuss with you briefiy the war in
Vietnam.

‘While President Nixon continues to seek to
unwind the war in Vietnam in ways that will
insure that 43,000 American soldiers have
not died in vain, there are those in both
parties, who for reasons known only to them-
selves, seek at every opportunity to under-
mine the President’s efforts.

In fact, these so-called Doves have reached
the point now where it is not enough merely
for them to seek retreat and surrender In
Vietnam.

Now, they also seek a total withdrawal
from our world-wide commitments—with-
drawal that amounts to a return to the isola=-
tionism of the 1930s—and a cutback in our
defenses, both nuclear and non-nuclear,
which amounts to a retreat from reality.

Both steps are designed to insure, regard-
less of the consequences to the freedom and
independence of America's allies, that we will
become a second-rate world power in the
decade of the 70s.

I have no basis on which to challenge the
motives of these people—the Hatfields, the
Goodells, the McGoverns, the Fulbrights and
others of that ilk—but I do challenge their
reasoning.

Someone once sald that eternal vigllance
is the price of liberty, vigilance against those
who would destroy freedom from within, as
well as from without.

A willingness to buy and pay for pre-
eminence in the field of national defense is
also the price of liberty when we speak of
the threat from without.

Yet there are those today—the Hatfields,
the Goodells, the McGoverns, the Muskies,
the Fulbrights and others—who are not wil-
ing to pay that price. In fact, they fight
actively against it. In fact, they fight
actively in favor of surrender to the forces of
Communism and totallitarianism, not only in
Vietnam but also almost everywhere else in
the world.

They do this in the name of wonderful
peace. But they have forgotten that peace is
wonderful only if you combine it with free-
dom.
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And they do this also in the name of re-
ordering priorities, of taking money from
defense to rebuild cities, end pollution and
do all those other good t! we want to see
done. But they fail to realize that a nation
without pollution, without poverty and with-
out problems is also without hope if it can-
not defend itself from enemies without. They
fall to realize that we can never solve our
internal problems if we cannot cope with
our external problems.

We have seen those apostles of retreat and
defeat grow bolder in recent months.

And now we have reached the point where
some members of the United States Senate
have actually purchased television time and
newspaper space to lobby for surrender and
against those in the Congress who still be-
lieve that a peace without honor and jus-
tice is no peace at all.

Now, is it no longer enough to debate
the merits of this great issue on the floor
of the Senate. Now the Hatfields and the
McGoverns and 22 of their fellow Doves have
become salesmen of surrender, selling the
“sell-out” like some sell used cars or potato
chips.

I refer to the TV and newspaper campaign
to pass the Hatfield-McGovern amendment,
which will be debated in August on the floor
of the Senate.

This is the amendment that would, first of
all, stop Americans from fighting in Viet-
nam and secondly, and most importantly,
have them all out of Vietnam by next June,
regardless of what the situation is there.

In other words, it's a purely "defeat, re-
treat and surrender” amendment, one that
offers no hope of an honorable peace to
America and South Vietnam and one that
offers every hope to the Communists of
eventual victory.

It is just that simple.

Senator Hatfield, Senator McGovern, and
22 of their cohorts would nullify what hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans have fought
for. In the name of peace they would betray
the peace.

In the name of peace they would have
America go back on her word, her honor
and her commitments.

Let me ask you this question: how many
nations that now depend on the United
States could ever depend on us again if we
quit in Vietnam and turn our Allies over
to our enemies?

Let me ask you what this cowardly ac-
tion would say to the rest of Asia, to Europe,
to South America, to Israel?

Let me ask you, also, what it would say to
Red China and Red Russia and Red Cuba?

What would it say to those who put their
faith in freedom?

And what would it say to those who seek
to extend the cruel hand of tyranny?

I don't need to give you those answers.
You who have fought for freedom and paid
a price for this country’s honor know the an-
swWers,

But let me warn you, win or lose, Hatfield
and McGovern and their allies will not stop
with merely seeking surrender in Vietnam.

They are already working diligently to
make the United States incapable of de-
fending its Allies or itself.

Joined by others, including Senator Prox-
mire, they seek to cut back—and back—
and back on defense spending at a time
when Russia Is spending more—and more—
and more on both offensive and defensive
weapons,

As imperialist Communism expands its
navies and its merchant marine, as it builds
antiballistic missile systems and multiple re-
entry warheads, the Proxmires and the Hat-
fields and the McGoverns seek to prevent
any action that would even let the Uniited
States maintain a parity.

We are behind now in missiles; we will,
by the middle of this decade, be behind in
submarines, we are losing the arms race and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the maritime race, because of Senators like
these.

And we will continue to lose so long as
they are not told that the American people
are still proud—and still love freedom—and
are willing to pay the costs of freedom,
whatever the price.

We will lose in Vietnam and Asla and
Europe and the Americas. And eventually
we will lose our own freedoms unless we
stop the unilateral disarmers; unless we stop
the defeatists and the neo Neville Chamber-
lains,

There are some in America who never
learned from Munich, who never learned
from Pearl Harbor, or Korea, who still don't
believe Mein EKampf, and who still think
that the leaders of the Communist world are
nice people, even as Americans die on their
orders and from their weapons.

I think it is time now that the American
people put an end to this nonsense in Wash-
ington. I think it is time they told the world
that to Americans peace and freedom are
indivisible. I think it is time that Americans
who believe in America stood up strong and
straight so the Hatfields and the McGoverns
and their surrender-minded friends can
count them and hear them.

For only by showing them that we, the
majority, will settle for no less than a just
peace and strong America, can we counter
their maneuver to buy peace at any price, in-
cluding the price of freedom.

In his kind invitation to me to address
this convention . . . Commander Neal sug-
gested that you would be Interested in a
report on the Veterans' Administration.

In making this report . . I am con-
scious of other important sources of infor-
mation which obviates the need for a detailed
accounting by me today.

I know that you had the good fortune
yesterday to have as the keynote speaker at
your convention . .. the distinguished
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Veterans
Affairs of the Senate Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee . . . the Honorable Alan
Cranston.

And I know that attending your conven-
tion is another very distinguished speaker—
the man who for so many years has served
so ably the veterans of America—ithe Chair-
man of the House Committee on Veterans
Affairs, the Honorable Olin E. Teague.

You are also fortunate enough—or per-
haps I should say farsighted enough—to
have such able officials in Washington as
John Keller, Jack Feighner, Chet Huba, and
their associates , . . to keep you informed
of legislative and executive actions . . . pro-
spective as well as current . . . in the field of
veterans affairs.

Permit me to highlight a few of those de-
velopments in the past year which have
had—or will have—the greatest eflect on
America's veterans and their families who
are our mutual concern.

It was particularly gratifying that Pres-
ident Nixon, last September authorized an
increase in VA employment of 1,500 per-
sons—most of them earmarked for our De-
partment of Medicine and Surgery.

If you recall, this action came at the time
the President was reducing employment else-
where in the government by about 50,000
jobs.

Then in April of this year the President
authorized the VA to request $15 million in
supplemental medical care appropriations
for the remaining three mcnths of fiscal year
1970.

The President in announcing this author-
fzation on April 2nd—also increased the al-
ready record high VA medical care budget
requested for fiscal year 1971 by an addi-
tional $50 million.

Exactly one week earlier the President
signed one of the most important—If not
the most important—veteran benefit laws to
be enacted this year—PL 91-219—which in-
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creased retroactively to February first VA
educational allowances by approximately 35
percent.

To me, another of the significant provi-
slons of this 1970 amendment to the G.I. Bill
is the provision for an expanded ‘‘Outreach”
program.

I say “significant™ because I sincerely be-
lieve that this provision constitutes a con-
gressional vote of confidence in the value and
validity of the on-going and growing “Out-
reach” program initiated by VA.

Also, I say “significant,” because of the
DAV's invaluable participation in the home-
town segment of this program and because of
your strong support of the VA's operations on
the other “Outreach” fronts in Vietnam, at
stateside military hospitals, separation
points, United States Veteran Assistance Cen-
ters, and through computer-generated, per-
sonalized letters to recently discharged
veterans.

I know that you are familiar with the re-
sults of this unprecedented, massive effort to
reach returning Vietnam era veterans to in-
form them of their benefits and to persuade
them—especially the educationally disadvan-
taged—that for their own welfare, for the
future welfare of their families, their com-
munities, and their country, they should use
their education and training benefits as well
as other benefits.

This effort—especially in the vital area of
education and training—is paying off.

For example In this filscal year we expect
that 1.6 million veterans, including disabled
veterans, will receive VA education and
training assistance.

By the end of Piscal Year 1971—by next
June 30th—when the Vietnam G.I, Bill will
be just five years and one month old—the
total number of veterans and servicemen who
will have participated under this program
will exceed the 2,390,000 veterans who trained
during the entire 13-history of the Eorean
Conflict G. L. Bill.

The priority interests of the Disabled
American Veterans compel me to turn now
to those benefits and services which are of
special concern to disabled veterans.

Nearly a year ago, on August 27, 1969 to be
precise, the VA endorsed H.R. 370 to increase
the VA allowance for specially equipped au-
tomobiles for severely disabled veterans from
$1,600 to 82,500,

As you know, the House passed this bill
last month on June 15th, and it is now pend-
ing in the Senate.

The VA grant for paraplegic housing has
been increased from $10,000 to $12,500. In
that same measure signed into law by Presi-
dent Nixon on June 6, 1969, VA direct loans
were increased from $17,5600 to $21,000, help-
ing veterans enjoy home ownership in areas
where private mortgage financing Is not
available.

Obviously, Public Law 91-32, prohibiting
the reduction of a veteran's statutory dis-
ability award which has been continuously
in effect for 20 years, had been some time in
the legislative mill before I became Admin-
istrator of Veterans Affairs. But I was in-
deed pleased that President Nixon signed
this measure into law on the day I was
sworn Into office, June 23, 1969,

Before concluding with some brief com-
ments about the VA hospital and medical
care program, permit me to mention very
quickly a few other benefits—improved if not
new—that have become reality since your
convention last year in Miami.

Public Law 91-96, approved by the Presi-
dent last October Tth, established a new
concept for increased payments of depend-
ency and Indemnity Compensation to wid-
ows of servicemen and veterans whose death
was service-related.

Community nursing home care—at VA ex-
pense—and with no limitation as to the
length of time such care may be provided, is
now authorized for veterans whose hospital-




27276

ization was pimarily for a service-connected
disability.

Complete medical services for a nonserv-
ice-connected disability is also now avail-
able on an outpatient care basis for any war
veteran who has a permanent and total
service-connected disability.

My Army outfit in World War II oper-
ated—successfully I might add—on the prem-
ise “if it's not necessary, it's not author-
ized.”

This past March I determined that it
would no longer be necessary for veterans
65 or older to have to disclose financial de-
talls In order to be admitted to a VA hos-
pital.

Certainly this was no earth-shaking ad-
ministrative action on my part, but I think
that it does reflect a genuine desire on our
part In the Veterans Administration to rec-
ognize the dignity and the integrity of our
veterans . . . and to deliver the benefits and
services which they need with the least pos-
sible inconvenience to them.

No “VA stockholders” report to a DAV na-
tional convention would be complete with-
out some facts concerning the VA hospital
and medical care program.

I do not hesitate to broach this subject be-
fore this audience today, because I know
of the many “positives” of VA medicine
which can, and should, be brought to your
attention.

These positives are often overlooked when
one's concern is focused on effecting im-
provements to which any program, includ-
ing VA medicine, is susceptible.

Consider these facts if you will in evaluat-
ing the VA hospital and ‘medical care pro-
gram.

Today, 94 VA hospitals are affillated with
more than 500 medieal, nursing, pharmacy,
and soclal work schools, and graduate de-
partments of psychology.

VA medical education currently provides
training for some 32,000 individuals in al-
most all categories of health services.

‘About half of the nation’s third and fourth
year medical students get some part of their
training in VA hospitals . . . and from the
2,600 professionals who hold medlical school
faculty appointments.

Each of VA's 166 hospitals 1s fully ac-
credited by the Joint Commission on Hos-
pital Accreditation sponsored by the Ameri-
can Medical Association, the American Hos-
pital Association, the American College of
Physicians, and the American College of
Surgeons.

The Administration’s budget of more than
one-and-three-quarter billlon dollars for VA
medical care in Fiscal Year 1971 is the high-
est in the history of VA medicine.

It is $210 milllon more than last year's
initial budget which was then the highest
in history.

It is a fact that this record-high VA med-
ical care budget will enable us to add 5,700
medical employees, and bring our full-time
medical employment to nearly 138,000, the
biggest work force in the history of the
Department of Medicine and Surgery.

It is a fact that in this fiscal year nearly
800,000 veterans, the greatest number In his-
tory, will be cared for in VA’'s 166 hospitals.

It is a fact that the President's record-
setting VA medical care budget request for
this fiscal year will enable VA to handle
more than 8 million expected outpatient
visits.

We will also be able to continue and ac-
celerate the opening of coronary and inten-
sive medical and surgical care units. I might
point out that nearly half of the VA's hos-
pitals now have intensive and coronary units,
compared with only 64 a year ago.

We will increase medical research by more
than a million and a half dollars.

We will obligate $120.4 million for con-
struction . . . the largest volume of hospital
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construction placed under contract in 21
Vears.

As a result of the additional funds made
avallable and reguested for VA medical care
last year and this . . . a total of #1,556,000
in additional funds have been allocated to
the VA spinal cord injury program.

During the 13 months I have been Ad-
ministrator of Veterans Affairs I have re-
peatedly assured audiences such as this that
no service-connected disabled Vietnam vet~
eran will lack for immediate, quality medi-
cal care in our VA hospitals.

I reiterate this promise today.

More than this, however, I can also. tell
you today that severely disabled, amputee
Vietnam veterans, in addition to the high
quality medical treatment and care provided
all veterans, will receive the: special atten-
tion, the understanding, and the morale
building support which—despite their un-
common courage—they may need.

Eight of our VA hospitals have now been
designated to care for military patients hav-
ing multiple major amputations, or a major
amputation combined with other serious dis-
abilites.

Another 80 VA hospitals will care for pa-
tients who have single amputations and no
other serious disabllities. Each veteran will
have the cholce of the hospital nearest his
home.

President Nixon has sald that “to those
who have been injured in the service of the
United States, we owe & special obligation.”

I promise each:and everyone of you this
obligation will be met.

Certainly . . . this Administrator of Vet-
erans Affairs . . . and the dedicated, com-
passionate, skilled men and women in the
Veterans Administration with whom I am
privileged to work . . . will not rest until
this obligation has been met.

I'am grateful for the opportunity to be
with you today. For your unselfish devotion

to the welfare of those injured in the service
of our nation cannot help but inspire and

sustain me . . . as I seek to serve those who
are our mutual concern.
VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS,
Washington, D.C., July 21, 1970.
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTorR FULBrRIGHT: This iz to let
you know that the Veterans of Foreign Wars
has noted with deep appreciation your re-
marks on July 6 in support of the additional
$100 million for VA hospitals, as provided
in the VA appropriation for 1971 (H.R. 17548).

The Senate, after hearing the evidence,
has acted by adding $100 million for VA medt-
cal programs, and the Veterans of Foreign
Wars is strongly urging the House conferees
to concur in the Senate action.

You have the sincerest thanks and deep
appreciation of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars for the significant and vital role you
played in having the Senate approve this
badly needed additional money, which will
help provide the VA with the personnel and
services it needs to extend the highest qual-
ity medical care for returning wounded
Vietnam veterans and disabled veterans of
previous wars.

With kind personal regards, I am,

Sincerely,
FraNcis W. STOVER,
Director, National Legislative ‘Service,

ExHIBIT 2

DeAr SBENATOR FULBRIGHT: You have been
outspoken on your view of the effects of
the war in Southeast Asia on America. Let
me tell you something about the effects of
America on the war in Southeast Asia.

First let me state my credentials: I am
8 college graduate with a B.S. in biology. I
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am presently serving in administrative du-
ties in the USAF near Saigon. I have been
here almost 2 months.

In the time that I have been here, it has
become guite clear that all the things that
are wrong with America come to a focus
over here. The thing that has ruined this
country, perhaps even more so than the war
itself, is the importation of something I
can only reluctantly call Americanism. Viet-
nam is an agricultural country. The people,
as can be expected, are rather backward in
some ways. But I hasten to add that we
could learn a few things from their art and
craftsmanship. But it 1s no longer easy to
do so. The pure Vietnamese peasant no
longer exists. The majority of the people
have been forced by the war into giving up
their farming to eke out a living in the city
as best they can. Salgon is a city designed
for a quarter million people. It now houses
about 2 million. Under these conditions it is
hard for anyone to manage.

Not knowing how to live in a city, the
Vietnamese learned to follow the example
supplied to them by American G.I's, Amer-
ica has made available to them a life style
as American as Betsy Ross and as deplor-
able as Watts or Harlem.

America's vices are allowed virtually free
reign here. Materlalism is rampant. A quiet,
agricultural nation has been turned into a
nation of thieves, dope addicts, prostitutes,
alcoholics, and black marketeers.

If many Vietnamese seem to care about
nothing but money, as some G.I.s argue, it
is because they have learned that from Amer-
icans, If life itself has lost much of its
meaning to them,; they have learned that
from us too. Except for a few kind souls, to
the last man, Americans here are down on
the Vietnamese; criticizing them for flaws
we have created in them and which we have
ourselves., Thus having degraded them,
Americans use that as an excuse for exploit-
ing the Vietnamese further. The G.I.5 play
them for suckers.

Comment of & shuttle bus driver this
morning when viewing an accident where a
Vietnamese on a motoreycle was hit by a
jeep: “The only thing wrong is he's still
alive.” It doesn't matter at all if he was a
V.C. sympathizer or not. He's just a worth-
less, thieving (probably) gook.

G.I.s have many ways of denying the hu-
manity of the Vietnamese which is some-
thing they want to do because each one of
them simply cares about himself, his imme-
diate friends and relatives (in a pinch, just
himself) and to hell with everyone else, It's
the American way. They are frustrated. They
want to go home and take care of their own:
Their own T.V.s, stereos, hot cars, yachts.
snowmobiles, bars ete.—The Glorious Amer-
ican Standard of Living! (The American
Standard of Living at one time, was a good
thing to export but it isn't the same any-
more. It is the manufactured result of the
free exercise of greedy, moral-less advertisers
and the companies who soliclt their serv-
ices.) Putting as much physical distance as
possible between himself and the Vietnam-
ese and sticking with his ecronies, the aver-
age G.I. gathers about himself that all-
American mark of distinction—material
wealth. They buy radios and stereo record
players and tape recorders to listen to Amer-
ican music. They set up their own radio sta-
tion—to listen to American music. They set
up an American T.V. station to watch
American T.V. All this has the effect of con-
vincing all but the most wary that he’s but
a block from home. The fact that there i1s a
war going on and people are getting killed
and that Vietnamese are starving seems as
far away as the other side of the moon.

And the effect on the Vietnamese of being
disregarded, spat upon, exploited at every
turn, lled to, cheated, mistreated, played




August 4, 1970

tricks upon, and treated like rats? At first
all they knew was the G.I.s were there. There
was little or no attempt at understanding
or communication or even just trying to be
sincerely friends. After they came to see
through our guises of help and friendship,
which is all we éver offered, they came to
hate us. That s only natural. The next step
was to show us that two can play this game
and now we have the cowboys. There is a
little cowboy, a little resentment in all the
Vietnamese for all the havoc we have
wreaked while ostensibly trying to help them.
When we turn on our hosts and exploit
them, play them for suckers, treat them like
dirt, buy their women, they appreciate us
about as much as they appreciate the V.C.
When someone tells you the Vietnamese
people want us out of Vietnam, now maybe
you know why. I wouldn't want the kind
of American we have here in my neighbor-
hood either. You should see the G.I.s flaunt-
ing their wealth at everyone; swinging cam-
eras, stereos, radlos, porcelain elephants ete.
What does that say to a Vietnamese? We
have made avid consumers of them all. We
have shown them what the dog-eat-dog
American way of life is like at its worst.

The thing that should concern you most is
the fact that this is all’done with the highest
government sanction. This base hasn't been
hit in quite a while. Do you know why?
Another base 15 miles from here gets it every
night. They operate combat aircraft while we
do not particularly but that isn't the main
reason. If this base gets hit Saigon goes
off-limits. If Salgon goes off-limits the G.Is
can't go downtown and change their money
or sell the things they steal from each other
and the black market would be hurting. So
to support the black market and to keep the
base from being hit Saigon is kept on-limits,
There is no reason why anyone has to leave
this base. All they ever do In town is get
drunk, get in trouble, or participate in the
black market. The curfew Is 10 P.M. to 6
AM, but many guys stay somewhere down-
town. I know of several who are living 11-
legally off-base. The G.I.s here think nothing
of selling out their brothers in the bush
by changing money downtown. They tell me
even the colonels do it. One soldier told me
he caught a guy trying to sell a handgrenade.
He also told me pot is the only way you can
live in the jungle.

While I am at it let me say a little about
the men we lower grade servicemen like to
call lifers. Not all career men are lifers, Some
are dedicated, decent people but most are just
off skid row. But the trouble is the service is
setup In such a way that these men are its
backbone. The theory is that a man who has
many years In a fleld knows most about it
and should be in charge of it. In practice
many career men are nincompoops who
hardly know enough to come in out of the
rain. They do not keep up to date on regu-
lation changes and spend their free time
boozing it up in some bar. What they do
supremely is supervise. The alrmen (in the
USAF) under them are the ones who actually
do the work and are up to date since they are
recently trained with the latest books. Of
course when it comes to making up tests for
promotion they make them up themselves to
ensiire their passing them. They write thelr
own glowing performance reports that read
like something out of a superman comic
book. Incidentally these reports must be
typed to perfection regardless of the sheer
bunk that they are written with. Appearance
is more important. Like Peter Principle says,
“An ounce cof image is'worth a pound of per-
formance". Nowhere is that truer than among
the NCOs and officers of the military. In some
cases perhaps this is unavoldable but there
are a few I really object to. Bet yourself up a
list of the things you think it would be most
important for a man to have if he is going
into a war zone. Then compare it with a list
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of what our soldlers and airmen are given and
see if your priorities match those of the
military. I think you may be a little bit
shocked.

For one thing, in a tropical country as dis-
ease laden as this one is, you would expect
health and hygiene items to be high on the
list. Many of the diseases found in this part
of the world are carried by sandflies, mos-
quitoes, and other insects. Insect repellant
should be issued regularly to all troops here.
You can buy some in the BX if they have
any. For a month since I arrived they didn’t.
I discovered they have a few bottles hidden
away in the local purchase store which is for
official purchases only. Mosquito netting
should at least be avallable if not a part of
the SEA issue. To my knowledge there is
none avallable. A couple of guys have some
but they probably got it down town. Fans are
a big help in keeping the bugs off but once
again you have to buy one in the BX if and
when they have them. In short, for a newly
arrived serviceman there is NO protection
against the foreign insects and the disease
organisms they are host to and when he has
just arrived is his most vulnerable time. One
would think that in view of this at least the
transient barracks where he must stay for a
few days would at least be kept fairly well
sealed. There are big holes In the screens, the
lockers are unlockable (the thievery among
G.Is here is terrific), the floor floods when it
rains and the bugs come in, and while you
sweat trying to get to sleep the bugs attack
any exposed parts and even bite through the
sheets keeping you awake. Lack of sleep cer-
tainly doesn’t help you bulld up your resist-
ance any either, especially after a 17-hour
flight from the states which has your metab-
olism all messed up anyway.

They spray the base by air around 7 a.m.
a couple of times a week so that everybody is
up and around and breathing regularly so we
get a good dose. I haven't found out what
they spray but it doesn't cut the insect popu-
lation any as far as I can see. Mosqultoes
breed in standing pools of water. It is stand-
ard procedure stateside to level out depres-
sions to avold this, There are standing pud-
dles, almost like moats, between each bar-
racks. A mosquito could live his entire life
without having to go more than ten feet. In
addition to the aerial spraying, a truck comes
through the housing area twice a week with
some kind of fog. It is sprayed all over a group
of G.Is watching movies in the compound
among other things. The bugs persist. It is
well known that many of the insects here are
resistant to various insecticides. Apparently
the stuff they use is ineffective. Malaria pills
are supplied in the chow hall but not every-
one eats there. Moreover the G.I.s spread ru-
mors that the pills will make you sterlle and
since they sometimes cause diarrhea they
don't take them.

A serviceman is not just a man. He is also
a fighting unit. He Is responsible not just for
himself but for the others he must defend
in battle, for the damaged aircraft he can
repair or the machine he can run. It is in
the Interest of the Alr Force that its per-
sonnel be in condition to accomplish the Air
Force mission not just in one man's interest
that he stay well. It costs dll of us when a
man is sick or wounded. There is a mission
capability loss. But the policies of the Air
Force today do not reflect this kind of prac-
tical thinking. It is each man for himself
and responsible, apparently, only to himself.
You can lead a horse to water but you can’t
make him drink except in the service where
the lives of many others are at stake, you'd
better find a way to make him drink.

Just what do the priorities of the service
align themselves with? A little looking will
disclose that because of the fear of losing its
backbone, the supposedly knowledgeable and
capable lifers, the service caters to their every
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whim. Morale is the word they use. It's still
considered a morale factor. That's the an-
swer I received when I Inquired as to why, in
view of the voluminous evidence of how cig-
arette smoking can and has hurt the ‘Air
Force mission through hospitalizations, over-
burdened medical facilities, loss' of materiel
through fire and downtime from colds and
coughs and many other things, the Surgeon
General has not taken steps to reduce smok-
ing among those charged with protecting
our interests by eliminating cigarette sales
from government facilities, increasing their
price or in other ways reducing their easy
availability to service personnel. This same
argument is used in defense of all the vices
committed by the lifers. A simple request
that candy vending machines be replaced
by oranges, apples and milk machines re-
place coke machines, made by a dentisi’s
nurse at one base to attempt to cut down
on the expense of dental treatments and
downtime due to appointments, was appar-
ently ignored. The lifers it seems place a
higher value on coke and candy than milk
and apples. Well I guess that's to be expected.
But do you think the government should fol-
low their juvenile, immature example and
sanction i1t? The service should discourage all
debilitating, misslon-harming practices but
it encourages them right along with physical
fithess. All the words In the world don’t
mean a thing to a smoker who finds ciga-
rettes cheap in the commissary. That's a fine
way to protect a nation. I'm glad to know a
half-trained band of choking alcoholics is
ready to defend me. Maybe the Marines still
make men (though I doubt it) and I still
question their definition of men, but the
rest of the services make pigs or let the men
make pigs of themselves and help them do it.
Go into any barracks on a Friday midnight.

The black market in Salgon, made possible
by the materialistic demands of the Amer-
ican standard of G.I. living, also has U.S.
Government sanction it would seem. Why
else, when one can get all that he needs and
then some on base, should Saigon not be off-
limits? Morale again I suppose. G.I. spend-
ing in Saigon is a major source of revenue
for the V.C, G.I. demands for luxuries in the
BX and our employment of Vietnamese dock-
workers and drivers ensures that the streets
of Saigon are filled with goodies. All this is
costing our government fantastic sums of
money. And the war profiteers are here too.
From PFC all the way up to General, Ameri-
can greed runs rampant. G.I.s here sell their
brothers in the fleld, downgradingly called
“grunts”, who are fighting for them, by ex-
changing MPC in Saigon. The G.I. who buys
with MPC buys the bullets that kill in the
field. They don't care, As long as it's not
them or someone theyTre not concerned
about, fine. It's as American as Kinsey.

Apart from keeping the Viet Cong from
killing them all, we are doing the Vietnamese
few favors. If you ask me, we are using a
mighty filthy rag to clean up the mess over
here.

If you care about America, you'll do some-
thing to change the charaeter of our 'repre-
sentatives” in the service. In the military,
some changes can be dictated. For example:
tax cigarettes and alcoheol and put Salgon
off-Iimits permanently. Teach someone in &
high place that giving a baby everything it
wants is no way to establish responsibility
and discipline or maintain morale. What it
does do, you can see here. .

Above all get on those creators of the whole
American mess—the unscrupulous advertis-
ers who use psychology to exhibit the folbles
of human beings for private profit at any cost.
Subliminal advertising has been banned
from T.V. but what about the unwritten
brainwashing that daily is manufactured and
fed to the American public by companies
with no principle except profit and who use
psychological consulting firms to under-
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stand, predict, and control the hapless Amer-
ican? The immoral exploitation of human
weakness must be stopped if America is to
survive.

So you see there's a much bigger job to be
done, at home, by people like you. Take your
eyes off the dissension the war is causing and
look at your meighbors for what they have
become—in Edward Abbey’s words “pigs In
heaven”. Then let's not hear any more about
the effects of the war on the American way
of life. It's the other way around.

Sincerely,

JoLy 18, 1970.

DEeArR SENATOR FULBRIGHT: Since this is a
letter of support, I needn't elaborate my posi-
tion. I plan to do so in letters to your critics.

Myself and many many GI's I work with
are very much opposed to the continuation
of this war. As a combat engineer squad
leader, I have worked very closely with the
infantry on countless occasions. It is my
opinion that opposition to the war runs
deepest in these over-worked, mal-treated,
deeply respected individuals.

I simply want you to have this letter and
others like it to temper the glowing words
so many Congressmen have for the dedica-
tion to victory of our GI's. It is your words,
not those of blind flagwavers, which keep
up the morale of so many over here.

I had the privilege of hearing a speech you
delivered to a group of summer interns in
1967. I never dreamed I'd be here three years
later. You and your colleagues' relentless
pressure will hopefully force the country out
of this entanglement and encourage more
discrete policy making in the future.

Thank you for all your efforts.

Sincerely yours,

ExHIBIT 3

PiNE BLUFF, ARK.,
July 16, 1970.
Hon. J, Winriam “Brun” PULBRIGHT,
Senator,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaToR: I wish to express my very
deep appreciation for your presentation in
the Senate on Tuesday, June 9, 1970, regard=-
ing the plight of the Veterans Hospitals and
for sending me a copy of the Congressional
Record of the proceedings regarding your
very able presentation.

I used this information in my discussion
of the status of pending legislation in Con-
gress, a bill that will add 100 million dollars
to the VA medical program, etc., as will be
observed by the enclosed newspaper clipping,
at our Post meeting Monday night.

Eeep up your good work.

With kindest regards and good wishes, I
am,

Sincerely,
LARRY FRENCH.

[From the Pine Bluff (Ark.) Commerecial,
July 16, 1970]
HEARIN-CoNNOLLY PosT 32 Discusses PENDING
HospITAL FUNDS LEGISLATION

Larry French discussed the status of pend-
ing legislation in Congress that will provide
an additional $100 million to the Veterans
Administration medical program at the regu-
lar meeting of Hearin-Connolly Post 32 Mon-
day night.

He called attention to the support Senator
J. William Fulbright of Fayetteville is giving
to the matter of additional funds for veterans
hospitals.

The post sent Congressman David Pryor of
Camden a telegram urging his support of the
Senate version of the legislation. Pryor is a
member of the Senate-House conference com-
mittee considering this legislation.
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Reports were made by delegates to the
state convention recently held in Hot Springs
and the commanders and adjutants confer-
ence held Saturday in Little Rock.

DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS,
Conway, Ark., March 2, 1970.

DEeAr SENaTOR FuLBRIGHT: We, the under-
signed members of DAV Chapter #10, Con-
way, Arkansas, are most concerned about the
apparent deterioration of the Veterans Ad-
ministration medical and hospital programs
and we will sincerely appreclate your indul-
gence and support in correcting this most
serious situation.

We are positive a majority of our American
citizens and Members of Congress wish to
provide the finest medical care and rehabili-
tation program for the disabled veterans of
our great Nation. We also belleve it is the
intent of the Veterans Administration De-
partment of Medicine and Surgery to provide
such medieal care.

Reports from reliable sources show serious
deficiencies exist in the present operation of
the VA Hospitals in Arkansas and the pri-
mary cause of such deficiencles is the short-
age of funds and medical personnel. Relia-
ble reports show our VA Hospitals had fund-
ing deficiencles in the current fiscal year of
over 1.3 million in operating 1,900 beds to
serve 213,000 Arkansas veterans.

At this time, our hospitals are under-
staffed and maintenance is poor in many
areas. Much of the equipment needs repair
and new equipment is badly needed.

Unless immediate and appropriate action
is taken to provide sufficlent funds for our
Veterans Administration Medical Program, it
will soon deteriorate to the point of being
a second-rate system.

We do not belleve the fight against infla-
tion should be at the expense of inadequate
care for our disabled veterans. We will appre-
clate your support and appropriate action.

(Signed by 21 persons.)

Di1saBLED AMERICAN VETERANS,
Hot Springs, Ark., March 18, 1970.
Hon, J, WiLLIAM FULBRIGHT,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: There was an article in the Hot
Springs New Era of March 17 that I would
like to congratulate you on.

The article is about the way our Veterans
are being treated In our Veterans Adminis-
tration Hospitals. We here in Hot Springs, as
well as every one in Arkansas, are proud of
you for speaking out on this subject. We
have the same feeling that America must
provide the best medical care possible for
its Veterans.

I can assure you that this information will
be passed on to all our members at our next
meeting.

Again may I say thanks for speaking up in
our behalf, we do appreciate your feelings
very much.

With kind personal regards, I am

Yours very truly,
H. Ross WiseELY,
Commander.

DisSABLED AMERICAN VETERANS,
Jonesboro, Ark., March 18, 1970.
Hon. J. W. PULBRIGHT,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR FULBRIGHT: S0 many times
s0o many of us only write to or call upon
our Senators and Congressmen when we
wish to criticize them for something with
which we disagree. I cannot pass this oppor-
tunity to express to you my sincere thanks
for your recent statements concerning the
shortage of funds with which our V.A. Hos-
pitals are being forced to operate with.

We believe that any veteran who has con-
tributed enough when he fights the shooting
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war and that he should not be expected to
fight the inflation war also at the expense of
his health,

Thank you again for your efforts in this
matter, and we hope that with your help and
the many others who are interested in this
problem, that the veterans of this nation
will be able to receive the medical treatment
to which they are entitled.

Sincerely,
Ceci. W. SBTEVENSON,
National Sr. Vice Commander, Disabled
American Veterans.

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE
UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., July 21, 1970.
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeENaTor FuLerlcHT: This is to let
you know that the Veterans of Foreign Wars
has noted with deep appreciation your re-
marks on July 6 in support of the additional
$100 million for VA hospitals, as provided
in the VA appropriation for 19871 (H.R.
17548) .

The Senate, after hearing the evidence,
has acted by adding $100 million for VA medi-
cal programs, and the Veterans of Foreign
Wars is strongly urging the House conferees
to concur in the Senate action.

You have the sincerest thanks and deep
appreciation of the Veterans of Foreign Wars
for the significant and vital role you played
in having the Senate approve this badly
needed additional money, which will help
provide the VA with the personnel and serv-
ices it needs to extend the highest quality
medical care for returning wounded Viet-
nam veterans and disabled veterans of pre-
vious wars.

With kind personal regards, Iam,

Sincerely,
Francis W. STOVER,
Director, National Legislative Service.

ExnreiT 4
TeXT OF AUGUST 3, 1970, LETTER FROM SENATOR
McGoveErRN TO DowNaLp E. JOHNSON
Hon. DowaLDp E. JOHENSON,
The Administrator of Vetlerans’ Afairs,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. JoEnsoON: Your speech before
the national convention of the Disabled
American Veterans in Los Angeles on July
twenty-eighth has just been brought to my
attention.

In that address, you directed a verbal as-
sault toward some twenty-six members of
the United States Senate. You applied the
label “apostles of retreat and defeat” to Sen-
ator Hatfield and me and to the twenty-two
(the correct number is twenty-three) other
sponsors of our amendment to provide an
orderly withdrawal of U.S. forces from
Vietnam.

Several references were particularly ob-
noxious. You suggested, for example, that
the “Hatfields, the Goodells, the McGoverns,
the Muskies, the Fulbrights and others” are
not willing to pay the price of liberty and
instead “fight actively against it"” and “In fa-
vor of surrender to the forces of Communism
and totalitarianism, not only in Vietnam but
also almost everywhere else in the world.”
You referred to our proposal as “cowardly.”
You say we are “working diligently to make
the United States incapable of defending its
Allies or itself.”

Such simple-minded remarks have no place
in the national debate on any lssue, cer-
tainly not on a matter as costly and divisive
as the war in Vietnam. You should be aware,
Mr. Johnson, that among the Senators you
slurred are at least 17 combat veterans who
hold many decorations for their valor and
courage under fire, One, Senator Daniel
Inouye of Hawail lost an arm in combat.
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Each risked life and limb in defense of this
country. In light of these records, your sug-
gestion that we are not willing to pay the
price of liberty reads as a mindless slur far
beneath the standards of conduct we should
be able to expect from responsible govern-
ment officials.

Beyond this, I think there is reason for
deep concern about the implications of your
statement for the programs you are charged
with administering. It is my view that the
veterans of this country, many of whom have
suffered the gravest of injuries and who face
severe lifetime disabilities, deserve the full
attention of the administrator of.their pro-
grams, I am surprised that with the enormity
of their problems and with the clear inade-
quacy of present programs, you can find time
for vituperation against members of the
Senate on an issue not within your area of
responsibility.

I do not gquestion or doubt your freedom
to express opinions on any issue, It is, how-
ever, gravely disturbing to see the highest
office in an agency which has always enjoyed
broad bipartisan support used as a platform
for hysterical political rhetoric. You would
do well to recognize the possibility that your
enthusiasm for impugning the patriotism of
Senators can detract from the attention you
can give to veterans programs and thus de-
plete your effectiveness as an administrator.
Instead of attacking Senators who want to
end the war in Vietham, you might be much
better advised to concentrate on dealing with
the pain and suffering that confiict has
brought to thousands of young Americans.
As a beginning, I suggest you might well de-
vote more of your time and effort to the
fmprovement of medical care and facilities
in some of our veterans hospitals.

Sincerely yours,
GEeORGE MCGOVERN.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I have
been listening to the colloquy between the
Senator from Arkansas and the Senator
from South Dakota with interest, and I
can well understand why they might re-
gret certain statements being directed
toward them by the Veterans' Adminis-
trator. But I do think that we ought to
put a little perspective on what has been
said.

For example, it has been stated that it
is unprecedented for a Veterans’ Admin-
istrator to make such a critical state-
ment. I do think, in fairness, that we
ought to make it clear that the criticism
was bipartisan; it was not directed at
any one party. I think the Senator from
Arkansas did point out that members of
both parties were involved in the matter
to which Administrator Johnson directed
his comments.

So while, perhaps, it was unprece-
dented, I think we can say that at least it
was not partisan. But I think we ought to
recognize that, while, perhaps, this state-
ment by the Adminisirator of Veterans’
Affairs was unprecedented, he was direct-
ing his comments toward an unprece-
dented proposal. One thing that has dis-
turbed many of us has been that during
the 5 years when the previous President
was conducting a war in a manner which
saw it get bigger and worse, there were
no proposals that I can recall that were
introduced which would have directed
that all troops be out of South Vietnam
by a certain date.

In fairness, I must say that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas was quite critical of
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the previous President, and in that re-
spect he has been consistent. But all the
other Senators who have been introduc-
ing amendments right and left to do
something about curbing the President’s
powers to conduct the war and to fix him
with a time by which he had to pull all
troops out of South Vietnam were
strangely silent while this war was get-
ting bigger and worse,

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

Mr. MILLER, In just a moment.

Along comes a Republican President,
who is doing his best to get us out of our
involvement in South Vietnam in an
orderly fashion and in a way which will
live up to commitments which are re-
flected in the SEATO Treaty, which was
ratified here back in 1955 by a good many
of the Senators who are still Members of
the Senate; and the next thing you
know, out come resolutions and amend-
ments to curb his powers, his constitu-
tional powers, and his discretion as Com-
mander in Chief.

It would not be so bad if this war was
getting bigger and worse or even if it
was at the same level at which the Presi-
dent found it when he took office.

But when it is going in the other direc-
tion, when the number of troops in South
Vietnam has been reduced substantially,
when the President has indicated that
many thousands more will come out by
next spring, when the number of tragic
casualties is down to less than half of
what they were a year ago and a third
to a quarter of what they were 2 years
ago, and when the cost of this war is
going down, it seems to me that this is
unprecedented for proposals to be in-
troduced to which Administrator John-
son was referring.

One may disagree with the manner in
which the Administrator criticized what
was being proposed; but I think perspec-
tive demands that while this may have
been an unprecedented attack by an Ad-
ministrator on certain Members of the
Senate, it has been an unprecedented ac-
tion by certain Members of the Senate
directed at the President of the United
States. In that view, I think the sugges-
tion by the Senator from South Dakota
that the Administrator’s comments were
in bad taste might also be directed at
the unprecedented action coming from
certain Members of the legislative
branch. In any event, a great many peo-
ple in this country are disturbed that for
5 years certain Members of the Senate
were silent with respect to introducing
resolutions and amendments to curb the
President's discretionary powers and to
fix a time certain.

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

Mr. MILLER, Now that a Republican
President is moving in the right direc-
tion, their voices are raised.

So I think that perspective demands
that this be said.

I yield to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. With respect to the
idea that it is unprecedented, the Sena-
tor apparently has forgotten that the
criticism of the preceding President, Mr.
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Lyndon Baines Johnson, was so severe
that he retired from public office.

The Senator insinuates that this is a
partisan matter, although he starts out
by admitting that there is nothing parti-
san in Administrator Johnson's remarks
because he includes the Republicans as
well as the Democrats. To say that this
is unprecedented in that I and others
did not criticize President Johnson is
hardly correct. I think it is generally
conceded that the principal reascn that
President Johnson decided not to run
again was the failure of his policy in
Vietnam., That was the source of prac-
tically all the criticism in which I and
others engaged. I do not see how the
Senator can possibly say that nobody—
including me—in the Democratic Party
criticized President Johnson. The fact
that it did not take the exact form of the
Cooper-Church amendment is simply a
matter of a coincidence of events and
circumstances.

The fact is that when President John-
son decided not to run, we assumed that
with a new administration there would
be a different policy. This is one of the
reasons why there has been a renewal of
the same kind of criticism, only taking a
different form. But the same kind of ar-
guments and the same kind of criticisms
were made against President Johnson
as against President Nixon. To insinuate
that I and other Members on this side of
the aisle are criticizing this President
simply because he is a Republican is ab-
solutely unfounded.

Mr, MILLER. The Senator frcm Iowa
stated specifically—perhaps the Sen-
ator from Arkansas was not listening
very well—

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did listen.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Iowa
stated specifically that the Senator from
Arkansas had been consistent in his
criticism of two Presidents. That was not
the point. The Senator from Arkansas
is not saying anything that I have not
said so far as he, himself, is concerned,
because it is well understood that the
Senator from Arkansas was very vocifer-
ous in his criticism of the former Presi-
dent, and he has been critical now.

So I do not know why the Senator
says that I am making a statement indi-
cating that he is being critical now when
he was not critical before. I have just
said the same thing the Senator from
Arkansas has said, and if he had listened
t.(l)1 what I had said, he would understand
that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I heard that. I know
that some of the other Senators included
in this were also critical. I was not the
only one, by any means. It included
many of the same people who are men-
tioned here.

The Senator from Iowa got off on the
merits of the war. I did not intend to
argue about the merits of the war. I was
calling attention to the propriety or the
impropriety, the very bad taste, of an
official who is not a partisan appointee,
who is not supposed to be serving any
particular point of view, especially in an
area that is not his responsibility. If it
is the Secretary of State or even the
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Secretary of Defense who is defending
such a policy, it is one thing. But for
the head of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion fo become involved in this kind of
argument—about something I do not
think he knows anything about—and to
be so vitriolic, so insulting, so degrading
of the Senate itself, because he refers
to “cohorts” and large numbers of
Senators—seems to me to be very un-
precedented and inexcusable. No other
man in the Veterans’ Administration ever
undertook to make this kind of judg-
ment that I ever heard of at any time,
under any administration. The Veterans’
Administration is generally regarded as
being above politics. The VA is to serve
the veterans, especially those sick, ill,
and wounded. That is what it is for. To
come in and make this kind of speech,
it seems to me, is utterly inappropriate.
I was not trying to make an argument
about whether the war was good or bad,
just whether a man in that position
should make this kind of speech and
create controversy even among veterans.
As the Senator from South Dakota said,
the veterans themselves are divided.
Everyone is divided on this question.
They are not 100 percent for or 100 per-
cent against the war. It does not help
the situation for an agency which is
supposed to bring about better health
and to bind up the wounded, to get in-
volved in this kind of controversy.

Mr, MILLER. The Senator from Iowa
understands what the Senator from Ar-
kansas was getting at. The merits or the
demerits of the war are not what are
involved here at all. All I wish to do is
to point out that if we are talking about
things being unprecedented, let us put it
in perspective.

The Senator from South Dakota and
the Senator from Arkansas refer to this
attack upon a number of Senators by the
Veterans' Affairs Administrator as be-
ing unprecedented. Perhaps it is. I do not
know. But I also suggest that the fact
that Senators are involved in resolu-
tions and amendments to curb the Presi-
dent’s power as Commander in Chief, at
a time when he is going in the right di-
rection above all, is unprecedented, too.
The Senator from Arkansas minimizes
that by saying it is simply the “form” of
the criticism that has been going on for
& long time. May I suggest to my friend
from Arkansas that the form can be ter-
ribly important.

I think it is unprecedented for that
criticism to take the form of an amend-
ment or a resolution to put a time certain
for withdrawing all our troops from
South Vietnam. It is just a little too coin-
cidental, it seems to me, that this was
not done during the 5 years preceding
President Nixon's coming into office when
this war was getting bigger and worse.
There is no consistency there at all.

I will say again, as I said originally,
that the Senator from Arkansas has been
consistent, in that he has been a vocal
critic—certainly during the later years
of the Johnson administration, as well as
now. There may be a few other Senators
present who also were critical but a good
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many other Senators were strangely si-
lent even on criticism, and all of them
were silent to the point that they were
not introducing legislative proposals such
as has been done since our new President
took office.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Iowa yield?

Mr. MILLER. I am pleased to yield to
the Senator from KEansas.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I shall not
defend the Veterans’ Affairs Administra-
tor, but would point out that we have
had marches on the White House by
HEW employees and employees of the
Justice Department, who have protested
the war and President Nixon’s role. I have
not heard anyone here protest, or take
issue with that activity. The Veterans’
Administrator perhaps should have de-
leted parts of his speech, as these were
questionable statements and phrases. Let
me point out that we are about to begin
debate on an amendment—opreceded by
an unprecedented maneuver where some
of our own colleagues are engaged in a
half-million-dollar campaign lobbying
many of us here to support the so-called
end the war, or as I call it, the lose the
peace, amendment.

Five Members of this body on NBC
television, on May 12, raised admittedly
at least a half million dollars to lobby
their own colleagues.

I find no precedent for that.

This was mentioned in the speech by
Mr. Johnson, and with that portion of
his speech I agree. In fact, we will be dis-
cussing at length, what I consider to be a
rather unprecedent effort by Members of
the Senate to pressure their own col-
leagues by running paid TV commercials
in various States—Missouri, West Vir-
ginia, and many other States—Kansas
included. There has been a heavy na-
tionwide concentration of TV commer-
cials, in an effort to sell the so-called end
of the war amendment, which I repeat
should be designated the *“lose the peace’”
amendment.

There have been full-page ads, with
the names of 24 or 25 Senators ap-
pended, with a flag-draped coffin, which
infers that only those 24 Senators want
to stop the bloodshed and the remainder,
by inference, are for war and against
peace.

I happen to believe that everyone in
this Chamber is opposed to war, that ev-
eryone in: this Chamber wants peace.
To cloak ourselves with solne anti-
war designation does not mean that Sen-
ator is any more for peace than other
Members of this body.

There will be much discussion about
this new procedure whereby Members of
this body, by public subscription, raise
half a million dollars or more, apparently
with little or no accounting, and then use
the money for television commercials in
my State, and many other States, to pres-
sure their own colleagues.

I question the judgment of doing that.
If it is true, then perhaps all of us should
raise money for some purpose, in an ef-
fort to pressure and lobby our colleagues.

I find no precedent for that. That fact
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is unprecedented. So is the fact there
have been marches and demonstrations
by Federal employees against President
Nixon and President Johnson.

I subscribe to the views expressed by
the disfinguished Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MiLLER), that had President Nixon
escalated the war in Southeast Asia, or
had he failed to keep his word to this
body or to the people of America when
he announced troop withdrawals, then,
of course, maybe, we should heat up the
attack and substitute our judgment for
that of the President. That is what the
so-called amendment to “end the war,”
or the amendment to “lose the peace”
attempts to do.

The President is deescalating the war.
He is withdrawing our troops. He has
kept his word. Now we find Mr. O'Don-
nell trying to absolve everyone from
blame—everyone, apparently, except
President Nixon.

In the next few weeks, there will be
much debate about many unprecedented
matters which are occurring with ref-
erence to the “lose the peace” amend-
ment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield?

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the com-
ments just made by the distinguished
Senator from Kansas.

I am now happy to yield to the Sena-
tor from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. I wonder whether
the Senator would yield to me, not for
the purpose of getting into a debate on
the merits of Vietnam, which will doubt-
less be discussed——

Mr. MILLER. I will be happy to yleld
to the Senator from South Dakota for
any purpose whatsoever.

Mr. McGOVERN. I want to ask the
Senator from Kansas if he would elab-
orate on his point with reference to the
TV coverage by Members of the Senate.

Do I correctly understand that the
Senator’s position is that Members of the
Senate should not be allowed to pur-
chase time on television?

Mr. DOLE. That is a matter to be de-
termined by the different stations. Ap-
parently some stations decided to sell
time for this purpose. NBC accommo-
dated the Senator from South Dakota,
the senior Senator from Oregon, the
junior Senator from New York, the sen-
jor Senator from Idaho, and the junior
Senator from Iowa, in their request for
nationwide television. NBC gave the
Senators the opportunity to raise public
funds—over half a million dollars.

Mr. McGOVERN, How does the Senator
think we could expect to pay for the
broadcast? Does he have a better sugges-
tion? We used 20 seconds of that time to
make an appeal to our listeners to help
with the cost of the broadcast. There was
no way any member of that panel had
any idea whether $1 or $1 million
would be raised. What we did know was
that we had to borrow the money in
order to get our message over to the
voters. We were denied three times, We
petitioned the three networks for pub-
lic service time, not on a partisan basis
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but to try to present our concern and our
answer to the President’s position on this
very important issue. We were denied
that. All the networks said, “No, the Pres-
ident had free time but Members of the
Senate cannot have it.” Then we said,
“Would you sell us time?” Two of the
networks said, “No."” After some negotia-
tion, the third network, NBC, agreed to
sell us the time, provided we could get
some $60,000, as I recall it, within the
space of 24 hours.

We succeeded in raising part and in
borrowing the rest of it. Near the end of
the broadcast, the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), speaking for all five of
us, made a 15- or 20-second appeal to
anyone watching that broadcast to help
pay for its cost.

I am frank to say that I did not think
we would get enough in the way of
contributions to pay for the cost of the
broadcast. To our surprise, something
approaching $500,000—I believe $483,-
000—was received.

I want to point out to the Senator that
there has been a very careful account-
ing of that money. Every cosponsor of
the amendment has been given a periodic
account of exactly how much money was
received and how much money was
spent.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I can find
no record in the Office of the Secretary
of the Senate,

Mr. McGOVERN. It has been printed
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. DOLE. That was not an accurate
accounting. It was merely a statement
that = dollars had been collected and
that x dollars had been spent.

Mr, McGOVERN. Mr. President, an
accountant is handling the funds. He is
bonded, and a full accounting is given
to the U.S. Senate and to the American
public on the moneys received and how
they are expended.

What I am trying to find out from
the Senator is whether he thinks it is
wrong for Members of the U.S. Senate
who were denied public service time
then to go on television with time that
is purchased in order to present a par-
ticular point of view. Does the Senator
think there is something wrong with
that?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I said ini-
tially and I will say a great deal more
about it in the next few weeks, as far as
I am advised, it is unprecedented, unless
we go back to the America-First Com-
mittee, organized prior to World War II.
There was some discussion at that time
in the House of Representatives about
Members’ lobbying activities. It is un-
precedented to raise money from the
public and use the funds to lobby other
Senators. I do not care whether it is a
thousand, a half a million or a million
dollars. It is unprecedented to use the
money to lobby one's colleague for sup-
port of a particular measure.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, in a
sense, everything we do is intended to get
support for our position. If the Senator
feels that is unduly influencing opinion
in his State, he can ask for time.

Mr. DOLE. I have asked for time un-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

der the fairness doctrine. I have tried to
obtain a list of the stations on which the
Senator has TV spots. He refused to pro-
vide me the list. However, I did send let-
ters to 60 or 70 stations and have through
individual requests asked those stations
for comparable time.

I do not believe it should be necessary
to go to the public to ask for funds to
be able to present contrasting views.

I have had favorable responses from
40 or 50 stations.

Mr. McGOVERN. We were denied pub-~
lic service time in which to respond.

Mr. DOLE. That was with the net-
works.

l\gr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. DOLE. But I have gone to indi-
vidual stations.

Mr. McGOVERN. But if the Senator is
denied his request, as we were, then
what, I am curious to know, is his rea-
son for believing it is wrong to pay for
the time. What is the ethical problem
involved in Senators paying for time as
against going on television on free time?
I do not quite get the distinction.

Mr. DOLE. There may not be any.
However, stations must accept anyone
who want to pay for time. If the Ku Klux
Klan want to buy some time now for
some purpose, they could probably use
the Senator's request as a precedent.

I am not certain—and I have read
some of the copy in the commercials—
whether the Senator is still in the proc-
ess of raising funds or whether he now
has enough money. That is the part that
disturbs me as a Senator.

How much money can Senators raise
and how much pressure can they bring
to bear on their colleagues through the
raising of public money at a time of
great emotion in this country?

We all want the war to end. There
seems to be the viewpoint that only a few
Senators want peace and that President
Nixon enjoys the war and that, there-
fore, those who support him must also
enjoy the war and be against peace. That
is not true.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
think the Senator is setting up a lot
of strawmen here.

Mr. DOLE. There will be many more
raised in the next 2 or 3 weeks—but not
strawmen.

Mr, McGOVERN. It is not a question
of trying to slander the President. The
whole discussion began with the Sena-
tor from Arkansas making the point
that we do have differences of opinion
on the issue and that it is wrong for any-
one in high position in the U.8. Govern-
ment to slander the motive of a Senator
on either side of a question.

Mr. DOLE. 1 think it is also highly
questionable for the junior Senator from
Kansas or any other Senator to raise
money to advertise and establish a
staff of 30 or 40 as the Senators now
have working on the so-called amend-
ment to end the war. There are so many
committees tied up with the effort that
one cannot determine which committee
does what. Some may be working on
newspaper ads. Some may be working
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on television ads. But they are all aimed
at one thing, and that is trying to de-
stroy the credibility of the President,
who is trying to end a war he inherited.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, most
of the people are volunteers.

Mr. DOLE. Some are. But some are
on the staffs of the Senators.

Mr. McGOVERN. I am sure that the
Senator has some members of his staff
who support his position in this matter.

Mr. DOLE. I hope so.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I do
not see anything surprising about that.

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

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I have
listened with great interest to the discus-
sion today. I appreciate the point made
by the Senator that this is a new prac-
tice. It is new to me.

I wonder if we have thought of possibly
making, by joint resolution or other
proper action, an application for periods
of time to be supplied by the networks
to be controlled by a bipartisan com-
mittee so that when the occasion arises
that one committee of the Congress or
another feels they would like to make
their particular position known to their
constitueney, the time would be provided.
Possibly we could consider a regulation
by the FCC. After all, all of the air time
does belong to the people.

I wonder if it might not be proper,
instead of forcing one impression or ar-
gument or another on the people by
going out and making a public appeal
for funds or borrowing money and going
into debt, in order to bring their position
forward to consider a regulation to have
this time provided and have it controlled
properly by responsible leaders on both
sides of the aisle so that there might be
a public debate or disclosure, shall we
say, rather than have it confined just to
this Chamber.

Actually this is what it amounts to.
It is taking the debate to the people by
use of the media. But in the present
case it is doing it actually before the de-
bate within this Chamber has taken
place. I do not object to that. But I think
that it should be a balanced program with
an equal opportunity afforded to both
sides. Maybe it would not depend fthen
on which side could raise the most money.

It is an unfortunate thing that often
nowadays the cost of presenting a mes-
sage to the public gets out of hand. I
wonder if this might not be worthy of
proper consideration.

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

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, [
think there is a great deal of merit in the
Senator's proposal.

I would not be prepared to make any
final judgment on it other than to say
that something along that line seems to
me to make sense.

I hope as the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PasTore) begins his hear-
ings on this whole question of public
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service time, the question of apportioning
time between parties and the question of
dealing with how major issues can be
handled when a bipartisan bloc is lined
up on one side of the issue and another
bipartisan bloc is lined up on the other
side of the issue—something along the
lines of what the Senator has suggested—
would bear careful examination.

It seems to me to make a considerable
amount of sense. I appreciate the Sena-
tor raising the point.

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the Senator. If
I may respond, I would say one of the
things that is of great concern to me is
that very often a group of people with
the financial ability to put together the
money to take out a huge ad in a metro-
politan newspaper or several of them and
the other side not being able to raise the
money does not get to be heard. I would
hate to see the day come when the Gov-
ernment of this country could be con-
trolled simply on the basis of who had the
most money. That would be unfortunate
and a dangerous situation for this
country.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, before I
make my statement on the conference
report, if I may have the attenton of the
Senator from California and the Senator
from South Dakota, we started those
hearings this morning. On July 23 I made
an announcement on the floor of the
Senate. We had Mr. FULBRIGHT appear
before our committee. I reiterate again
what I said that day: If there is any Sen-
ator with any ideas I hope he comes be-
fore the committee to express himself.

THE VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION
AND ITS ADMINISTRATOR

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, admin-
istration representatives speak across the
country in their capacities as Cabinet,
agency, department, or commission
heads. The Secretary of the Treasury
speaks to banking groups, the Secretary
of Housing Urban Development to hous-
ing groups, the Administrator of NASA
to aerospace groups, and the Adminis-
trator of the Veterans’ Administration to
veterans groups.

In his capacity as VA Administrator, it
was fitting that Donald E. Johnson spoke
last week on July 28 to the national con-
vention of the Disabled American Veter-
ans. We in the Senate know he had many
things to report in what he referred to
as his “VA stockholders report.” On
October 23, 1969, the Senate passed the
Veterans Education and Training
Amendments of 1969, which included a
46-percent increase in educational bene-
fits. That bill passed unanimously, 77 to
0, for there is no Senator who does not
have the deepest concern for our coun-
try’s veterans. This concern we all share
has no partisan label. Neither does it fall
into the much misused labels of “hawk”
or “dove.”

I am sure that Mr. Johnson would want
to discuss this with the DAV members.

Mr. Johnson also would want to men-
tion the Senate action in increasing the
1971 VA budget by $100 million. We all
should recognize the leadership of the
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON)
in this area. I was one of several Sen-
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ators who spoke in favor of this increase,
and I ask unanimous consent that my re-
marks of July 6 appear at this point in
the RECORD.

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

Mr. HatrieLp, Mr. President, I join the
Senator from California (Mr. CransTON) In
strongly urging the Senate to enact the Ap-
propriations Committee's recommendations
for the 1871 Veterans’ Administration budget.
I am convinced that the $100 million addi-
tion to the House-passed bill represents the
minimal allocation which effectively will halt
deterioration of VA hospitals and will se-
cure measurable improvements in hospital
conditions.,

The fundamental objective of the Veter-
ans’ Administration medical program is to
provide the best medical care possible for
Amerlcan veterans. Members of the 5,000~
man VA research team have pioneered medi-
cal techniques which have made outstand-
ing contributions to medicine. In addition to
training more health personnel than any
other medical institution in the world, the
VA medical program facilitates the rapid dis-
semination of current medical knowledge.

One additional point should be empha-
sized: the VA medical program has always
provided American veterans with excellent
medical care in view of severe fiscal restric-
tions.

Mr. President, we must now exercise fiscal
responsibility by appropriating adequate
funds which are requisite to providing the
best medical care possible.

For the past 8 months, conditions at VA
hospitals have been subjected to a thorough
Investigation by the Subcommittee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, chaired by the Senator from
California (Mr. CransToN)., These hearings
indicate that the VA medical program has
been denied reasonable operating funds. Re-
gressive budgets have restricted the expan-
slon of VA research projects, and have accel-
erated the deterioration of medical facilities.

The principal deficlency of the VA medi-
cal program is a shortage of staff members.
Personnel-patient ratios at national commu-
nity hospitals stand at 2.7 to 1; at university
hospitals, they climb to between 3.5 and 4 to
1, The ratio for VA hospitals is a meager 1.5
to 1. The Revenue and Expenditure Control
Act of 1968, in its blanket application to
Federal employees, pushed VA staff employ-
ment back to the July 1966 level. Testimony
before the Subcommittee on Veterans' Af-
fairs indicates that as an unfortunate conse-
quence, the VA hospitals presently find them-
selves short 10,000 staff members.

Budgetary limitations have resulted in the
repeated deferment of the replacement of
aging equipment. One witness who testified
before the subcommittee documented the
case of a VA hospital where X-ray facilities
were, “obsolete, in the worst sense of the
word.” Forty-three VA hospitals—including
thsoe in Amarillo, Tex., Fayetteville, Ark., and
Gulfport, Miss.—have no alr-conditioning
units. In one Tennessee VA hospital,
a $500,000 intensive care unit and a
$200,000 cardiac treatment unit are Idle
for lack of funds. Purthermore, hospital
directors understandably have diverted
funds from equipment purchases and
hospital construction in order to hire
and pay desperately needed personnel.

One-half of the VA hospital beds are oec-
cupied by psychiatric patients. The psycho-
logical trauma afflicting disabled veterans of
the Vietnam war far surpasses the mental
tensions caused by any previous war. Many
men who have sustained spinal cord in-
juries and others who have required the
amputation of two or three limbs, have sur-
vived this war where they would have died
previously. The “wounded to kill ratio” is
understandably higher than in prior wars
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since helicopter evacuation techniques allow
a man to be transported in less than 40 min-
utes' time from the battlefield to a nearby
Army hospital, where pharmaceutical knowl-
edge and surgical skills have been vastly
updated. The increasing incidence of total
disability among veterans, compounded by
the belief of many veterans that thelr sacri-
fices were in vain, has bred widespread men-
tal disorders.

VA psychiatrists battle these mental dis-
eases with a limited array of medical weap-
ons. The ratio of psychiatrists to psychiatric
patients at VA hospitals is incredulously low:
oneé psychiatrist for every 535 patients. In
community hospitals, the figure is a much
more reasonable one, one psychiatrist for ev-
ery 256 patients. As a consequence of the
crowded VA psychiatric wards, psychiatrists
are allowed on the average only 4!, minutes
per patient per week. There are now twice as
many psychiatric admissions to VA hospitals
as there were in 1964, with a psychiatric
staff which is only half as large.

Other common disabilities include spinal
cord injuries, which afflict 26 percent of the
wounded veterans returning from Vietnam,
an astonishing increase from the Eorean war
and World War II figures—6.9 and 3.13 per-
cent. VA medical facilities have proven to be
incapable of guaranteeing optimal medical
attention. The staff-patient ratio stands at
1.02 employees per patient, while Dr. Howard
Rusk, of the Institute of Rehabilitory Medi-
cine in New York, indicates that even with
the advanced equipment and therapeutic
techniques available in the institute, out-
standing patient care requires a ratio of 2.17
to 1, or better than twice the VA figure.
Testimony indicates that many patients,
who have become greatly demoralized by the
irregular attention that they receive, have
lost the incentive to participate in vital
therapeutic’ programs. Because paralyzed
veterans are highly susceptible to bladder
and kidney disorders, for them the distine-
tion between good health and serlous ill-
ness is often very minute. Constant medical
care is imperative for the maximum safety of
these patients.

These deficlencies comprise a few of the
prominent problems which occur in the VA
hospital system. In order to insure that
American veterans receive the highest quality
medical care possible, these numerous in-
adequacies must be alleviated.

Mr. President, medical care and attention
for American veterans which is consistent
with current advances in medical knowledge
will become & reality only after the VA medi-
cal program is adequately funded.

The Senator from California has conserva-
tively estimated that the Veterans' Adminis-
tration medical program needs $174 million
in addition to the House-passed budget of
$1.777 billion. He has concluded that to
bring stafl ratios to a reasonable level would
require $200 million; and yet he recommend-
ed only 851 miilion, a compromise figure
which is intended to allow the hiring of an
additional 5,000 personnel, Backlogs for nec-
essary equipment purchases total more than
$40 million, and a $17 million increase in the
research budget would have only brought it
to the level suggested by the Department of
Medicine and Surgery for the 1970 fiscal year.
The $19 million for hospital and domiciliary
construction and renovation was warranted
by the continual deferral of construction in
favor of paylng salaries to health personnel.

If the budget were to remain at the level
agreed upon in the House, its 7.5-percent in-
crease over the past fiscal year would render
it, at best, a status quo budget, granting
only negligible improvements in conditions
at VA hospitals. Testimony indicates that
shortages of funds will compel administra-
tors to weigh the quality of medical services
against the quantity of people to whom
these services may be provided. Because they
refuse to lower their standards below desig-
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nated requirements set by health agencies,
they must close wards as their only alterna-
tive. The $100 million compromise recom-
mended by the Appropriations Committee—
which represents only 57 percent of the
amount which the Subcommittee on Veter-
ans' Affairs found to be desperately needed—
is essential In its entirety If significant im-
provements in the VA medical program are
to be realized. The steady erosion of VA pro-
grams must be halted before the foundation
of the hospltal system collapses.

Several critical VA programs have been
neglected because of the funding erisis. One
way to Improve medical care at VA hospitals
would be to intensify and expand affiliations
between VA hospitals and medical schools.
However, valuable programs between medi-
cal schools and VA hospitals are dependent
upon the assumption that facilities and
equipment are comparable in each of the in-
stitutions. The results of a study which were
submitted to the subcommittee indicate
that at a university or university affiliated
hospital, only 14 percent of the patients re-
ceive less than optimal care. At a nonaffili-
ated hospital with a residence training pro-
gram, the study noted that 45 percent of the
patients receive less than optimal care, and
in proprietary hospitals, that percentage
reaches 57 percent. Clearly, a direct correla-
tion exists between the quality of patient
care, and training programs which incorpo-
rate medical school students. Presently, 94
VA hospitals are affiliated with 80 medical
schools, and 39,000 health professionals—20
percent of all physicians and 50 percent of
all medical students—receive some VA train-
ing.

In order to attract top faculty members to
a VA hospital staff, the hospital must have
outstanding training and research facilities.
The patients in such a hospital then be-
come double beneficiaries. They receive ex-
pert medical attention from outstanding
physicians, plus the fringe benefit of being
attended by the best interns and residents,
who naturally follow the outstanding in-
structors. In order to obtain such high cali-
ber personnel, the VA hospitals must bolster
their research programs and must have com-
petitive wage scales—neither of which is pos-
sible without increased appropriations.

Mr. President, throughout America, hospi-
tals are plagued by a nationwide shortage of
health personnel. Testimony before the Sub-
committee on Veterans' Affairs indicates that
approximately 9,000 more dentists, 50,000 ad-
ditional physicians, 145,000 nurses, and 200,-
000 more allled health professionals are
needed in order to adequately satisfy the
current national demand for health man-
power,

These shortages have been catastrophic for
the VA Medical Program,. Due to fiscal limi-
tations, salaries of VA health personne] are
not competitive with earnings of other pro-
fessionals in the medical industry. Conse-
quently, VA hospital directors cannot recruit
the necessary personnel, and outstanding
members of the VA staff often search for
more lucrative opportunities elsewhere. Un-
less salary scales are increased, those medical
students with the highest qualifications will
not seek employment with the VA, and if
the VA is unable to employ the best health
professionals, it will also be incapable of pro-
viding the best medical care possible.

This problem will not be alleviated by ap-
propriating funds for an additional 5,000
employees at present salary scales, Instead,
VA salary scales at every level must be raised
in order to compete with earning potentials
offered by community and proprietary hospi-
tals. Once reasonable salary bases are se-
cured, additional funds must be appropri-
ated in order to hire additional employees.
But to appropriate funds for more staff mem-
bers at present wage levels is an exercise in
futility. It is unlikely that the 1971 6 per-
cent pay increase for VA employees will
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appreciably increase the size of the VA hos-
pital staffs this fiscal year. Substantial addi-
tions to VA staffs will not be made until
wage increases make salaries for VA person-
nel truly competitive.

Another alternative which must be ex-
plored is the correlation of medical training
which men receive in the Armed Forces with
requirements for licensing health profession-
als, Army medics are currently unable to
practice medical skills which they have ac-
quired in the military even though they may
be qualified to assist a physician in a limited
capacity. One way to relieve the shortage of
allied health professionals would be to inten-
sify the training of military medical corps-
men and to make medical licensing require-
ments compatible with the training they
receive. This is not to suggest that qualifica-
tions for medical practice should be relaxed.
Rather, it means that the skills of men who
are qualified must be utilized in order to re-
duce health personnel shortages.

Mr. President, as we examine the strengths
and the weaknesses of the VA hospital sys-
tem and identify those alternatives and pro-
grams which are necessary to recify deficien-
cies in the program, we must remind our-
selves of our obligations to American vet-
erans.

We must recognize that American youth,
whether they are drafted or they enlist, are
introduced to a mnew life style when they
enter the Armed Forces. Civilian attitudes
and habits are incompatible with the rigor-
ous demands of military discipline. Special
training and instruction helps them adapt
to military life. Conversely, when these men
reenter civilian life, they inevitably find that
they must make major readjustments if
they are to become constructive members of
society. As fellow Americans, it is our respon-
sibility to help these men to overcome transi-
tional problems in moving from the military
to eivilian life, just as we were obliged to
provide them with training programs en-
abling them to adjust to the Armed Forces
when they left civillan life. And though it
be some small solace, we must guarantee the
best medical care and rehabilitory opportuni-
tles possible to our disabled veterans, who
have made innumerable sacrifices to preserve
this Nation.

And yet, Mr, President, the entire fiscal
budget for the VA medical program 1is
roughly equivalent to the cost of 1 month of
fighting in Vietnam. Paradoxically, the grad-
ual degeneration of VA facilities has been
accelerated by the war economy. This war
economy has stimulated inflation, which has
had drastic effects upon hospitalization pro-
grams, With full cognizance of the soaring
medical expenses of VA programs, the Fed-
eral Government has attempted to retard in-
flation by shackling the VA to regressive
budgets. The natural effect upon the VA hos-
pital system is not to reduce the cost of
services, but to instead reduce the number
of medical services made available at higher
costs.

A standstill budget has restricted research
programs which have historically led the
medical field in implement'ng experimental
techniques and equipment. A high premium
must be placed upon the contributions of
research. Allocations which are designated
for research projects cannot be reduced be-
cause more moneys are required to hire and
pay additional personnel.

A few of the many attributes of the VA's
research program, which is the largest of its
kind in the world, include: the world's most
advanced program for the study of mental
disease, the development of the Pacemaker,
a mechanism which combats heart disease
by regulating the heartbeat, projects to in-
vestigate the value of the laser beam in sur-
gery, the development of the artificial kid-
ney, the employment of radio isotopes in
medical prognosis, the utilization of a com-
puter in the detection of heart disease, the
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use of surgery as a treatment for cancer, and
many other worthwhile programs.

When these research programs decay, top
VA scientists search for new research op-
portunities elsewhere. This destroys the
quality of the VA hospital system, and also
impedes the advancement of medical knowl-
edge.

One final principle which the Senator
from California has articulated must be re-
emphasized: the cost of providing American
veterans with high quality medical atten-
tion, equitable educational and vocational
opportunities, and reasonable compensation
for disability, must be classified as a basic
cost of war. Funds are lavishly spent in equip-
ping a man with the weapons of war, and
in instructing him in the military way of life.
Our attention must instead be focused on
enabling American veterans to readjust easily
in making the transition from military to
civilian life.

Mr. President, the prolonged deterloration
of VA facilities and the retardation of VA
programs will irreparably stigmatize the VA
medical program. The broken morale of a
dedicated staffl will make the VA objective
of providing the best possible medical care
for American veterans an illusory goal.

Once again, Mr. President, I must strongly
endorse the Appropriations Committee’s rec-
ommendation for adding $100 million to the
House-passed VA budget. I have been in-
formed that in my State of Oregon, this could
tentatively mean an additional $1,054,700 to
be divided in the following fashion:

Purpose:
Additional general medical care
and personnel
Elimination of equipment,
malntenance, and repair back-

Amount

$198, 200

761, 400
Elimination of dental case back-
log
Allied health and intensive care
training

These funds are critically important to
the two VA hospitals in Oregon. Without
these additional appropriations, the expan-
sion of existing programs and the substan-
tive improvement of medical services will be
severely limited.

The recommendations of the Appropria-
tions Committee culminate 8 months of re-
search and six sessions of hearings held by
the Subcommittee on Veterans' Affairs. The
subcommittee has documented the deficien-
cies of the program, and has concluded that
substantially increased appropriations are
necessary in order to improve medical serv-
ices and programs. The $100-million addi-
tion to the House-passed budget must be re-
tained in its entirety, research programs
must be expanded, salary levels must be made
competitive, and qualified health personnel
must be licensed if the deterioration of the
VA medical program is to be halted, and if
first class medical care is to be provided to
American veterans.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, these
are but two examples of actions in the
past year that it would have been most
appropriate for Mr. Johnson to discuss
in his official capacity as Administrator
of the VA.

Mr. President, Mr. Johnson did not see
fit to confine his remarks to his “VA
stockholders report,” as he termed if. In-
stead, he used this platform and used
his capacity as a Government spokesman
to deliver a ringing attack on a num-
ber of Senators.

Before I turn to his speech, I might re-
peat here what I have said many times
before concerning the freedom of speech
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by Governmeni officials. Certainly all
Government officials, be they the Vice
President or the Commissioner of Educa-
tion, should be able to offer their opin-
jons regarding the Vietnam war. In this I
have no quarrel with Mr. Johnson's per-
sonal beliefs and expressions of these
beliefs.

I turn now to the specifics of Mr.

Johnson’s remarks, He attacked the
Hatfield-McGovern amendment—the
amendment to end the war—and its co-
sponsors In language that was inaccu-
rate, inflammatory, and abrasive to
those of us he mentioned, both by name
and by inference.

Johnson's first notation of the so-
called Doves—to use his terms—by name
is in the following sentence:

I have no basis on which to challenge
the motives of these people—the Hatfields,
the Goodells, the MecGoverns, the Ful-
brights and others of that ilk—but I do
challenge their reasoning.

I can only presume that by “ilk,” Mr.
Johnson meant the 24 consponsors of the
“amendment to end the war.” I ask unan-
imous consent that a list of these Sen-
ators appear at this point in the REec-
ORD:

There being no objection, the list of
Senators was ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

COSPONSORS OF THE AMENDMENT To END THE
WaR

Senators Hatfleld, McGovern, Cranston,
Hughes, Goodell, Bayh, Church, Gravel, Har-
ris, Hart, Hartke, Inouye, Kennedy, Mans-
fleld, McCarthy, Metcalf, Mondale, Muskle,
Nelson, Ribicoff, Tydings, Williams, Yar-
borough, and Young.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, he then
continued, after adding Senator MUSKIE,
stating:

Yet there are those today—the Hatfields,
the Goodells, the McGoverns, the Muskles,
the Fulbrights and others—who are not will-
ing to pay that price. In fact, they fight
actively agailnst it. In fact, they fight ac-
tively in favor of surrender to the forces of
Communism and totalitarlanism, not only in
Vietnam but also almost everywhere else in
the world.

Later he referred to this group as
“those apostles of retreat and defeat”
and “salesmen of surrender.”

Johnson later stated:

Senator Hatfield, Senator McGovern and 22
of their cohorts would nullify what hundreds
of thousands of Americans have fought for.
In the name of peace they would betray
the peace.

These remarks and similar ones con-
tinued for several pages, before Johnson
turned to the affairs of the VA of in-
terest to the members of the DAV at-
tending this national convention.

In addition, Mr. Johnson distorted the
facts and misled his audience, when he
described the Hatfield-McGovern amend-
ment as follows:

This is the amendment that would, first
of all, stop Americans from fighting in Viet-
nam and secondly, and most importantly,
have them all out of Vietnam by next June,
regardless of what the situation is there.

This just is not so. I ask unanimous
consent that the pertinent section of the
amendment and an explanation of the
June deadline appear at this point in
my remarks.
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There being no objection, the text
of the amendment and the explanation
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

TEXT OF AMENDMENT

. Further provided, that the with-
drawal of all United States military person-
nel from Vietnam shall be completed no
later than June 30, 1871, unless the Con-
gress, by joint resolution, approves a find-
ing by the President that an additional
stated period of time is required to insure the
safety of such personnel during the with-
drawal process. . . .

EXPLANATION

The Amendment sets June 30, 1971, as the
date by which the withdrawal of American
military personnel should be completed.
However, even this is not an inflexible dead-
line. We have carefully constructed the
Amendment to allow for this date to be
changed and altered if necessary, provided
that Congress gives its approval. Specifically,
we state that this time can be changed by
Congress voting for a Joint Resolution upon
a8 simple request by the President. Thus,
the actual impact of this provision is to
involve the Congress in the decision-mak-
ing process regarding the policles and com-
mitments of our Nation, as is clearly in-
tended by the Constitution.

Mr. HATFIELD. It would be easy for
me, Mr. President, to stop here and pound
my desk, and demand that Mr. Johnson
resign. Instead, I want to raise some
questions about Mr. Johnson’s future ef-
fectiveness.

First, it is well established that a siz-
able number of Vietnam veterans oppose
the Vietnam war and served there
against their wishes. Veterans serve on
peace groups and support the amend-
ment to end the war across the country.
In fact, a group called Vietnam Veterans
Against the War placed a large ad in
the Washington Post on July 30.

Some of these men no doubt are in-
volved in facets of VA operations. Can
they have confidence in the VA for im-
partial and apolitical operation when
they read such comments by the VA Ad-
ministrator? I have the utmost confi-
dence in the entire VA staff and believe
they will operate in an impartial manner.
We have no such guarantee, however,
that a Vietnam veteran who is active in
peace groups would not have grave
doubts about the VA in light of Mr.
Johnson's comments.

Second, I think the fact needs no elab-
oration that the VA is a sensitive organ
of the Government, and deserves the best
we can offer—both in administration and
in funding. Soon, the Senate will vote on
the conference report containing appro-
priations for the VA. In my opinion,
speeches such as Mr. Johnson's inject a
harsh note of disunity and strife into an
area we all should support completely. I
will vote for that conference report, as
I hope all those named specifically, or by
inference, also will support it. I raise the
question, though, of whether someone
making such strong public utterances—
and I have no quarrel with his personal
convictions—can best serve the many
thousands of Veterans in light of these
remarks.

In a related area, I think I also should
note that the chairman of the Veterans’
Affairs Subcommittee, Senator CRANSTON,
is one of the original cosponsors of the
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Hatfield-McGovern amendment. Other
members of that subcommittee are Sen-
ators YARBOROUGH, RANDOLPH, MONDALE,
HUGHES, SCHWEIKER, DOMINICK, SAXBE,
and Smrre of Illinois, Senators YARBOR-
ovUGH, MonpALE, and HUGHES also are co-
sponsors of the amendment. These men
certainly will not let remarks like those
used by Mr, Johnson stand in the way
of fair and impartial treatment of the
VA by the committee. If I were Mr. John-
son, however, I might question my fu-
ture effectiveness in dealing with the
committee and the staff, in light of the
strong language used.

In closing, Mr. President, I ask all
Senators to read this speech carefully.
Is this a man you want to represent the
thousands of dedicated VA members?
Can he serve all veterans? Is this a man
who has destroyed his effectiveness in
dealing with Congress? Is this a man who
has used an official platform to peddle
political propaganda? We all will form
cur own opinions. I have mine and I in-
vite my colleagues to form theirs.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

Casg) . The regular order is called for.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Rhode Island is recognized,

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 passed, without amendment, the fol-
lowing bills of the Senate:

! B. 1703. An act for the relief of Rosa Pinta-
ona;

B.1704. An act for the relief of Lillian
Blazzo;

B. 2427. An act for the relief of Cal C, Davis
and Lyndon A. Dean;

5.2863. An act for the relief of Mrs. Cumo-
rah Eennington Romney; and

8. 3136. An act to confer U.S. citizenship
posthumously upon Guy Andre Blanchette.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES AND DE-
PARTMENT OF HOUSING AND UR-
BAN DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIA-
TI%NS, 1971—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 17548) making
appropriations for sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
corporations, agencies, offices, and the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, and for other purposes. I
ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Case). The report will be read for the
information of the Senate.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of July 28, 1970, pp. 26099-
26100, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
amount agreed to by the conferees to-
taled $18,009,525,300. This sum is $541,-
301,800 above the budget estimate. It is
$619,313,000 above the amount recom-
mended by the House and $645,494,200
under the sum recommended by the
Senate.

More than 50 percent of the total
amount provided in the bill—or $9,065,-
528,000—is for the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, This amount is $80 million more
than the sum allowed by the House, and
it is $105 million above the budget esti-
mate. As you will recall, the Senate bill
provided $8¢ million more than the
House bill for medical care and $20
million more than the House for the
construction of hospital and domi-
ciliary facilities. The Senate conferees
were able to retain the full $80 million
add-on for medical care but were com-
pelled to give up the $2C million for hos-
pital construction.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, does the
Senator wish to yield on particular items
or does the Senator wish to complete
his statement?

Mr. PASTORE. I will yield at any
time; it does not make any difference to
me,

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

On this particular item, I wish to re-
port to the Senate that it is a matter in
which the Senator from California (Mr.
CransTON) took the lead in the Senate
Chamber. I happily joined with him.

The Senator from California and I
have two outstanding examples of why
this $20 million for construction of hos-
pital and domiciliary facilities was
needed and why the situation is so seri-
ous. I have in my State the Bronx Vet-
erans’ Administration Hospital and the
Senator from California has in his State
the so-called Wadsworth Los Angeles
Veterans’ Administration Center. The
Bronx Veterans' Administration Hospital
is a heartbreaking situation. The phy-
sieians, nurses, and other health person-
nel are trying very hard and striving
manfully with insufficient facilities and
personnel, attributable to the lack of
money, to provide quality health care to
our veterans.

There are examples of severe space and
equipment shortages, which have had an
adverse impact on patient care that are
shocking. There are, for example, no day
rooms in many wards; the treatment
room in the spinal cord injury ward is
also used for storage and water pitcher
service; the shower and enemy room for
the paraplegic and quadraplegic patients
is one and the same and the room is not
temperature controlled; there is a severe
shortage of lab rooms; there is a short-
age of therapy equipment in the ADL
(active daily living) room where the
spinal cord injury patients receive ther-
apy desiged to teach them ambulatory
skills and offer necessary daily living
skills; and much of the hospital traffic
has to go through the wards, which
makes a very bad situation for the
patients.
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These are untolerable and wholly in-
adequate conditions for providing up-to-
date, quality health care for our veterans.

I know of no Senator in the Chamber
who would fight harder and more effec-
tively or more vigorously than the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE),
but one is greatly affected by the sheer
heartbreaking character of the situation
itself.

I visited the Veterans’ Administration
Hospital in Buffalo yesterday. That is a
very good hosiptal which is well run. The
difference in the demeanor and outlook
of the patients is visible but it breaks
one'’s heart to see young men without an
arm or without a leg.

Mr. PASTORE. And sometimes with-
out arms and legs.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. It is the most ter-
rible thing in the world. I spread this on
the Recorp only because this is a con-
tinuing thing. In a recent survey by Mr.
TEAGUE, the distinguished chairman of
the House Veterans' Affairs Committee,
the deficiency for construetion and mod-
ernization of the VA hospitals in New
York State was revealed to be $12,587,-
669. Thus $12 million plus deficiency in-
cluded only the following items: ‘“‘pur-
chase of new and replacement” equip-
ment and “recurring and nonrecurring
maintenance and repair.” It did not in-
clude funding deficiencies for dental care,
recruiting necessary medical personnel,
and so forth, which brought the total
funding shortages for New York to $25,-
397,162,

I know the Senator and his conferess
have done everything they humanly
could do. I hope that by the reiteration
of the consequences of these denials we
may reach the hearts and minds of some
colleagues who may not feel as we do,
and that we will have better success in a
supplemental, or setting priorities in the
expenditure of unobligated carryover
construetion funds, or on another oc-
casion.

Mr. PASTORE. I will put it this way.
The administration, through the Admin-
istrator himself, the Director of the Vet-
erans’ Administration, was very much
opposed to any add-ons to begin with. We
had this matter before the full commit-
tee and some thought there was sufficient
money there, By the way, this is the
largest budget ever for the VA. There is
no question about it. No one has more of
a claim on compassion than the next per-
son. We all love our veterans, and we un-
derstand we have to do our very best.
No one should be abandoned. Nothing
should be saerificed. If we have to sacri-
fice anything let us sacrifice everything
else and give it to the veterans who are
maimed and lying on their backs or con-
fined to wheelchairs in Veterans' Ad-
ministration hospitals.

The Senator from California (Mr.
CraNSTON) made a very fine case before
our committee. He dramatized his pres-
entation with these very shocking pic-
tures that were published in one of the
periodicals.

Of course, it came down to the ques-
tion of, “What do you do; don’t you
have enough?” So we finally decided we
would add $100 million on the Veterans’
Administration and split it up this way.
Incidentally, the President had recom-
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mended $50 million before the budget
came up. We put $80 million more than
was originally agreed to; the House
added another $25 million; we added an-
other $80 million and the $20 million for
this construction.

With reference to the construction in
this bill, there is $59 million plus a carry-
over of about $61 million. It was felt by
the conferees—that is, chiefiy on the
House side—there was enough money
there; that they could do these things
the Senator is talking about. If they can-
nof, it can always be considered later on
in the supplemental because we want
these things done. But the Senator knows
how it is in conference. On one side they
feel they should not add one nickel, and
you feel you should add $100 million, and
it is a Herculean job when you come out
with $80 million. If I were going to sacri-
fice anything I did not want it to be
medical care.

They wanted to make it $50 million.
I said, “No, we cannot take that back.
There was too much feeling in the Sen-
ate that it should be $100 million.” So
we compromised it on that score.

I feel many of the things the Senator
is suggzesting, as well as the Senator from
California and the Senator from Texas,
can be done with carryover money, and if
it is not enough PasTore will always be
in the vanguard to do the best we can do.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is very
heartening.

Mr. PASTORE. Including Mr. ALLOTT.

Mr. JAVITS. I said that.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from Col-
orado (Mr. ALLoTT) is the best Republi-
can Democrat I have met yet.

Mr. JAVITS. I am sure the Senator
from Colorado and the Senator from
Rhode Island will do everything they
humanly can. The Senator encourages
Senators like my colleague (Mr. Goop-
ELL), the Senator from California (Mr.
CransToN), and myself when he says
they will keep an oversight watch on the
situation so that if the money proves to
be insufficient, or is not allocated by the
Veterans’ Administration for priorities
which seem urgent and for which funds
are depleted, he will be receptive to our
coming back and saying, “Look, this is
still miserable; it is not being done; help
us,” and that the Senator will be sympa-
thetic to our plea.

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

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr., ALLOTT. I want to express my
own concern about this. I think what
the Senator from New York has just said
is perfectly true. I think it behooves all
of us to check on the situation, because
no Senator would try to claim a stran-
gle hold on his concern for veterans.

Mr. PASTORE, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I may ask for the
veas and nays?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ALLOTT. I was hoping for a while
in the conference that we could hold
some of the $20 million, but I learned,
and it appeared during the course of
the conference, that they have $61.4 mil-
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lion in construction money that 1 a
carryover.

I have been interested in this matter
because there are some hospitals in the
South, for example, that need air con-
ditioning and that do not have it. But
the House was absolutely adamant on it.

I think, frankly, the chairman of the
conferees did a good job. I did not think
we would come out on this particular
item with $80 million, considering the
circumstances. It is not that the Mem-
bers of the House are any less concerned
than we are; I think it is true that they
feel they are in a position to watch this
matter closer than even the Senate can.

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

Mr, PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. GOODELL. I wish to commend
both the Senator from Rhode Island and
the Senator from Colorado. I know of
their deep concern, as we all have, that
our veterans be given the proper medical
care.

Is it my understanding that House
Members felt there was enough funds in
the fiscal 1970 carryover carried over,
plus what is provided, in the fiscal 1971
request to construct the VA hospitals in
California and in the Bronx—two
examples of the worst situation in this
respect?

Mr. PASTORE. When the Senator
asked if it is adequate, let me reply that it
is to take care of the needs at the present
time, and they made their position very
clear. I should state the Director of
Veterans' Affairs apparently is conduct-
ing a very broad survey of what the
needs are. When it comes to the Bronx
hospital, I think a brandnew hospital
is needed there. It has heen there for a
long, long time. It does not lend itself
to the present situation. It is crowded.
But, after all, it is the place where vet-
erans having that particular type of in-
jury are taken care of, because many of
the experts live in that neighborhood.
That is why these men go there. Some of
the best doctors in the field of spinal in-
juries are there. But the facilities are
not as modern as they should be.

In view of the number of disabled vet-
erans, especially because of the new kind
of horrible war we are engaged in, in
Vietnam, I, myself, think this whole
matter should be reviewed and we ought
to build modern hospitals in the proper
areas. I think the whole situation should
be reviewed. It was generally felt that, as
far as the needs for this fiscal year are
concerned, there was enough from the
1969 appropriation, plus the $61.4 million
that is a carryover, to take care of the
immediate needs in this field.

Personally, I would rather have seen
the $20 million in there, but the House
conferees felt that we did not need $100
million. The Senate conferees felt we
needed it. We must compromise at a cer-
tain point in order to reach an under-
standing, and we came out with 80 per-
cent of what was in the bill, which I
think is a good score.

Mr. GOODELL. I think the Senator did
extremely well.

Let me ask the question in a different
way. I am sure our House colleagues
would appraise the Bronx hospital in the
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same way the Senator has—that it should
be reconstructed. I am sure our House
colleagues would not want to see any su-
perficial improvements that were not suf-
ficient either in the Bronx hospital, those
in the South, or those in California.

The conferees felt that there is au-
thority for the Veterans’ Administration
to proceed with the new construction of
a hospital for veterans in the Bronx. If
there is not enough money in this bill to
do it, we will assess some money very
soon, either in the supplemental bill or in
the next fiscal year. Is that correct?

Mr. PASTORE. It was not talked about
in that fashion.

Mr. GOODELL. Is there anything that
would inhibit the Veterans’ Administra-
tion from allocating the money for new
construction?

Mr. PASTORE. The Veterans' Admin-
istration can use the money in any way
it wants. It can plan use of the money in
any way it pleases, It can establish its
own priorities under the money available
to it.

I would certainly hope that the junior
Senator from New York would write a
very nice letter to Mr. Johnson, explain-
ing his views to him, and call o his atten-
tion the urgency with respect to the
Bronx hospital.

I regret that I have not visited the hos-
pital, but I shall do so at the first oppor-
tunity I have. From what was said about
it and the pictures shown, I was not too
pleased. I realize that sometimes in the
rush of things, perhaps there is a little
neglect, but the fact remains that it is
not a modern hospital, that it can be im-
proved considerably.

I did not like the idea of cans right
next to beds. I do not think anybody
planted them. It was said that there was
supposed to be a curtain there, which
was not drawn and should have been
closed. It was claimed that what was
taken off the bodies of soldiers was
thrown into those cans. In other words, it
was not garbage that was in those cans. I
do not want anyone to get the wrong
impression.

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

Mr. GOODELL. Will the Senator let
me conclude this point?

Mr. ALLOTT. I do not want him to
leave this point before I can comment
on it.

Mr. GOODELL. I will remain.

I served for 9% years in the House of
Representatives, and I know that many
Members of the House look very closely
at the budget. They are to be commended
for it. They want to economize. I also
know that none of them wants to econ-
omize on veterans.

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct.

Mr. GOODELL. And I believe every
one of them, aware of the conditions in
the Bronx Veterans’ Administration
Hospital, would recognize there was a
need for a new facility, as the Senator
from Rhode Island has said, I believe
they would want construction on a new
facility to begin immediately. They
would not want to go through another
fiscal year with the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration having to economize and under-
take some superficial changes in the VA
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hospital while we delayed further the de-
cision to erect a new facility. I hope the
Recorp will be made clear. I do not think
that I am in any way misrepresenting the
feelings of our colleagues in the House.
The Recorp should be clear that the Vet-
erans’ Administration hospitals should
be properly equipped and the Veterans’
Administration should go forward with
whatever plans are necessary to give
adequate care to our veterans.

There seems to be great dispute about
whether there is really enough money
here to do it or not. I know that House
Members often feel, “It is enough money.
You can go ahead and construct this
new facility,” and perhaps they are justi-
fied. It is hard to assess that.

Mr. President, many words have been
spoken on the floor of this Chamber
about our fighting men in Vietnam;
about the future policies of this Gov-
ernment in relation to the Indochina
conflict. In fact, we will shortly be dis-
cussing the so-called amendment to end
the war which I have coauthored with
other Senators.

Today, however, I want to speak of
our wounded men; those men disabled,
crippled, maimed, and many crushed in
spirit as they lie in veterans’ hospitals,
inadequately staffed and poorly equipped
to meet their rehabilitation needs.

The costs of this medical care, both
in human and financial resources, are
the hidden costs of the Vietnam war.

The Vietnamese war has become the
most erippling and disabling conflict in
our history. Sophisticated weapons,
guerrilla tactics, land mines, and booby
traps cause injuries so severe that over
10 percent would have been fatal in
Korea and World War II. Over 275,000
men have been wounded and more than
half have been hospitalized. Of those
hospitalized, 30 percent of the injuries
are spinal cord disorders, causing par-
tial or total paralysis, 28 percent are
psychiatric disorders, the highest pro-
portion of any other war, and almost
10 percent are amputations. Permanent
disabilities of Vietnam veterans are al-
most twice as high as the veterans from
the Korean conflict and World War II.

The same technology that has caused
hideous injuries has also produced life-
saving care, Helicopter evacuation pro-
cedures in Vietnam can transport a man
from the battlefield to a support hos-
pital within minutes. Unlike conditions
in previous conflicts, delicate operations
are performed in these field hospitals
which can mean the difference between
life and death for a wounded soldier.
Likewise, military hospitals are well-
equipped to perform the health care
services necessary for rapid recovery.
The Defense Department strives for ex-
cellence in the application of techno-
logical advances and as a result, since
Korea and World War II, a soldier has
twice as good a chance of survival.

The technological advances break
down when the care of a wounded or
disabled man is transferred to the Vet-
erans’ Administration upon separation
from the service. Even more than other
civilian hospitals, the 166 VA hospitals
must operate with staff shortages, lack
of funds for research, and the ever-in-
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creasing costs for durgs, medical sup-
plies, equipment, and labor. As a result,
the VA hospitals are simply not equipped
to meet the needs of our returning Viet-
nam veterans.

Over 5 years ago, our military activity
in Vietnam was escalated and geared to
wartime procedures. At the same time,
the VA installations continued operating
under the myth of peacetime. Plans,
equipment, and personnel were never ex-
panded and coordinated to deal with the
numbers snd kinds of injuries that would
be sustained in Indochina. Additional
clinics for the treatment of paralyzed
veterans were not constructed. As a re-
sult, they are now hopelessly over-
crowded. Recruitment of psychiatric
staff was not stressed and now battle
trauma accounts for almost 30 percent
of the injuries sustained in Vietnam. As
a result, psychiatric patients have dou-
bled since 1964 and the staff is half as
large. Psychiatric facilities now operate
with a patient to doctor ratio of 535 to
one while the acceptable ratio is 25 to 1.

In recent years, expansion of facilities
and staff has been deferred and delayed
because of budgetary considerations.
Hiring of personnel in 1968 was held at a
1966 level and now there are fewer full-
time personnel than there were 5 years
ago. In the meantime, 30,000 more vet-
erans require care. Modernization and
construction of facilities have been de-
ferred as a result of the 1969 freeze on
Federal projects.

The tragic irony is that the major
cause for the austerity budget—a budget-
ary condition which has resulted in a
cutback in veterans’ care—has been the
war in Vietnam.

The administration requested an ap-
propriation which was reportedly the
largest VA budget in its history. The in-
crease was only 7.5 percent or $122 mil-
lion more than the fiscal 1970 appropria-
tion. The fiscal 1971 budgetary request
was barely enough to cover the annual
inflationary cost increases of existing
services. It could not even begin to meet
the increased need of the returning Viet-
nam veterans.

The Senator from California (Mr.
CransToN) has been a forceful and com-
passionate advocate for increased appro-
priations for proper veterans’ care. As a
result of a 7-day investigation by his
Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, on
the conditions in our Nation’s VA hospi-
tals, he recommended an additional $189
million for the VA appropriations bill.

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PastoreE) with his customary coopera-
tion and sensitivity reported a bill from
his subcommittee which earmarked an
additional $80 million for medical care
and an additional $20 million for con-
struction of hospital and domiciliary
facilities.

The conference report, which we de-
bate today, recommends a total of $105
million above the budget request for
medical care—$80 million added by the
Senate and $25 million added by the
House. The appropriation for construc-
tion—$20 million—was deleted in con-
ference. It would have provided funds to
expedite designs for the air-conditioning

CXVI——1719—Part 20

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of 43 VA hospitals, to modernize the
Brentwood VA hospital in California, and
to design plans for the replacement of
the Bronx, N.Y., and Wadsworth, Los An-
geles, VA hospitals.

I regret that this recommendation was
deleted by the conference. The confer-
ence approved $59 million for construc-
tion of hospital and domiciliary facilities
rather than $79 million as proposed by
the Senate. The unobligated balance car-
ried forward from fiscal 1970, however, is
$61.4 million for construction, and this
provides a total of $120 million for hospi-
tal construction by the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration for 1971.

I urge the Veterans' Administration to
reprogram these funds so that the vitally
needed replacement and modernization
of the VA facilities specifically recom-
mended by the Subcommittee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs and the Senate Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Independent Offi-
ces, can be achieved.

In my own State, the Bronx VA hos-
pital must be replaced with modern, ef-
ficiently designed facilities. Recently,
the conditions in that hospital were the
subject of the new controversial May 22
Life article, “From Vietnam to a VA Hos-
pital: Assignment To Neglect.” While the
veracity of the photographs printed in
that article has been in dispute, the con-
ditions in the hospital are shameful.

In a statement, refuting the article, Dr.
A. N. Kleinman, director of the hospital
said:

The title “Assignment To Neglect” is a
cruel misnomer. Our patients are far from
neglected. Considering the handicaps under
which we work the quality of care which
our patients receive should be classed as
“superb”—but we class it only as ‘“good”
because of certain handlcaps. Yes, we do have
shortcomings. The buildings are old, the
physical layout of the wards is inefficient,
space Is limited, and personnel is small in
numbers but enormously large in dedication
and devotion.

Mr. President, the director and his
staff perform exceptionally under the
most diffieult conditions—conditions
mentioned by Dr. Kleinman himself. The
quality of care, however, as a result of
these handicaps is “good” not “excel-
lent.” “Good” service—second-rate serv-
ice—is an insult to men who have sacri-
ficed active healthy lives in the service of
their ecountry. These men deserve
nothing but the best care available, Am-
putees need highly personalized therapy
from sensitive staff, They must learn to
use artificial limbs—their own having
been lost in battle. They need support and
encouragement in their efforts to rehabil-
itate themselves. Those less fortunate—
those who have forever lost the move-
ment and sensation in their imbs—re-
quire constant care. Every need they have
requires assistance from others. All hos-
pital patients are entitled to clean, pleas-
ant surroundings.

In the Bronx VA hospital, excellent
care is not given to the patients. The
small staff is overworked so that men
do not have intensive care. Equipment
and clinies are out of date which limit
successful attempts at rehabilitation. The
wards are overcrowded so that to the
veteran privacy and human dignity be-
come luxuries.

27287

Clearly, the physical design of the
buildings constructed at the turn of the
century, handicaps the delivery of qual-
ity care to our wounded veterans.

In hearings before the Appropriations
Subcommittee, the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs, Donald E. Johnson ex-
pressed the VA concern for the physical
conditions in the Bronx hospital:

Senator PAsTore. Mr, Johnson, you do have
some problems in the Bronx Hospital, do
you not?

Mr. JornsoN, Yes, sir, and we admit and
do not deny those,

Senator Pastomre. What are these prob-
lems?

Mr. JoHNSON. Sir, the number one problem
at the Bronx Hospital stems mainly from
the fact that it Is old, one of the oldest
physical plants in the system. There has
been a steady and continuing program of
modernization, including air conditioning,
but the physical arrangement of the hospital
does lead to certain deficlencles; and, it
probably ralses the per diem cost of opera-
tion.

Senator PasTtore. Well, now, if these de-
ficlenecies do exlst, can they be curbed?

Mr, Jomwson. In the Bronx VA Hospital,
ves sir. Their staffing in the 1971 budget
will allow improvement and we will put the
emphasis on the spinal cord injuries service.
This is one area that will be highlighted.
The 1971 target allowance, the reference we
made to total allocations that are given to
the hospital director as a possible target for
them to work with, will allow the spinal
cord injury service staffing ratio to move up
to 1.27, or above what has been the accepted
level.

The Administrator mentioned the in-
tended staffing increases. These are des-
perately needed. In his response, how-
ever, he gives no hope for remediation
of the major problem—replacement of
an old, inefficient building designed for
treatment in another era.

Senator CransTON held 7 days of hear-
ings on the condition of medical care for
wounded Vietnam veterans. The depress-
ing conditions which exist in the Bronx
hospital exist in other VA facilities most
notably the Wadsworth Hospital and the
Brentwood Neuropsychiatric Hospital in
Los Angeles, Calif. Forty-three VA hos-
pitals, many of which are located in the
hot climates of Texas, South Carolina,
New Mexico, Arkansas, Alabama, and
Kansas, need air conditioning—a very
minimal requirement for quality health
care,

These deplorable physical conditions
require an urgent response from the
Congress and the Veterans’ Administra-
tion.

The American soldier is given the best
training, the best equipment, and the
best chance of survival money can buy.
When wounded or disabled, he deserves
the best medical care money can buy.
Unfortunately, this has not been the
case. The fighting man has received the
benefits of technological breakthroughs
and adequate funding, The disabled vet-
eran recelves neither. Having done his
duty, he is consigned to waste and ne-
glect in an overcrowded ward—he is dis-
carded like a broken tool.

The priorities which foster this in-
humane treatment, this outrage, must
not continue.

After extensive hearings on the sub-
ject, our colleague from California has
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recommended the immediate attention of
the VA to four urgent projects:

Modernization of the Brentwood Hos-
pital;

Replacement designs for Wadsworth
and Bronx VA hospitals;

Air-conditioning designs for 43 qual-
ified hospitals.

This is merely a beginning of the task
that lies ahead to insure quality care
to veterans.

I urge the Veterans' Administration to
reallocate its carryover funds from fiscal
1970 to meet these urgent construction
priorities, approved by the Senate.

I understand the VA has already com-
mitted $1 million for modernization of
the Brentwood Hospital. This is a step
which encourages me to believe that the
VA will begin replacement designs for
the Bronx and Wadsworth facilities: and
the 43 air-conditioning designs.

Any attempt by the Bureau of the
Budget to freeze these funds, as it has
done in the past, can no longer be
tolerated.

The funds for veterans’ care, like the
funds for other war costs, must be forth-
coming from the administration—with
priority and without hesitation.

I hope the VA Administrator will be
on notice that if they have to have a new
facility in the Bronx or in Los Angeles,
he ought to make an effort to get it. We
can do everything possible to see that
he gets the necessary funds if they are
not available.

Mr. PASTORE. He ought to ask for
it. All the Senator from Rhode Island
can say to that is, amen, amen, and
amen.

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

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. ALLLOTT. I want to read just a
sentence from the House report:

The committee concurs in the full budget
request for $59 million, This amount will
provide for total obligations of $120,418,000
in 1971 for construction of hosplitals and

domicillary facilities, an increase of $88,281,-
000 over 1970.

" Then they go on to say that the plan
recommended for 1971 would be the
highest level for this program since 1950.

This may be frue, and yet it may not
be adequate to the needs. The thing I
mentioned to the Senator a moment ago
was this: this item is not handled as
some items even in this bill are handled.
The committee has, at times past, in the
report mentioned specific facilities which
we thought the Veterans’ Administra-
tion—I am particularly of cer-
tain facilities in Florida—should con-
struct; but here they are not named
specifically.

So I think the suggestion of the chair-
man that the Senators from -New York
call upon the Administrator—who I am
sure the chairman and I both agree is
very competent and sincere, and anxious
to do an outstanding job—call his atten-
tion to this matter, and even perhaps
inspect the facilities with him and; build
& case with the Veterans’ Administration
for a new facility, or at least a study to
see if there is any way that it can be
brought up fo date. :

~I'do not know the facility, so I would
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not want to comment either way on that.
But the point is that there are not in
this bill specific designations on certain
construction items.

Mr. GOODELL, Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Colorado for his com-
ments, and I am sure the Senator would
agree with what the Senator from Rhode
Island and I have just discussed here:
that if the VA administrator determines
that, to have adequate care for the vet-
erans in the Bronx Hospital, they need
a new facility, we will try to provide the
money for that new facility.

Mr. ALLOTT. That is right, and in
that area.

Mr, GOODELL. I thank the Senafor.

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator for yielding.

Mr. President, as a member of the Sen-
ate Veterans' Subcommittee for the past
13 years, which is a longer period than
any other Member of the Senate has
served on the subcommittee, and as its
former chairman, I rise to commend the
Senate conferees under the leadership
of the distinguished chairman of the
Senate Subcommittee on Independent
Offices Appropriations (Mr, PAsTore) for
their hard, efficient work on this impor-
tant appropriations bill. In particular, I
wish to commend the conferees for their
success in retaining the $80 million added
by the Senate for veterans medical care
programs.

It has been pointed out here that this
was a monumental task, to retain the $80
million for stafiing and supplies in these
veterans hospitals. The steadfastness of
the conferees on this matter is most
commendable.

On an inspection I made in Dallas,
Tex., a few weeks ago, I found that the
cost of blood plasma had increased 100
percent in just 1 year. The average cost
of all services and supplies—and I am
excluding labor services—averaging it all
out, foods, medicines, blood plasma, and
the like, had increased by 24 percent in
1 year. They had no more money, and
were doing a monumental job with the
facilities they had. They did not cut care
and services to wounded veterans; they
cut personnel. When someone quit his
job, they would not hire another person.
They were trying to stretch out their
funds in order to get by.

This money provided in the conference
report is badly needed. With these funds,
the Veterans’ Administration can begin
the necessary work to raise the standard
of care in our country's 166 Veterans’
Administration hospitals and 202 oui-
patient clinics to the level of excellence
that our veterans need and deserve.

As the Senator from Rhode Island
knows, it is a tragic situation that our
hospitals have been forced to function
under these conditions. The statement
was made by the Senator from Colorado
that perhaps the House of Representa~
tives is in. befter eondition to fight this
battle than we in the Senate. It is true
that the House has a whole Veterans’
Committee, with a staff of 18 full-time
members, ! a b

The Senate Veterans’ Subcommittee,
so ably chaired for 2 years by the Sen-
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ator from California (Mr. CRANSTON),
has only one professional staff man and
one young lady secretary—only two posi-
tions.

Yet, this Senate subcommittee, with
this small, minimal staff, has investigated
and pointed up this situation. It has not
been the House of Representatives that
has shown this tragic neglect of our vet-
erans at veterans hospitals; it has been
this small Senate subcommittee.

Mr. PASTORE, Prineipally Mr. CRAN-
STON.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Principally Mr.
CransToN, the distinguished Senator
from California, has done this. And this
staff has not been working on it a long
time; it has been accomplished in the
last year and a half.

I commend the Senate conferees for
the work they have done to insure ade-
quate funds for veterans medical care.
This is the least that a grateful Nation
can do for those men who have given so
much in the service of their country.

This $80 million, when combined with
the $25 million added by the House of
Representatives, makes a total of $105
million above the President’s original
budget request for veterans medical care.
I urge the President not to veto this bill
because of these increases but rather
to think of the needs of our veterans
and sign this bill and use these funds
for their benefit.

The Senator from Rhode Island has
pointed out the horrible nature of this
war in Southeast Asia. A result of this
war is that 1214 percent of all of our
wounded veterans are left permanently
disabled. This war is producing the high-
est percentage of veterans who are per-
manently and totally disabled of any war
in American history. Twelve and one-
half percent of our veterans are coming
back from this war in Southeast Asia
totally and permanently disabled. Yet at
the time of the investigation of the Sen-
ator from California pertaining to vet-
erans hospitals, there were only half as
many attendants per hundred veterans
as there are in the average hospital over
the country.

Of course, I was disappointed that the
House did not agree to accept the addi-
tional $20 million appropriated by the
Senate for construction of Veterans' Ad-
ministration hospitals.

Mr. PASTORE. But will the Senator
agree with me that if we were fo retain
anything, we should have retained it in
medical care? :

Mr. YARBOROUGH. In medical care,
certainly. :

Mr. PASTORE. That is exactly what
we did.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I started to com-
mend the Senator for doing first things
first, Before getting these facilities built,
we have to'get the medical care for the
veterans who are already in there. The
Senator put first things first. I know
the great pressure that the distinguished
chairman of the Senate conferees was
under in negotiating on these items, and
I think that he did an excellent job in
working for our veterans. The veterans
of this:Nation owe a debt of gratitude
to Senator PasToRE and Senator Crans-
TON, the distinguished chairmen of the
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Senate Subcommittee on Veterans' Af-
fairs, for their efforts to improve the
medical care in our Veterans’ Adminis-
tration hospitals.

I also wish to commend the Senate
conferees for retaining in the bill the $7,-
401,800 for the construction of the new
San Antonio Federal courthouse and
Federal office building. This facility is
badly needed in San Antonio and on be-
half of these people, I thank the conferees
for the concern that was shown for this
project.

In addition to the increased funds for
veterans medical care programs, and the
funds for the San Antonio Federal court-
house and Federal office building, the
Senate conferees were successful in re-
taining the $916,000 that I added on the
floor of the Senate for the site acquisi-
tion and planning of the Denton Post
Office. These funds were excluded in the
original House version of the appropria-
tions bill. The distinguished chairman of
the Subcommittee on Independent Offices
accepted my amendment on the floor and
put these funds back into the bill. On be-
half of the people of Denton who are
badly in need of a new post office, I again
wish to thank our conferees for retaining
these funds.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. I associate myself
with the remarks of my able colleague
from Texas in complimenting the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island and
the conierees, who did such a magnificent
job of improving the health care facili-
fies of our veterans hospitals.

I happen to be chairman of the Vet-
erans' Subcommittee of the Committee
on Finance, which has jurisdiction over
benefits for veterans, their widows, and
their dependents. We have taken steps to
pass several bills during this Congress to
improve their benefits and keep them
comparable to the increasing cost of liv-
ing in recent years.

I also wish to compliment and com-
mend my distinguished colleague, the
Senator from California (Mr, CRANSTON),
whose subcommittee has legislative juris-
diction of veterans hospital matters. The
hearings that he conducted were very
helpful, I am sure, to the Senator from
Rhode Island and his colleagues on the
conference in obtaining sufficient funds
to help staff these hospitals.

I have visited a number of them in my
own State, and I have been shocked at the
shortage of doctors, nurses, and medical
personnel and other facilities fo take care
of our wounded veterans.

This is the least we can do for those
men, many of whom have sacrificed their
lives and those who did not sacrifice their
lives in many instances have sacrificed
their health; and I think a grateful na-
tion should always remember that fact,
and we should never see our wounded and
disabled veterans lack for medical care.

Mr. PASTORE, I thank the Senator,
and I agree with him implicitly.

I yield to the Senator from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator
from Rhode Island for his very able rep-
resentation of the Senate position in the
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conference, and also the ranking Repub-
lican member of the conference commit-
tee (Mr. ArLoTrT) and the other members
of the conference for their very effective
help in this regard. I also thank the Sen-
ator from Texas for his remarks about
the subcommittee and for his support in
our efforts; without his backing, the re-
sults being achieved today would have
been impossible.

I also want to say to the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. TarMmance) that he, too, was
very helpful. In connection with his
chairmanship of the Veterans' Legisla-
tion Subcommittee of the Finance Com-
mittee, he has done some remarkable
work. He has just been successful in
clearing through the Congress S. 3448 to
provide a very badly needed disability
compensation increase for service-con-
nected disabled veterans. I was privileged
to cosponsor that measure with Senator
Tarmancg, and I thank him for his co-
operation with me and our subcommit-
tee.

It is very important that the confer-
ees on H.R. 17548 did stand by medical
care funding and got the total Senate
amount. I agree with Senator PASTORE
that that was the most important aspect
of the measure as originally passed by
the Senate.

When we take the $80 million that the
Senate added and stood by and got from
the conference and add the $25 million
by the House, we have $105 million more
available above the budget request for
vitally important medical personnel,
equipment, and supplies.

It is absolutely urgent now that VA
hospitals begin to deliver an adequate
level of care throughout the Nation for
veterans. I think we have taken the first
step, but not all the steps we need to
take.

I would like to go over some of the
ground already touched upon and ask
the chairman of the Senate conferees
some questions,

First, I trust that the Veterans®’ Ad-
ministration will give full consideration
to the proposed breakdown for the $80
million Senate increase which I out-
lined in my July 6 floor statement based
on the Veterans' Affairs Subcommittee’s
extensive oversight hearings.

Now, I would like to turn to the con-
ference recommendation for the hospital
and domiciliary construction item.

Was it the feeling of the Senate con-
ferees that the proposed expenditure for
construction of $120.4 million contained
in the budget request was about as much
as the VA could handle administratively
during fiscal year 1971?

Mr, PASTORE. That is the position
they took.

Mr, CRANSTON. With regard to the
$61.4 million of carryover unobligated
balances which the VA proposes to use
along with the $59 million in newly ap-
propriated construction money, what is
the Senator’s understanding with respect
to the.projects for which this amount
of unobligated money will be spent?

Mr. PASTORE. That they have flex-
ibility in planning.

Mr. CRANSTON. And that relates to
the carryover money that they have
avallable?
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Mr. PASTORE. That is correct—$61.4
million.

Mr. CRANSTON. It is my impression
that the VA central office is currently
engaged in a total review of construec-
tion priorities for fiscal year 1971 for the
purpose of arriving at a final allocation
of $61.4 million in carryover money.

It is further my understanding that
at this time it seems very likely that
included in the new reprograming pri-
orities will be the necessary funds to ex-
ecute designs for replacement hospitals
at the Bronx Hospital in New York,
which has been the subject of extensive
discussion with the two Senators from
New York, and the Wadsworth hospital
in Los Angeles.

I refer Senators to the hearing record
just published regarding our subcommit-
tee inquiring into conditions at the
Wadsworth Hospital. Some of the in-
creases have been discussed, and there
is a great deal of backup material there.
As the Senator from Rhode Island will
recall, the unmet needs at these two
hospitals, one in New York and one in
Los Angeles, were two of the greatest
urgencies included in my construction
recommendations to the subcommittee
on May 27.

Given the enormous amount of na-
tional attention focused on the deficien-
cies in the physical plants at these two
hospital locations, I fee] that it is essen-
tial for the VA to proceed to bring about
replacement hospitals at those sites—not
just in New York but also in California—
as a matter of the highest priority;
I hope that the distinguished chairman
of the Appropriations Subcommittee
would agree with that great need.

Mr. PASTORE. I do. Here, again, I
suppose this is a matter of priorities to
be established by the administrator. I
think it behooves the committee—that is,
the legislative committee—and the Sen-
ators from New York to address them-
selves to the Director of the Veterans’
Administration so that he may be better
.inn;r‘;med as to what the priorities are
to y

Of course, I am in no position to say
whether the hospital in The Bronx
should come first or the hospital in Los
Angeles or the hospital in Buffalo or any
place else. I am in no position to say
that, But I would hope that a responsible
director—and I think Mr. Johnson is a
responsible director—would do what is
right.

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

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr., JAVITS. I wish the Senator would
leave out Buffalo, because Buffalo does
have quite a modern structure.

Mr. PASTORE. I have not seen the
hospital at Buffalo or the hospital at
Denver. I have seen the hospital at
Rhode Island. We have a very fine vet-
eran’s hospital there. Please do not put
me in the position of dictating at this
time what should come first. I do not
know.

Mr. JAVITS, I just did not want the
reference, because they read these things
closely, There is no complaint about Buf-
falo. It is New York City, the Bronx, and
Los Angeles.
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Mr, PASTORE, The Bronx is in the
jurisdiction of Mr. Javirs, and Los An-
geles is in the jurisdiction of Mr. Crans-
Tow, and other places may need the same
attention.

Mr. CRANSTON. Also with respect to
construction, one of my recommenda-
tions on May 27 was that the Brentwood
Neuropsychiatric Hospital in Los Angeles
receive a full remodeling, costing $5 mil-
lion, in order to give it the potential to
function effectively and to compete for
badly needed staff in the 1970’s.

Yesterday, in Los Angeles, the VA Ad-
ministrator announced that the $5 mil-
lion I called for has been committed for
this purpose. I am delighted with this
development and this responsiveness by
the Administrator. It is my understand-
ing that plans are being executed at this
very minutes to proceed with that des-
perately needed remodeling.

There is one final matter regarding
construction that I would like to discuss
with the Senator from Rhode Island.
The Senator will recall that in my con-
struction recommendations to his sub-
commiittee, I included approximately $6
million to provide for air-conditioning
designs for the 43 VA hospitals qualify-
ing for air conditioning, but not now air
conditioned and without pending de-
signs. Some of these hospitals are in the
very hottest parts of our country, and I
know that the Senators from the 25
States involved—and indeed all Senators
and the American people—would want
to expend the funds necessary to see
that disabled veterans in these extreme-
ly hot places receive medical care in rea-
sonably comfortable surroundings.

What was the thinking of the con-
ferees, and especially the Senate con-
ferees, with regard to these air-condi-
tioning problems and needs?

Mr. PASTORE. We did not go into
that detail, but we did say that they had
over $120 million and that it was up to
them to make sure that they established
the right priorities. We did not go into
these things detail by detail, to that ex-
tent. The strong point that was made
by the conferees from the House was
that we did have this carryover of $61.4
million, and they thought that many of
the things that had been complained
about—justifiably so—hy Senator
CranstoN and Representative TEAGUE
possibly could be included. If it is not
enough, I think we ought to give it seri-
ous consideration later on. Certainly, in
some of these places that are very hot
we ought to have air conditioning. The
least we can do is to make these wound-
ed men comfortable.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield.

Mr. DOLE. Let me, first, commend the
junior Senator from California and the
chairman, the Senator from Rhode
Island.

I have a great interest in Veterans’ Ad-
ministration and, of course, veterans,
particularly with reference to the point
just mentioned—air conditioning. Kan-
sas is noted for many things, and one is
that it is sometimes a hot place in which
to live. The temperature in Wichita,
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Kans.,, has been 106 and 108 degrees
in the past 2 weeks. We have a very
fine Veterans’ Administration hospital
there without air conditioning.

So I am pleased to join the Senator
from California in emphasizing the need
for air conditioning at places such as
Wichita, and other places which may
need it as badly.

Mr. PASTORE. At least, they ought
to have what the Senator is enjoying at
this moment.

Mr. DOLE. I agree with the Senator.

Mr, CRANSTON, I note that on the
list of those hospitals for which I rec-
ommended air-conditioning designs for
this fiscal year, in my May 27 appropri-
ations testimony, is the hospital at Wi-
chita, Kans. As the Senator from Kansas
has pointed out, this facility does not
presently have air conditioning.

As I understand it, in addition to the
$61.4 million in carryover funds slated to
be used for construction this fiscal year,
there still remains in that account some
$17.5 million in unobligated balances.
Would not the Senator from Rhode Is-
land agree that certainly the VA should
give most serious consideration during
the course of this fiscal year to request
the Bureau of the Budget approval to
obligate the necessary amounts from
these unobligated balances to begin those
air conditioning designs in as many of
the 43 hospitals as can be effectively car-
ried out?

Mr. PASTORE. Of course.

Mr. CRANSTON. Finally, I would like
to urge that the VA make the maximum
effort to convince the Bureau of the
Budget to provide in fiscal year 1972 a
construction budget request of at least
the amount requested and approved for
expenditure during this fiscal year—$120
million. In my view, it is absolutely nec-
essary for VA construction to be carried
out as part of a planned, ongoing, strong
program in the years ahead.

I have studied the VA construction
olLligation record since 1946 and find a
very clear pattern; that is, the years of
high obligation, such as fiscal years
1948, 1950, 1964, and 1969, invariably
preceded and followed by years of low
obligation by comparison with the high
mark years. Indeed, this was precisely
the case with regard to fiscal year 1971,
since the obligations for fiscal year 1970
totaled about one-fourth of those now
approved for fiscal year 1971,

With all the force that I can muster,
and based upon the extensive oversight
investigation of my subcommittee, I call
upon the President, the Budget Bureau,
and the VA, to break this up-and-down
pattern in fiscal year 1972 in order to
give VA hospital construction the badly
needed shot in the arm it requires, and
to prevent the continuing deterioration
of the overall physical plant situation in
the hospital and domiciliary system.

Mr. President, to illustrate my point,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the ReEcorp a table showing VA obli-
gations for hospital and domiciliary con-
struction from fiscal year 1946 to date.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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TaBLE—VA hospital and domiciliary
construction obligations
[In millions of dollars]
Fiscal year:

1970 (estimated)
1971 (estimated)

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I note
the presence on the floor of the distin-
guished ranking minority member of the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee, the
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs),
who has extended such great cooperation
to our subcommittee during its oversight
investigation. I also wish to recognize
the hard work of the distinguished rank-
ing minority member of the Veterans’
Affairs Subcommittee, the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. ScHWEIKER) , who has
participated so ably and fully in our bi-
partisan subcommittee investigation.

I also wish to express my great ap-
preciation for the tremendous coopera-
tion of the chairman of the Veterans'
Affairs Committee in the House, OLIN
E. TeacuE, who has worked tirelessly on
behalf of retaining all of the additional
funds passed by the Senate and has been
an invaluable ally throughout the last 6
months, and especially while the con-
ferees have been deliberating on this
most vital matter.

And, as I stated at the outset of my
remarks, special tribute is also due the
chairman of the full Labor and Public
Welfare Committee, the distinguished
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH),
who also serves as the ranking majority
member of the Veterans' Affairs Subcom-
mittee, for his truly outstanding efforts
during our oversight investigation and
in securing these vital additional appro-
priations and over the years on behalf
of our Nation's veterans.

I thank the Senator from Rhode Is-
land very much for his explanations to-
day, his great work for our veterans in
the conference after his work in com-
mittee and on floor, and for his many
courtesies to me and my subcommittee
during this appropriation process. In
light of his explanations today in re-
sponse to questions from myself and
other Senators, I believe that the con-
ference recommendations—now adopted
by the House—should be agreed to by the
Senate.

I urge my colleagues to support the
conference report.
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Mr. President, once the Senate accepts
the conference report and passes the
appropriations bill, and if the President
decides not to veto the bill, even then
our work to improve substantially in this
fiscal year the quality of care for our
disabled veterans is not at an end. We
must seek to insure that all the moneys
appropriated for the VA medical and
hospital program are fully and promptly
apportioned to the VA by the Budget
Bureau.

This has not always been the case
in the past, and, at this time of impend-
ing crisis for the VA, any appreciable
delay or cutback in apportionment could
be disastrous. Thus, I ask for the sup-
port of all my colleagues in the Senate,
and particularly of the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island, in remain-
ing vigilant to see to it that the excel-
lent work now begun for VA hospitals
is not stymied, unfairly and unjustly, by
Budget Bureau notions of needed econ-
omies,

Mr. President, I make the plea, which
has been made by other Senators, that
there be no veto by the President. If it is
vetoed, it will mean great uncertainty on
the part of veterans and their loved ones
as to whether there will be improve-
ments in their care and inevitable delays
in the improvement of that care. So I
hope no thought will be given to a veto
by the President. It would be disastrous
for our disabled veterans.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, I have
heard it now three times about the Presi-
dent vetoing this bill. I am one of those
who do not place any credence in ru-
mors. I do not believe that the President
has intimated in any way that he is go-
ing to veto the bill. I am sure that when
it reaches his desk he will take a good
look at it, and that he will realize what-
ever increases were made over the esti-
mate, No. 1, the $350 million for urban
renewal, that we still have left in the
authorization for urban renewal more
than three-quarters of a billion dollars
and that money will not be spent within
8 year. It has to be planned. But we
have to appropriate for it before com-
mitments can be made for the various
cities. We all know that many of our
cities are in a state of decay. This is a
domestic program. We have spent bil-
lions of dollars abroad, which does not
seem to bother us from time to time. This
one time, this is for American cities.

I do not believe that the President will
veto the bill. When he gets it, he will take
a good look at it. I hope that we do not
begin to arouse ourselves over a rumor
and get agitated over the fact that the
President may veto something he has not
vet seen.

Now, what is the next one, the next
big increase? It is $350 million for water
and sewerage in rural areas. Tell me the
President who will veto that? Mr. Presi-
dent, do you know what that means? It
means that in the rural areas, where
they have to depend upon a cesspool, if
this continues, it cannot absorb any more
and the area will end up with pestilence.
I do not believe that the President will
veto the bill because there is in it $350
million for water and sewerage facilities.
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What is the next one? The next one is
the veterans. I think, myself, that we
are getting ourselves overly apprehen-
sive. I would like to wait until Mr. Nixon
has a chance to look at the bill. I have
every confidence that he will sign it. He
has not told me that he would. But, he
has not told me that he would not.

After all, I assume that he loves Amer-
ica as much as we do.

Another significant budget funded in
this bill is that of the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration. The
President had requested $3,333,000,000
to fund the NASA programs for fiscal
year 1971, and the House had provided
$3,197,000,000 while the Senate recom-
mendation aggregated $3,319,303,000.
The amount agreed to in conference to-
taled $3,268,675,000 which is $64,325,000
under the budget estimate, $71,675,000
over the sum recommended by ‘the
House, and $50,628,000 less than the sum
recently voted by the Senate. For the
item, research and development, the
budget estimate and the amount recom-
mended by the Senate was $2,606,100,000
while the House allowance totaled an
even $2.5 billion. The amount agreed to
in conference for this item was $2,565,-
000,000. For construction of facilities for
the space agency, the conference com-
mittee agreed to the sum of $24,950,000,
and in the conference report, it is spelled
out that the addon of $6,675.000 over the
House allowance for this item was to be
used specifically for the following:

For the isotope thermoelectric sys-
tems application laboratory at the Jet
Propulsion Laboratory, $1,250,000;

For the earth resources technology
laboratory at Goddard, $1,925,000; and

For the nuclear engine test stand No.
2 in Nevada, $3,500,000.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Rhode Island yield at that
point?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. There are many things
in the bill that I have an interest in—
in fact, almost every phase of it, having
worked on it so long—that I desire to say
just a word about the NASA budget
which was cut by the conference com-
mittee $650,628,000.

I note that the chairman of the com-
mittee has some feeling, that he would
like to see emphasis placed in other
areas in the space committee, and he
makes no bones about it, and states so
very frankly.

While I realize the importance of these
things, on the other hand, I feel that the
NASA has provided such a tremendous
forward thrust in science that it is one
of the most valuable things we have and
we would only deplete it so much, with-
out anything to retain a space system.
Almost every phase of it has been cut
back. Apollo XIV is now back into Jan-
uary. Apollo XV, I guess, may be indefi-
nitely postponed. There is no talk about
sending any people out to further planets.
as there once was. But the number of
things that has been a fallout of sci-
ence and to human beings is fantastic.
One of the newest valves, for example, in
heart operations is a result of the direct
application of the technology in science
developed from Space Administration.
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Just last week I read of a new instru-
ment which tests blood pressure and
makes other blood tests which can actu-
ally be inserted through a hypodermic
needle. It is fantastic that we would be
thinking of using instrumentation of the
blood by an instrument that is inserted
through a normal hypodermie needle.

There is a whole book available which
the space agency furnished us on the
technological and scientific fallouts now
being used.

I was sorry to see the space funds cut.
And I say that without apology to any-
one, because I think we have to remain
in the forefront of science.

The amount we came up with, that the
conference committee settled on, was as
unsatisfactory to me as some of the fig-
ures were unsatisfactory to the Senator
from Rhode Island. But this is our legis-
lative process. This is the way we arrive
at things.

I hope that come next year we will be
able fo strengthen the showing of NASA
and to bring the people to the realiza-
tion that NASA is just not a stunt.

Unfortunately, in the early stages of
NASA, and perhaps fortunately in some
ways, the idea and concept of a man go-
ing to the moon and landing on the moon
by Apollo became fixed in the minds of
a lot of people as a stunt.

This is the most insignificant part of
the space program in my opinion.

The scientific fallout and the forward
thrust that it has given to our scientific
efforts and our research in the United
States is a great thing that has been pro-
vided us and will continue to be provided
us through the years.

We had to settle for a lesser amount.
But I must say that I was not happy
about it. And I hope that somehow we
can accommodate the program within
the funds we have.

Mr. PASTORE., Mr. President, I merely
want to add to what the Senator from
Colorado has said that there was no
more valiant protagonist and fighter for
his convictions in that conference than
he.

For the National Science Foundation,
the committee of conference agreed to
provide the full budget estimate of $513
million, which is $9,500,000 less than the
amount recommended by the Senate.
Nonetheless, the conferees did concur
with the Senate position by retaining
language earmarking $9,500,000 of the
funds provided for graduate trainee-
ships,

Another budget of considerable signif-
ieance funded in this bill is that of the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment. The conference committee
agreed on the sum of $3,643,081,000 to
operate HUD in fiscal year 1971. This
amount is $650,060,000 more than the
budget estimate, $364 million over the
House allowance, but $403,790,000 less
than the amount recommended by the
Senate.

The largest item in the HUD budget
was that for the urban renewal pro-
grams. The Senate had voted the sum of
$1.7 billion while the budget estimate
and the House allowance was $1 billion.
In the conference, it was a case of an im-
movable object meeting an irresistible




27292

force, and in such a situation, there was
only one result acceptable—an even split.
Consequently, the amount agreed to by
the conferees for the urban renewal pro-
grams in fiscal year 1971 amounted to
$1,350,000,000.

For urban research and technology—
the item containing funding for fhe so-
called Operation Breakthrough—there
was a $25 million difference between the
House and Senate recommendations; $30
million was provided by the House for
this purpose and the Senate had recom-
mended the full budget estimate of $55
million. On this item, the House con-
ferees were adamant and the Senate con-
ferees felt that since they did not wish
to allow this one item to destroy an ex-
cellent conference, they receded to the
House position and agreed to the allow-
ance of $30 million for urban research
and technology programs in fiscal year
1971,

The other significant item over the
budget estimate in the HUD budget was
the grants for basic water and sewer
facilities. The President had requested
$150 million for this item and both the
House and Senate had voted $500 million.
Consequently, this particular item was
not in conference. Thus, a $350 million
add-on above the budget estimate was
locked into the bill before the conferees
had met.

And a final item, Mr. President, would
be the amount made available to the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank Board to cover
interest adjustment payments, which
were recently authorized by Public Law
91-351, approved July 24, 1970. This re-
cently passed statute provided that $250
million was authorized to be appropri-
ated without fiscal year limitation, to be
used by the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board for disbursement to Federal Home
Loan Banks for the purpose of adjusting
the effective interest charged by such
banks on short-term and long-term bor-
rowing to promote an orderly flow of
funds into residential construction. This
item was not considered by the House
since the budget estimate was sent di-
rectly to the Senate and is contained in
Senate Document No. 91-85. It was pri-
marily because of this that the Senate
was compelled to give up approximately
two-thirds of the $250 million it had
recommended for the interest adjust-
ment payments.

In this connection, a statement on
the part of the managers of the House
points out that the $85 million is merely
meant to cover the first year of this new
program, and that a request for addi-
tional funds can be considered when
there is a demonstrated need for addi-
tional funding and specific plans are
developed.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have
two items that I would like to discuss
extremely briefly.

1 was disappointed also that the bill
passed by the Senate last year which
created an environmental council was
not completely financed. Unfortunately,
we had to settle, not for the $1,500,000 but
we had to settle for $1 million.
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The conference committee on the
HUD-Independent Offices appropriation
bill has recommended an appropriation
of only $1,000,000 for fiscal year 1971
for the Council on Environmental Qual-
ity, a reduction of $500,000—33 per-
cent—from the $1,500,000 the President
requested and which was passed by the
Senate. A reduction of this magnitude
would have a very serious impact on
Counci] activities. Specifically, the fol-
lowing would result from this cut:

First. Fifty-four personnel spaces—in-~
cludes about 30 professional staffi—are
authorized to the Council for fiscal year
1971. Approximately 40 is all that
could be funded, a reduction of 14-26
percent. Given the tremendous scope of
the subject matter with which the Coun-
cil will have to deal, however, the pro-
posed staff of 54 represents minimum
requirements. Any reduction would seri-
ously impair the Council’s ability to de-
velop independent staff competence in
evaluating the environmental impact of
the myraid of Federal programs or proj-
ects the Council must assess, and would
limit our efforts in the development and
recommendation to the President of na-
tional policies to foster and promote the
improvement of environmental quality.

Second. Funds—about  $130,000—
would be eliminated that were pro-
gramed to continue work—in addition to
a current, but preliminary, monitoring
contract—on the development of usable
indices for environmental status and
change and to develop a reliable moni-
toring system for collecting the data, in
order to identify environmental trends.
The information to be gained from this
study is critical in makng an accurate
assessment of the status and trends of
the environment in the President’'s an-
nual report submitted to the Congress
each year, as well as assessing how well
Federal programs are doing to improve
the environment.

Mr. President, I am prepared to say
that if we get a further evaluation of
the environmental council work and
their needs that I am prepared to fight
or it in the first supplemental.

I am satisfied that Congress is not go-
ing to let this very important Council
which was created after much work both
by the House and the Senate sit there
without the means to provide the leader-
ship and the overall view of environment
in this eountry.

Mr. President, there is another item
on the research and technology in Hous~
ing and Urban Development Adminis-
tration which we fought very hard for.
The chairman fought very hard. I must
say that I did, and some members of the
House committee were very much of the
same feeling we were.

However, there was a situation here
where there was a feeling that some peo-
ple had been left out of this or not prop-
erly advised, perhaps.

This concerns the financing of opera-
tion breakthrough, the real break-
through in housing. It is an absolute
necessity.

We have not financed this research
as well as we should have. On the other
hand, neither have we had for many
years an opportunity for the leadership
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in this field that we have now through
Mr. Harold Finger, the Director of Re-
search for HUD and through the present
Secretary,, Secretary Romney.

The Senate conferees could not suc-
ceed in maintaining the $55 million
budget request for HUD—research and
technology and had to give in to the
House for a 45-percent cut to $30 million.

In my opinion this action seriously im-
pairs the Government’s ability to develop
programs which this Nation sorely needs
for the improvement of its housing, Ex-
tensive research is needed to overcome
urban blight, including abandoned hous-
ing, deteriorating neighborhoods, ineffec-
tive municipal management, and inade-
quate public services.

Research and direction is needed fo
make use of the technology which exists
today in industry and which must be
brought to bear if we are to solve the
housing and urban problems of which
we are all aware, Operation Break-
through, which is the main program un-
der this appropriation, is aimed at the
modernization of the housing industry
and the application of new and untried
methods of developing low-cost housing.

‘We should not be reducing this appro-
priation. I believe it should be even larger
than the $55 million requested for fiscal
year 1971.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island has done a great
job. T am sure that he has shown for the
Recorp the problems of urban renewal.

Here the Senator from Rhode Island—
who is my hero in this particular field
as he is in so many others—fought a tre-
mendous battle with respect to the nec-
essary increase of the amount which is
available for that purpose.

This is a most important program in
the new construction to the cities of the
United States. And we all know not only
the defleiencies in housing in social
terms, but also in terms of the economy
of the United States which is seriously
affected by the shortfall in housing starts
and is extremely serious.

Mr. President, the conferees were com-
pelled—and I am sure that is literally
true—to cut the Senate increase in the
area of 50 percent. They have come up
with a figure of $1,350,000,000 which I
hasten to point out is 35 percent greater
than the amount the House originally
offered.

It was certainly a significant improve-
ment, when laid side by side with the $3
billion backlog in urban renewal require-
ments—a backlog not of my authorship
or of my appraisal, but of the appraisal
of Secretary Romney of HUD.

We insisted that we have the amount
necessary.

Mr. President, this is really tying our
hands behind our backs unless it is justi-
fled on the issue of national priorities
and the econemy and things of that score.

Mr. President, I would like to refer to a
very interesting analysis, it seems to me,
made by the New York Times in an edi-
torial this morning entitled, “How Liv-
able is the City?” Here are some conclu-
sions which I think are critieally impor-
tant on this issue of priorities:

The typleal urban taxpayer—the father of
two, making $10,000 a year—pald #19 for
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space exploration last year and only $1 for
mass transportation. This taxpayer pald 826
for more Federal highways to accommodate
more automobiles and only 84 to fight pollu-
tion of both the air and water,

The experience of course in New York
City only about a week ago indicates
that no longer are we in the hypothetical
region of determining whether the city
is livable by reason of the debris in its
own atmosphere.

Mr. President, I would like to assert—
and I beg the Senator to correct me and
interrupt me in any way to supplement
how I feel about this matter—that we
recognize the practical problems which
have been faced by the conferees and the
extraordinarily gifted contribution of the
Senator from Rhode Island. I know the
feelings of the Senator from Colorado
on this program because he has on oc-
casion had grave reservations about it
and know also that without his under-
standing—I will not use the word co-
operation—we would not be here now
with a figure of $1,300,000,000. It is a
pledge to him to see that this program
is properly operated.
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Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. In this instance co-
operating.

Mr. JAVITS. I know how deeply the
Senator feels about this matter.

Mr. PASTORE. We were given an
ultimatum by the chairman of the House
committee that they would not tolerate
anything over $200 million. We sat there
and got them to agree to $150 million,
That is what we were up against. I agree
with everything the Senator said. This
is one of the priorities. Unless we do
something about our decaying cities we
will have a decaying society and if that
happens, God help our democracy.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the remarks of the Senator from
Rhode Island and the Senator from
Colorado. I am delighted to hear of the
cooperation of the Senator from Colo-
rado. I feel it my duty, in company with
Senators coming from large cities which
have enormous backlogs on urban renew-
al programs, to press this issue when-
ever it presents itself, especially in the

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF CONFERENCE ACTION
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supplemental appropriation bill, and we
will keep the feet of housing and urban
cevelopment to the fire on the backlogs
and get the facts on the urgency of tak-
ing care of at least a part of the backlog.
We will not rest content and not accept
the fact that $1.3 billion represents the
outermost limit of this priority.

On behalf of 18 million New Yorkers
and Americans, I affirm for them that
this is a fight that we will continue. We
will make it on the next supplemental
bill and every one after that until there
is some recognition of this particular
item,

Mr. PASTORE. And the Senator from
Rhode Island will stand shoulder to
shoulder with the Senator from New
York.

Mr. JAVITS. I am sure of that.

Mr. PASTORE, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a table indicating the ae-
tion taken on the bill.

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

INDEPENDENT OFFICES AND HUD APPROPRIATIONS BILL 1971 (H.R. 17548)

(Nbliw k;'m U]
obligationa
g‘19'.-'!1

Amended budget
tes of new
(Rhllgatlnnal?

Senate bill for
1971

Ri ded in
the House bill
for 1971

Agency and item

1) @)

@ O} 0]

Confarence

i with—
Senate bill
@)

Conf action

House bill
3)

action Budpget estimate
&) @

TITLE |
INDEPENDENT OFFICES
Appalachian Regional Commission

Salaries and expenses

Civil Service Commission
Salaries and expenses:
Appropriation
By transfer___.____ i i i
Annuities under special acts
Government payment for a
ployees health benefits... ...
Payment to civil service retirement and dis-
ability tund
Federal Labor Relations Council, salaries and
expenses

41, 185, 000
230, 816, 600
300, 000

48,619, 000
(8, 173, 000)

, 180, 000

46, 523, 000

@

500, 000

Total, Civil Service Commission 316, 699, 100

97,222, 000

95, 980, 000

-1, 242, 000 +1,777, 000

Commission on Government Procurement

Salaries and expenses 700, 000

1,800, 000

1,500, 000

Federal Communications Commission

Salaries and expenses. 23,925, 000

24,900, 000

Federal Power Commission

Salaries and expenses 17,700, 000

18, 450, 000

Federal Trade Commission

Salaries and expenses.......

21,375, 000

General Services Administration

Operating expenses Public Bmldm;s Smm..
Haparr and , u! public 125- -

Slm and e:pansas Pllbilc buildings projects. .

Payments public buildings purchase contracts...

Expenses U.S. court fal:l ities.

Operating expenses Federal Supgly Service_ ..

Operating slosnm National Archives and
Rmrds Senru:u

1 grants... =
Operatmg expanm Transportation and Com-
6 munulcetious Service Froperty i .
perating expenses Prope anagemen
__and Disposal Service

and Office of A
Mh*?s"m and office staff for lormr Presi-

Administrative operations fund (limitation on
administrative expenses)

3
g

52838

g 8838u388

...

.&.‘"m”n
o8

Wi

oo
o

2
g8 S838238

3

g

g8 58
g 8

303, 000

(28, 500, 000) (28, 500, 000)

B8

Total General Services Administration.. 561, 463, 000

724, 918, 300 713, 145, 500

721,767, 300

25, 173, 800 —3, 149, 000 -+8, 621, 800

Footnotes at end of tables.
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TITLE |—Continued
INDEPENDENT OFFICES—Continued

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
Research and development $2, 565,000,000 —$41,100,000 +-$65,000,000 —$41, 100, 000
Construction of facilit’ ~......._.... i 34,478, 000 24,950, 000 —9, 650, 000 -+6, 675, 000 000
Research and program ...anagement € 678,725, 000 678,725,000 = —13,575,000 ....._...

Total, National Aeronautics and Space

Administration

3,197,000,000 3,319,303,000  3,268,675,000 ~—64,325,000  -71,675,000 —50,628, 000

10 ook

Salaries and expenses 500, 000 500, 000

National Science Foundation

Salaries and expenses._.. 438, 000, 000 , 000, , 000, 520, 500, 000
Scientific activities (special foreign currency

programs). 2,000, 000 , 000, , 000, 2, 000, 000

Total, National Science Foundation 440, 000, 000 , 000, v 522, 500, 000

Renegotiation Board

Salaries and expenses_.... .- .-oeoeaoan 4, 110, 000 , 235, , 110, 4, 235, 000 g A e T

Securities and Exchange Commission

Salaries and expenses 21,416, 000 L9186, , 116, 21,7186, 000 21,716, 000
Selective Service System
Salaries and expenses 75,348, 000
Veterans Administration

g
g

5, 314, 400, 000
1,609, 700, 000

7,253, 000
1, 655, 201, 000

t | 57,621, 000

Medical administration and mi

rating expenses 17, 905, 000
General operating expenses 5 236, 000
Construction of hospml and domiciliary

facilities 69, 152, 000

t of State extended

facilities.... . - 4, 000, 000
Grants to the Republic of the Philippines_ _ 1,362, 000 , 000
Payment of participation sales insufficiencies 5,721, 000 6, 128, 000
Loan guaranty revolving fund (limitation on

plgationey =0 T S (425, 000, 000) Language (350, 000,000) (350,000, 000)
Total, Veterans Administration 8,439,010,000 8, 960, 528, 000 8,985,528,000  9,085,528,000 90,65, 528, 000 --105, 000, 000
Total, Independent Offices, title I..._. 13,656, 769,100  13,770,477,500 13,665, 866,300 13,904, 338,500 13,832,469,300  +-61,991, 800 --166, 603, 000
TITLE NI
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

Council on Environmental Quality and Office
of Environmental Quality

b
&

28
888 8 88 ss8s8

8
=

88 B8888

600,

354, 500,
5, 100,

, 177, 200,
59, 200,
19, 100
200,

g

h g

~ &
582 B8 |
g g

88 g Bz Y

o ra~
s
g
o,

Salaries and expenses. } : A 1,500, 000 , 000, ~—500, 000 350, 000
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE

Salaries and expenses. ... ... .c...occeooan 549, 000 560, 000 —&0, 000 =100, 000
OFFICE OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

Salaries and expenses. e S s S e 5, 290, 000 16, 005, 000 5, 290, 000 5,890, 000 , 890, —115, 000 600,000 __...
Salaries and 1,795, 000 3,300, 000 1,795, 000 3,300, 000 . -1, 300, 000 <205, 000
Defense mobilization functions of Federal

agencies. 3,200, 000 3,130, 000 3, 130, 000 3,130, 000 AT IR e A
Total, Office of Emergency Preparedness. 10, 285, 000 12, 435, 000 10, 215, 000 12, 320, 000 , 020, —1, 415, 000 805, 000
Office of Science and Technology

Salaries and expenses 1,958, 000 2,175,000 2, 000, 000 2,175, 000 100, —T75, 000 100, 000
Total, Executive Office of the President. _ 13, 142, 000 16, 670, 000 13, 265, 000 16, 555, 000 , 620, —2, 050, 000 41, 355, 000
Funds Appropriated to the President

Appalachian regional development programs._.. 282, 500, 000 295, 500, 291, 500, 000 295, 500, 000
Disaster relief 245, 000, 000 65, 000, 65, 000, 000 65, 000, 000

Total, funds appropriated to the
President 527, 500, 000 00, 356, 500, 000 360, 500, 000 358, 500, 000

Footnotes at end of tables.
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Amended budget : P 3 i
New budget estimates of new Recommended in Recommended in Conference action compared with—
(obligational) (obligalmna! the House bill Senate bill for Conf
Agency and item authority 19701 authority 197 for 1971 1971 action Budget estimate Housa bill Senate bill

1) @ (0 ) ) @ ©)

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Civil Defense

Operation and maintenance. , 200, $50, 100, 000 5 $51, 000, 000 $50, 100, 000
Resaarch, shelter survey and marking. ....... , 050, 23,70, 000 , 000, 22, 000, 000 22,000, 000

Total, Civil Defense, Department of
Defense 68, 250, 000 73, 800, 000 , 000, 73, 000, 000 72,100, 000

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Public Health Service
Emergency health b 3, 755, 000 3, 500, 000 3,755, 000 3,755, 000
Total, title 11 , 892, 454,725, 000 445, 265, 000 453, 810, 000 448, 975, 000 3,710,000
TITLE 1l
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

Renewal and housing assistance

Grants for neighborhood facilities.
Alaska housing
Urban renewal programs
Rehabilitation loan fund
Low-rent public housing annual contributions._ .
Grants for tenant services
College housing:
ncreased limitation for annual contract
authorization (11, 500, 000) (9, 300, 000)
(Cumulative limitation for ann
authorization) (17, 000, 000) (26, 300, 000)
Appropriation for payments_ ____________ 2, 500, 000 2, 500, 000
Salaries and expenses, renewal and housing
assistance 45, 000, 000

Total, renewal and housing assistance. .. 1, 782, 000, 000

Metropolitan Development

Comprehensive planning grants 60, 000, 000
Community development lra!mng and urbnn
fellowship programs. . .............
New community assistance. .
Open space land programs
Grants for basic water and sewer facilities.
Grants to aid advance acqulsatmn or Iand
Salaries and

Total, metropolitan development 276, 480, 700 307, 200, 000
Model cities and governmental relations

Model cities programs 575, 000, 000 575, 000, 000 575, 000, 000
Salaries and expenses, model cities and gov-
ernmental relations:
Appropriation 577,600 700, 000 , 000 600, 000 A
By transfer (6, 750, 000) (9, 300, DO0) , 300, (8, 300, 000) (8, 300, 000)

Total, model cities and guvernmenml
relations. o ool ita o e 575, 577, 600 575,700, 000 ¥ 575, 600, 000 575, 600, 000

Urban technology and research

Urban research and technology.... ... 25, 000, 000 55, 000, 000 30, 000, 000
Low-income | g demo prog
o lig te contract au-

( t
‘hunzahon)-.................‘_.._A..-_. ¥(2, 000, 000)
Total, urban technology and research. .. 25, 000, 000
Mortgage Credit

Hummwnsrship and rental housing assistznce'

4

Ilmltation for annual contract authori-

(125, 000, 000) 823%%? (130,000,000)  (130,000,000) - (130, 000, 000) -mwuooo

tion):
; z % (195, 000,000) (325, 000, 000) , 000, (325, 000, 000)
Rental housing assisance increased limi-
tation for annual authorization:
T Rl (120, 000, 000) ll:g% 00(;) (135,000,000) (135, 000, 000)

72
(C¥mu)!ativa annual contract authoriza-

1971 ; (325,000,000)  (325,000,000)  (325,000,000)  (325,000,000)_ .. ...
Appropriation for payments__ w115, 100, 000 , 100, 115, 100, 000 115, 100, 000
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(6}

New budget of new R
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:ul:hcnri!.;a 19701

@

ded in Conf action

authority 197

(obligational the House bill

for 1971
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pared with—

Senate bill for Conference -
1971 i Budget estimate

action
() (o)

House bill

®) @®)

Senate bill
()]

TITLE 111—Continued

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT—Continued

Rent supplement program:
Increased limitation for annual contract
authorization:

Loans for housin
elderly or hand
Salaries and e:pensos.
admin|

3,500, 000

($75, 000, 000)
(197, 000, 000)
46,600, 000 , 600,
3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000
25, 000, 000
6,290, 000

+10, 000,000 10, 00O, 000
=2 T .. ......esash

($55, 000, 000) (—$20, 000, 000) (-85, 000, 000) (—$20, 000, 000)

Total, mortgage credit.............

168, 200, 000

195, 990, 000 +5,210,000 10, 000, 000

—17, 790, 000

Federal Insurance Administration

5, 000, 000

5, 000, 000

Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
Fair housing and equal opportunity

11, 300, 000

+1, 000, 000

Departmental Management
General administration
Regional management
Working capital fund

Total departmental management.

9, 559, 500
11, 155, 000
38, 000

9, 200,000
14, 550, 000

25,052, 500

23,750, 000

Participation Sales
Payment of participation sales insufficiencies..

58,781, 000

Special Instructions

1h

Total, Department of Housing and Urban
Development—titie 111

2,623, 676,700

2,993, 021, 000

3,279, 081, 000

4,046,871,000  3,643,081,000 --650,060,000 --364, 000,000

~—403, 790, 000

TITLE IV
CORPORATIONS
Federal Home Loan Bank Board

AT

Mlvlng fund_ .

—165, 000,000 -85, 000, 000

~165, 000, 000

~165, 000,000 -85, 000, 000

—165, 000, 000

Administrative and non -administrative ex-
anses _E of Corp
unds o Be Expended)

Federal Home Loan Bank Board:
Administrative expenses__ _
Nonadministrative expenses_

rmul Savings and Loan Insura

Ooparlment of Hnusm* and Urban Development:
Housing for the derlv or handicapped _ _.
College housi
Public facility oans =
Revolving fund (liquidating programs). ...
Federal Housing Administration:

Administrative expenses__
Nnnadmmmrslm expenm
| Mortgage A

&1

(384,000)

30, 000)
(5 000, 000)

da 0000 3270000

(408, 000) (408, 000)

| (850,000
lizw
(125,000

(13,500,000
(112, 000, 000
(6, 600, 000)

deTon o0 e foo ooy

(408, 000) (408, 000)
(850, 000 (850, 000)

1, 200, 000
(125, 000

(13, 500, 000
(118,775, 000
(6.600,000) -

, 000, 000 l.ono.wog

(+6 775, 000)

(300, 000)
(=6,775,000) -

(—E ??5 DDD)

Total, administrative and nonadminis-
trative expenses—title IV_._________.

(151, 882, 700)

(171,058,000) (156, 133, 000)

(170, 558,000)  (163,783,000) (—7,275,000) (7,650, 000)

(—6,775,000)

Grand total, all litles, new budsa
(obligational) authority..__.__ 16,902,

737,800 17,468,223,500 17,390,212,300 18,655,019,500 18,009,525 300 541,301,800 619,313,000  —645,494, 200
Consisting of — Appropmlmns

- (16,902, 737, 800) (17,468,223, 500) (17,390, 212, 300) (18, 655, 019, 500) (18, 009, 525, 300) (541,301, 800) (619,313, 000) (—645, 494, 200)
- (16,902,737, 800) (17,468, 223, 500) (17,390, 212,300) (18,655, 019, 500) (18, 009, 525, 300) (-+541,301,800) (+4-619,313,000) (—645, 494, 200)

[0y L PERAEE R U, ST E

¢ Additional estimate of $800,000 contained in S. Doc. 91-87
7 Additional estimate of $500 000 contained in S. Doc. 91-88
£ llnciudes advance Iundmg’! for fiscal year l.?}'l) provided in 1969 act; $750,000,000 does not

¥ Provided by transfer from “UYrban Research and Technolo
1 Reflects increase of $10,500,000 contained in H. Doc. 91-2 3
1 Estimate contained in S. Doc. 91-85 not considered by House.

VIncludes all supplemental aﬁpmprlatmn acts of 19?0
2 Sec 103 of the Civil Service Retirement
Treasury to make annual ts from I as
Commission.
3 Rsﬂocts increase of $600,000 contained in H. Doc. 91-305.
4 Reflects increase of $275,500,000 contained in H. Doc. 91-312.
§ Reflects increase of $50,000,000 contained in H. Doc. 91-294.

f 1969 requi

the Secretary of the
d by the Civil Service
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Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

““Mr. PASTORE, I'yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I wish
to say a word particularly about some of
the things already covered here on hous-
ing and urban renewal, and more par-
ticularly on the subject of research. I do
not know whether Senators realize it or
not, but for years we have tried to get
the enactment of a research program,
in the housing agency first, and in the
housing department. We have on one
or two occasions, had some part of a re-
search program, but finally we provided
a Secretary of Housing for Research.

We have a very capable head of that
department. We need research in hous-
ing. Through the years we have been
engaged in housing on a very active and
large program since 1934 when the home-
owners loan program was first set up.
But if there is any activity on which so
much money has been spent that did
not have an adequate research division
other than housing, I am not aware of it.

I have often said that one of the great
troubles with housing in this country is
that it is the one big industry in which
we are building on a retail basis rather
than on a wholesale basis on the assem-
bly line.

I wish to relate an experience I had a
couple of weeks ago. I went to Corinth,
Miss. Secretary Romney was scheduled
to go, but the President called on him
for something that day which prevented
him from going. I went there and saw a
complete train that had started from
Avon, Conn,, and had come all the way
down through the country to Corinth,
Miss., with, I believe, 26 complete houses
being transported on freight cars.

They were brought in there and lifted
off. There were four units to a house;
four-bedroom houses; and they were put
on a trailer and brought up to the site.
This housing was being used to replace
housing that had been destroyed in the
tornado that had struck there a short
time ago. I saw those units lifted off and
set on a prepared foundation, a unit at a
time. The four units were unloaded and
put there and they had a complete house
except for the wiring and things of that
sort in little over an hour's time. I was
told, “You see where that house that is
being prepared.” There were several, but
one was set there while we were present.
“Day before yesterday this land was
covered with rubble left over from the
tornado. They came in here yesterday
and leveled off the ground, got it to the
right elevation, put in the foundation,
and put the house in today; and tomor-
row the occupants can move in.” That is
the result of development that has taken
place in the field of research and the field
of mass production. We need more.

I am sorry the Senator from New York
has had to leave the Chamber. We al-
ways hear about the need of things to
be done in the urban areas. The need is
much more than we are able to meet,
even with this increase in urban renewal.
We are terribly behind in many of the
other programs.

The Senator mentioned the very am-
bitious program Secretary Romney de-
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veloped, Operation Breakthrough. This
was part of the breakthrough down there
being used on a disaster basis. If we could
get that Operation Breakthrough to op-
erate we could go in and really put in
housing for low-income people on a mas-
sive scale that would help us catch up
and get into a position to meet the goals
written into the law of 26 million units
to be built by 1978. We have to move
along much faster than we are moving
now to accomplish that goal, but it can
be done.

When we talk about the great need in
urban areas, let us not forget the great
and tremendous need in rural areas.
That is something that has been lacking
all through the years. But we have now
written this legislation that provides the
same type relief in rural areas that is
provided in urban areas.

Mr. President, that is all I shall say
at this time. However, I do indorse what
the Senator from Colorado said with re-
spect to our space program. It is easy to
condemn the space program and the
great amount of money it costs, but it is
something that has a repayment value
far beyond what we usually think of be-
cause we usually think of the spectac-
ular landing of men on the moon. There
is a natural urge on the part of the peo-
ple of this country to want to continue
exploration in space, as we have con-
tinued exploration from the time of
Columbus.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I want
to say on the breakthrough that the
budget estimate was $25 million. There
was a $25 million difference between the
House and the Senate recommendations.
The House provided $30 million and the
Senate recommended the full budget
estimate of $55 million. We went to con-
ference, and although we tried hard to
retain the $25 million difference there
was strong resentment on the part of
the House manager and it got almost to
a stalemate. There was nothing more
we could do. I am not critical. We have
to keep working. That is how it hap-
pened.

Mr. DOLE, Mr. President, when the
independent offices appropriation bill
came to the Senate floor early this June,
I made a strong statement on behalf of
the additional $100 million added by the
Senate for the Veterans’ Administration.

As a veteran who spent more than 3
yvears in Army hospitals, I understand in
a personal way the importance of pro-
viding good medical care for all veterans.

I wish to commend Senator PASTORE,
Senator Arvrorr, and the other Senate
conferees in retaining $80 million of the
$100 million in conference. This means
the Veterans’ Administration will receive
$105 million more in fiscal year 1971 than
originally requested.

Although $20 million was deleted for
the construction of VA hospitals and
domiciliary facilities, the conference level
for hospital construction is consistent
with the administratiorn’s request. Fur-
thermore, by adding the unobligated bal-
ance of $78,907,000 carried forward for
hospital construction from fiscal year
1970, the conference report allows a fotal
of $137,907,000 for hospital construction
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by .the Veterans’ Administration in fis-
cal year 1971.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish
to make a brief comment on the con-
ference report concerning the appropri-
ation for the Council on Environmental
Quality and the Office of Environmental
Quality.

The Senate Committee recommended
an appropriation of $1.5 million for sal-
aries and expenses of the Council and
the Office on Environmental Quality as
a single organization. I regret very much
that the conferees have reduced the Sen-
ate allowance of $1.5 million to $1 mil-
lion, a reduction of one-third of the
President’s budget request.

I have noted the remarks of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Colorado, the
ranking minority conferee (Mr. ALLoTT),
and share his concern, that some 54 staff
members including some 30 professional
staff members would be dropped from the
organization’s planned activities as a
result of the reduction recommended by
the conferees.

As the ranking minority member of
the Public Works Committee where we
have worked in control of air, water,
solid waste pollution, I have become
familiar with the difficult problems con-
cerning our environment.

The President’s Council on Environ-
mental Quality headed by its Chairman,
Mr, Russell Train, is of the greatest im=
portance in solving these problems. The
work of this group is much too impor-
tant and too necessary to have its per-
sonnel and activities curtailed.

When the House Appropriations Com-
mittee held hearings on the budget re-
quest of $700,000 for salaries and ex-
penses of the Council it approved the
sum of $650,000. Subsequent to these
hearings the Council and the Office of
Environmental Quality were combined
and received a budget recommendation
of $1.5 million.

I recognize that the House had no op-
portunity as the Senate had had, to hold
hearings on the added budget request
for the Office of Environmental Quality.
I hope that the House Apprepriations
Committee will hold hearings on this
request this year and I am pleased to
note that the conference report recom-
mends:

Further hearings should be conducted in
connection with any request for supple-
mental appropriations if further funds are
required after pending reorganization plans
are finalized.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that this
request may be included in & supple-
mental appropriations bill later this year
and that both the House and the Senate
will take favorable action.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the con-
ferees have improved this bill consider-
ably from the shape it was in when the
Senate voted earlier to send it to con-
ference.

But the conference report still calls
for appropriations which would be $541
million in  excess of the President’s
budget request. Although I cannot speak
for the White House, I shall be surprised,
frankly, if the President does not veto
this bill.
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It is not easy to vote against an appro-
priations bill which includes funds for
s0 many worthy projects and causes.
However, there must be some degree of
cooperation between Congress and the
executive branch with regard to Govern-
ment spending if we hope to bring in-
flation under control.

Perhaps a relatively small increase over
the budget could be tolerated. But the in-
crease in this bill—more than one-half
billion dollars—is too much if the Con-
gress is to be responsible.

Accordingly, I shall reluctantly vote
against the conference report. I do so in
the hope that this appropriation bill will
go back to conference where it can be ad-
justed to more nearly accommodate the
budget and fiscal limitations which bear
so importantly on the problem of in-
flation.

Mr. PASTORE. I move that the con-
ference report be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CaNNON), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Doop),
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
ErvIN) , the Senator from Tennessee (Mr,
GoORE), the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
Harris), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. HarT), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. HarTEE), the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. McCArTHY), the Senator
from Montana (Mr, MeTcALF), the Sen-
ator from New Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA),
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL-
soN), the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RanpoLprH), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Risicorr), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RussgLL), the Sen-
ator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTION),
and the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
TY¥DpINGS) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. Cannon), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ErviN), the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. RaNnooLpH), the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF),
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. Sym-
INGToN), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harris), and the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. HarT) would each vote
uyea_n

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIREN), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr,
Hruska), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. ToweRr) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (MTr.
Munpr) and the Senator from Maine
(Mrs. SmiTH) are absent because of ill-
ness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. Aixex), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. Munpt), the
Senator from Maine (Mrs. SmiTs), and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TowEer)
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 8, as follows:
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YEAS—T0

Gravel
Gurney

Allen
Allott
Anderson
Bayh
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W.Va.
Case
Churech
Cook
Cooper
Cranston
Dole
Eagleton
Eastland

Yarborough
Ellender

McIntyre Young, N, Dak,
Miller Young, Ohio
Mondale
Moss
NAYS—8
Fannin
Goldwater
Griffin
NOT VOTING—22
Hartke Ribicoff
Hruska Russell
McCarthy Smith, Maine

Metcalf Symington
Montoya Tower
Mundt Tydings
Harris Nelson

Hart Randolph

So the report was agreed to.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the con-
ference report was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the committee amendments
in disagreement.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 7 to the aforesaid bill, and con-
cur therein with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter stricken out and in-
serted by sald amendment, insert “Honolulu,
Hawail, Indianapolis, Indiana, Albany, New
York, and Bronx, New York,”.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 30 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lleu of the sum named in said
amendment, insert *'$1,000,000".

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 30 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert on page 41 after line 15:

“Housing for the Elderly or Handicapped
Funi

Fong
Fulbright
Goodell

Cotton
Curtis
Dominick

Thurmond
Williams, Del.

Alken
Baker
Cannon
Dodd

Ervin
Gore

“For the revolving fund established pur-
suant to Section 202 of the Housing Act of
1959, as amended (12 U.5.C. 1701q et seq.),
$10,000,000, to remain avallable until ex-
pended.”

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 55 to the aforesald bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed by sald
amendment, insert:

“Sec. 512. No part of any appropriations
contained in this Act shall be available for
the procurement of or for the payment of the
salary of any person engaged in the procure-
ment of any hand or measuring tool(s) not
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produced in the United States or its posses-
sions except to the extent that the Admin-
istrator of General Services or his designee
shall determine that a satisfactory quality
and sufficient quantity of hand or measuring
tools prodticed in the United States or its
possessions cannot be procured as and when
needed from sources in the United States and
its possessions or except in accordance with
procedures prescribed by section 6-104.4(b)
of Armed Bervices Procurement Regulation
dated January 1, 1869, as such regulation ex-
isted on June 15, 1970. This section shall be
applicable to all solicitations for bids opened
after its enactment.”

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate concur in the House
amendments to Senate amendments
Nos. 7, 30, 39, and 55.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF DEFENSE
PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on 8. 3302.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BerimoN) laid before the Senate the
amendment of the House of Representa-
tives to the bill (S. 3302) to amend the
Defense Production Act of 1950, and for
other purposes which was to strike
out all after the enacting clause, and in-
sert:

TITLE I—DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT
AMENDMENTS
§ 101. Extension of Act
Section 717(a) of the Defense Production
Act of 1950 is amended by striking out “July
30, 1970" in the first sentence and Iinsert-
ing in lieu thereof “June 30, 1972",

§ 102. Definitions

Section 702 of the Defense Production Act
of 1950 (60 U.S.C. App. 2152) is amended—

(1) by inserting “space,” after “stockpil-
ing,” in subsection (d); and

(2) by adding at the end thereof a new
subsection as follows:

“(f) The term ‘defense contractor’ means
any person who enters into a contract with
the United States for the production of ma-
terial or the performance of services for the
national defense.”

§ 103. Uniform cost-accounting standards

Title VII of the Defense Production Act of
1950 is amended by adding at the end thereof
a new sectlon as follows:

“'COST-ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD

“Sgec. 719. (a) There is established, as an
agent of the Congress, a Cost-Accounting
Standards Board which shall be independent
of the executive departments and shall con-
sist of the Comptroller General of the United
States who shall serve as Chalrman of the
Board and four members to be appointed by
the Comptroller General. Of the members
appointed to the Board, two, of whom one
shall be particularly knowledgeable about
the cost accounting problems of small busi-
ness shall be from the accounting profes-
sion, one shall be representative of industry,
and one shall be from a department or agency
of the Federal Government who shall be ap-
pointed with the consent of the head of
the department or agency concerned. The
term of office of each of the appointed mem-
bers of the Board shall be four years, except
that any member appointed to fill & vacancy
in the Board shall serve for the remainder of
the term for which his predecessor was ap-
pointed. Each member of the Board ap-
pointed from private life shall receive com-




August 4, 1970

pensation at the rate of one two-hundred-
sixtieth of the rate prescribed for level IV
of the Federal Executive Salary Schedule
for each day (including traveltime) in which
he is engaged In the actual performance of
duties vested in the Board.

“(b) The Board shall have the power to
appoint, fix the compensation of, and re-
move an executive secretary and two addi-
tional staff members without regard to chap-
ter 51, subchapters III and VI of chapter 53,
and chapter 75 of title 5, United States Code,
and those provisions of such title relating to
appointment in the competitive service. The
executive secretary and the two additional
stafl members may be pald compensation at
rates not to exceed the rates prescribed for
levels IV and V of the Federal Executive
Salary Schedule, respectively.

“(c) The Board is authorized to appoint
and fix the compensation of such other per-
sonnel as the Board deems necessary to carry
out its functions.

“(d) The Board may utilize personnel from
the Federal Government (with the consent
of the head of the agency concerned) or ap-
point personnel from private life without
regard to chapter 51, subchapters III and
VI of chapter 53, and chapter 75 of title 5,
United States Code, and those provisions of
such title relating to appointment in the
competitive service, to serve on advisory
committees and task forces to assist the
Board in carrying out its functions and re-
sponsibilities under this section.

“(e) Except as otherwise provided in sub-
section (a), members of the Board and offi-
cers or employees of other agencies of the
Federal Government utilized under this sec-
tion shall receive no compensation for their
services as such but shall continue to receive
the compensation of thelr regular positions,
Appointees under subsection (d) from pri-
vate life shall receive compensation at rates
fixed by the Board, not to exceed one two-
hundred-sixtieth of the rate prescribed for
level V in the Federal Executive Salary
Schedule for each day (including travel-
time) in which they are engaged in the ac-
tual performance of thelr duties as pre-
scribed by the Board. While serving away
from their homes or regular place of busi-
ness, Board members and other appointees
serving on an intermittent basis under this
section shall be allowed travel expenses in
accordance with section 5708 of title 5,
United States Code.

“(f) All departments and agencies of the
Government are authorized to cooperate
with the Board and to furnish information,
appropriate personnel with or without reim-
bursement, and such financial and other as-
sistance as may be agreed to between the
Board and the department or agency con-
cerned.

“(g) The Board shall by June 30, 1971, and
each June 30 thereafter, recommend to Con-
gress cost-accounting standards designed to
achieve uniformity and consistency in the
cost-accounting prineiples followed by de-
fense contractors and subcontractors under
Federal contracts. The Board shall also rec-
ommend uniform bid procedures and bid
forms for Government agencies to require
to be used by all contractors and subcon-
tractors to whom the recommended cost-
accounting standards would apply.”

TITLE II—COST OF LIVING
STABILIZATION

§ 201. Short title

This title may be cited as the “Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970,
§ 202. Presidential authority

The President is suthorized to issue such
_orders and rggulations as he may deem ap-
propriate to stabilize prices, rents, wages,
interest rates, and salaries at levels pot less
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than those prevailing on May 25, 1870. Such
orders and regulations may provide for the
making of such adjustments as may be nec-
essary to prevent gross inequities.
§ 203. Delegation

The President may delegate the perform-
ance of any function under this title to such
officers, departments, and agencies of the
United States as he may deem appropriate.
§ 204. Penalty

Whoever willfully violates any order or
regulation under this title shall be fined not
more than $5,000.
§ 205. Injunctions

Whenever it appears to any agency of the
United States, authorized by the President
to exercise the authorlity contained in this
section to enforce orders and regulations is-
sued under this title, that any person has
engaged, is engaged, or is about to engage in
any acts or practices constituting a violation
of any regulation or order under this title,
it may in its discretion bring an action, in
the proper district court of the United States
or the proper United States court of any
territory or other place subject to the juris-
diction of the United States, to enjoin such
acts or practices, and upon a proper showing
a permanent or temporary injunction or re-
straining order shall be granted without
bond. Upon application of the agency, any
such court may also issue mandatory injunc-
tions commanding any person to comply with
any regulation or order under this title.
§ 206. Expiration

The authority to issue and enforce orders
and regulations under this title expires at
midnight February 28, 1971, but such expira-
tion shall not affect any proceeding under
section 204 for a violation of any such order
or regulation, or for the punishment for con-
tempt committed in the violation of any
injunction issued under section 205, com-
mitted prior to March 1, 1971.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate disagree to the
amendment of the House on S. 3302 and
ask for a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that the Chair be aufthor-
ized to appoint the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Chair appointed Mr. SPARKEMAN, Mr,
ProxMiIRE, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. MONDALE, Mr.
HorrLinGs, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. TOWER, Mr.
GoopeLL, and Mr. Packwoop conferees
on the part of the Senate.

DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES
SERVICES AND FACILITIES CON-
STRUCTION ACT OF 1970

Mr, YARBOROUGH., Mr. President, I
ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Represent-
atives on S. 2846.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BELL-
moN) laid before the Senate the amend-
ments of the House of Representatives to
the bill (S. 2846) to assist the States in
developing a plan for the provision of
comprehensive services to persons af-
fected by mental retardation and other
developmental disabilities originating in
childhood, to assist the States in the
provision of such services in accordance
with such plan, to assist in the construc-
tion of facilities to provide the services
needed to carry out such plan, and for
other purposes”, which were to strike out
all after the enacting clause, and insert:
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EHORT TITLE

SecrroN 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Developmental Disabilities Services and
Facilitles Construction Act for 1970".
TITLE I—GRANTS FOR PLANNING, PRO-

VISION OF SERVICES, AND CONSTRUC-

TION OF FACILITIES FOR PERSONS

WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES
AUTHORIZATION OF GRANT PROGRAMS FOR PER-

S80ONS WITH DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES

Sec. 101. Part C of the Mental Retardation
Facllities Construction Act 18 amended to
read as follows:

“PART C—GRANTS FOR PLANNING, PROVISION OF
SERVICES, AND CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES
FOR PERrsONS WITH DEVELOPMENTAL Dis-
ABILITIES

“DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

“Sec. 130. The purpose of this part is—

*(1) to authorize grants to assist the sev-
eral States in developing and implementing a
comprehensive and continuing plan for meet-
ing the current and future needs for services
for persons affected by developmental dis-
abilities; and

“(2) to authorize grants to assist public or
nonprofit private agencies in the construction
of facilitles for the provision of services for
persons affected by developmental disabilities,

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec. 131. (a) For the purpose of providing
funds for grants under this part, there are
authorized to be appropriated $60,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, $85,000,~
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
and $105,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973.

“{b) For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, and for each of the next fiscal years,
there are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to continue to
make grants under section 137(a)(1)(B)
with respect to services for which a grant
under that section was made before July 1,
1973, and which are eligible for such a grant
for the year for which sums are being appro-
priated under this subsection.

"“STATE ALLOTMENTS

“Sec. 132. (a) (1) From the sums appro-
priated under section 131(a) for each flscal
year to carry out the purposes of section 130,
the several States shall be entitled to allot-
ments determined, in accordance with regu-
lations, on the basis of (A) the population,
(B) the extent of need for services and fa-
cilitles for persons with developmental dis-
abilities, and (C) the financial need of the
respective States; except that the allotment
of any State (other than the Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, Guam, and the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands) for any such
fiscal year shall not be less than $100,000.

“(2) In determining, for purposes of para-
graph (1), the extent of need in any State for
services and facllities for persons with de-
velopmental disabilities, ti » Secretary shall
take into account the s:i¢,e and extent of
the services ified, puisuant to section
134(b) (5), In the State plan of such State
approved under this part.

#(8) Sums allotted to a State for a fiscal
year and designated by it for construction
and I unobligated at the end of
such year shall remain avallable to such
State for such purpose for the next fiscal year
(and for such year only), in addition to the
sums allotted to such State for such next
fiscal year; except that If the State plan of a
State calls for the construction of a specific
facllity the Federal share of which will ex-
ceed the allotments available to the State for
& fiscal year for construction, the
may, on the request of the State, provide
that funds allotted to the State and avatlable
for such year shall remain avallable for con-
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struction of that facllity, to the extent nec-
essary but not to exceed two additional years
beyond the year for which the funds were
initially allotted.

“(b) Whenever the State plan developed
in accordance with section 134 provides for
participation of more than one State agency
in administering or supervising the admin-
istration of designated portions of the State
plan, the State may apportion its allotment
among such agencies in a manner which, to
the satisfaction of the Secretary, is reason-
ably related to the responsibilities assigned to
such agencles in carrying out the purposes
of this part. Funds so apportioned to State
agencles may be combined with other State
or Federal funds authorized to be spent for
other purposes, provided the purposes of this
part will recelve proportionate benefit from
the combination,

“(e¢) The amount of 'an allotment to a
State for a fiscal year which the ‘Secretary
determines will not be required by the State
during the period for which it is avallable
for the purpose for which allotted shall be
avallable for reallotment by the Secretary
from time to time, on such date or dates as
he may fix, to other States with respect to
which such a determination has not been
made, in proportion to the original allot-
ments of such other States for such fiscal
year, but with such proportionate amount
for any such other States being reduced to
the extent it exceeds the sum the Becretary
estimates such State needs and will be able
to use d such period; and the total of
such reductions shall be similarly realiotted
among the States whose proportionate
amounts were not so reduced. Any amount
reallotted under this subsectlon to.a Btate
for a fiscal year shall be deemed to be a part
of its allotments under subsectlon (a) for
such fiscal year,

“NMATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON SERVICES AND
FACILITIES FOR THE DEVELOPMENTALLY DIS-
ABLED

“Sec, 138, (a) (1) Effective July 1, 1971,
there is hereby established a National Ad-
visory Council on Services and Facilities for
the Developmentally Disabled (hereafter in
this part referred to as the 'Council’), which
shall consist of twenty members to be ap-
pointed by the Secretary without regard to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
civil service.

“{2) The Secretary shall from time to time
designate one of the members of the Council
to serve as Chairman thereof.

'(8) The members of the Council shall be
selected from persons who are not officers or
employees of the United States employed on
a full-time basis and who are leaders in the
fields of service to the mentally retarded and
to other developmentally disabled persons,
in State or loeal government, and in organi-
zations representing consumers of such gerv-
ices. At least ive members shall be represent-
ative of State or local agencles responsible
for services to the developmentally disabled,
and at least five shall be representative of
the interests of consumers of such services.

“{b) Each member of the Council shall
hold office for a term of four years, except
that any member appointed to fill a vacaney
occurring prior to the ‘expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appointed
shall be appointed for the remainder of such
term, and except that, of the twenty mem-
bers first appointed, five shall hold office for
a term of three years, five shall hold office for
A term of two years, and five shall hold office
for 8 term of one year, as designated by the
Becretary at the ‘time of appointment.

“(c) It shall be the duty and function of
the Council to (1) advise the Secretary with
respect to any regulations promulgated or
proposed to be promulgated by him in the

implementation of this title, and (2) study
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and evaluate programs authorized by this
title with a view to determining their effec-
tiveness in carrylng out the purposes for
which they were established.

“{d) The Council is authorized to engage
such technical assistance as may be required
to carry out its functions, and the Secretary
shall, In addition, make avallable to the
Council such secretarial, clerical, and other
assistance and such statistical and other per-
tinent data prepared by or available to the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare as the Council may require to carry out
such functions.

“(e) Members of the Council, while at-
tending meetings or conferences thereof or
otherwise serving on the business of the
Council, shall be entitled to recelve compen-
sation at rates fixed by the Becretary, but
not exceeding $100 per day and, while so
serving away from their homes or regular
places of business, they may be allowed travel
expenses, including per diem in lieu of sub-
pistence, as authorized by section 5703 of
title 5, United States Code, for persons in
the Government service employed Intermit-
tently.

“'STATE PLANS

“Sec. 134. (a) Any State desiring to take
advantage of this part must have a State
plan submitted t0 and approved by the Sec-
retary under this section.

“(b) In order to be approved by the Sec-
retary under this section, a State plan for the
provision of services and facllities for persons
with development disabilities must—

“(1) designate (A) a State planning and
advisory couneil, to be responsible for sub-
mitting revisions of the State plan and trans-
mitting such reports as may be required by
the Secretary; (B) the State agency or agen-
cles which will administer or supervise the
administration of all or designated portions
of the State plan; and (C) a single State
agency as the sole agency for administering
or supervising the administration of grants
for construction under the State plan, ex-
cept that during fiscal year 1971, the Secre-
tary may waive, in whole or in part, the re-
quirements of this paragraph;

“{2) describe (A) the gquality, extent, and
scope of services being provided, or to be
provided, to persons with developmental dis-
abilities under such other State plans for
Tederally assisted State programs as may be
specified by the Secretary, but in any case
including education for the handicapped,
vocational rehabilitation, publlc assistance,
medical assistance, social services, maternal
and child health, crippled children’s serv-
ices, and comprehensive health and mental
health plans, and (B) how funds allotted to
the State in accordance with section 132 will
be used to complement and augment rather
than duplicate or replace services and facil-
ities for persons with developmental disabil-
ities which are eligible for Federal assistance
under such other State programs;

(3) set forth policles and procedures for
the expenditure of funds under the plan,
which, in the judgment of the Secretary, are
designed to assure effective continuing State
planning, evaluation, and delivery of serv-
ices (both public.and private) for persons
with developmental disabilities;

(4) contain or be supported by assurances
satisfactory to the BSecretary that (A) the
funds paid to the State under this part will
be used to make a significant contribution
toward strengthening services for
with developmental disabilities in the various
political subdivisions of the State in order
to improve the quality, scope, and extent of
such services; (B) part of such funds will
be made available to other public or non-
profit private agencles, Institutions, and
organizations; (C) such funds will be used
to supplement and, to the extent practicable,
to increase the level of funds that would
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otherwise be made available for the purposes
for which the Federal funds are provided and
not to supplant such nonFederal funds; and
(D) there will be reasonable State financial
participation in the cost of administering
and implementing the State plan;

*“{6) (A) provide for the furnishing of a
range of services and facilities for persons
with developmental disabilities sassociated
with mental retardation, (B) specify the
other categories of developmental disabilities
which will be included in the State plan,
and (C) describe the quality, extent, and
scope of such services as will be provided to
persons with mental retardation and with
other developmental disabilities;

“(6) provide that services and facilities
furnished under the State plan for persons
with developmental disabilitles will be In
accordance with standards prescribed by
regulations, including standards as to the
scope and quallty of such services and the
maintenance and operation of such facilities,
except that during fiscal year 1871, the Sec-
retary may walve, in whole or in part, the
requirements of this paragraph;

“(7) provide such methods of administra-
tion (including methods relating to the
establishment and maintenance of personnel
standards on a merit basis, except that the
Secretary shall exercise no authority with
respect to the selection, tenure of office, and
compensation of any individual employed in
accordance with such methods) as are found
by the Secretary to be necessary for the
proper and efficient operation of the plan;

**(8) provide that (A) the State planning
and advisory council shall be adegquately
staffed and shall include representatives of
each of the principal State agencies -and
representatives of local agencles and non-
governmental organizations and groups con-
cerned with services for persons with develop-
mental disabillities; and (B) at least one-
third of the membership of such council
shall consist of representatives of consumers
of such services;

“(9) provide that the State planning and
advisory council will from time to time, but
not less often than annually, review and
evaluate its State plan approved under this
section and submit appropriate modifica=-
tions to the Secretary;

"(10) provide that the State agencies des-
ignated in paragraph (1) will make such re-
ports, in such form and containing such in-
formation, as the Secretary may from time
to time. reasonably require, and will keep
such records and afford such access theretc
as the Secretary finds necessary to assure the
correctness and verification of such reports;

“(11) provide that special financial and
technical assistance shall be given to areas
of urban or rural poverty in securing facil-
itles and services for persons with develop-
mental disabilities who are residents of such
areas;

“(12) describe the methods to be used to
assess the effectiveness and accomplishments
of the State in meeting the needs of devel-
opmentally disabled persons in the State;

“(13) provide for the development of a
program of construction of facilities for the
provision of services for persons with devel-
opmental disabilities which (A) is based ona
statewlde inventory of existing facilities and
survey of need; and (B) meets the require-
ments prescribed by the Becretary for fur-
nishing needed services to persons unable to
pay therefor;

“(14) set forth the relative need, deter-
mined in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, for the several proj-
ects included in the construction program
referred to in paragraph (13), and assigned
priority to the construction of projects, inso-
Tar as financial resources avallable therefor
and for maintenance and operation make
possible, in the order of such relative need;

“(15) designate the portion of the State's
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allotment (under section 132) for any year
which is to be devoted to construction of fa-
cllities, which portion shall be not more than
50 per centum of the State’s allotment or
such lesser per centum of the allotment as
the Secretary may from time to time pre-
scribe;

*(16) provide for affording to every appli-
cant for a construction project an oppor-
tunity for hearing before the State agency;

“(17) provide for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may be nec-
essary to assure the proper disbursement of
and accounting for funds paid to the State
under this part; and

**(18) contain such additional information
and assurances as the Secretary may find
necessary to carry out the provisions and

of this part.

“{e) The Secretary shall approve any State
plan and any modification thereof which
complies with the provisions of subsection
(b). The Becretary shall not finally disap-
prove a State plan except after reasonable
notice and opportunity for a hearing to the
State.

“APPROVAL OF PROJECTS FOR CONSTRUCTION

“8ec. 136. (a) For each project for con-
struction pursuant to a State plan approved
under this part, there shall be submitted to
the Secretary, through the State agency
designated in accordance with section 134
(b) (1) (C), an application by the State or a
political subdivision thereof or by any other
public or nonprofit agency. If two or more
agencles join in the construction of the proj-
ect, the application may be filed by one or
more such agencies, Such application shall
set forth—

“(1) a description of the site for such
project;

“(2) plans and specifications thereof, in
accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary;

*{8) reasonable assurance that title to
such site is or will be vested In one or more
of the agencles filing the application or in a
public or other nonprofit agency which is to
operate the facility;

(4) reasonable assurance that adequate
financial support will be avallable for the
construction of the project and for its main-
tenance and operation when completed;

“(56) reasonable assurance that all laborers
and mechanics employed by contractors or
subcontractors in the performance of work
on construction of the project will be pald
wages at rates not less than those prevalling
on similar construction in the locality as de-
termined by the Secretary of Labor in ac-
cordance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 276a—276a-5); and the

of Labor shall have with respect
to the labor standards specified in this para-
graph the authority and functions set forth
in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950
(156 F.R. 3176) and section 2 of the Act of
:,:39 13, 1934, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276¢);

“(8) a certification by the State agency of
the Federal share for the project.

“{b) The Secretary shall approve such ap-
plication if sufficient funds to pay the Fed-
eral share of the cost of construction of such
project are avallable from the allotment to
the State, and if the Becretary finds (1) that
the application contalns such reasonable as-
surances as to title, financial support, and
payment of prevalling rates of wages and
overtime pay, (2) that the plans and specifi-
cations are in accord with regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, (3) that the appll-
cation is in conformity with the State plan
approved under this part, and (4) that the
application has been approved and recom-
mended by the State agency designated in
accordance with section 134(b) (1) (C) and is
entitled to priority over other projects within
the State in accordance with the State's plan
for persons with developmental disabilities
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and in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary.

“(e) No application shall be disapproved
until the Becretary has afforded the BState
agency an opportunity for a hearing.

“(d) Amendment of any approved applica-
tion shall be subject to approval in the same
manner as the original application,

“WITHHOLDING OF PAYMENTS FOR
CONSTRUCTION

“Sec. 136. (a) Whenever the Secretary, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ing to the State (designated In ac-
cordance with section 134(b) (1) (C) of any
State, finds that—

“(1) the State agency is not complying
substantially with the provisions required by
section 134(b) to be included in the State
plan, or with regulations of the Secretary,

*(2) any assurance required to be given
in an application filed under section 136
is not being or cannot be carried out,

**(3) there is a substantial fallure to carry
out plans and specifications related to con-
struction approved by the Secretary under
section 134, or

*(4) adequate funds are not being pro-
vided annually for the direct administration
of the State plan, the Secretary may forth-
with withhold payments for construction
from the allotment of such State in accord-
ance with subsection (b).

“(b) If the Secretary makes a finding de-
scribed In subsection (a), he may forthwith
notify the State agency that—

“(1) no further payments will be made to
the State for construction from allotments
under this part, or

“({2) no further payments will be made
from allotments under this part for any con-
struction project or the action or inaction
referred to In paragraph (1), (2), projects
designated by the Secretary as being affected
by (3), or (4) of subsection (a),
as the Secretary may determine to be ap-
propriate under the circumstances; and, ex=-
cept with regard to any project for which the
application has already been approved and
which is not directly affected, further pay-
ments for construction projects may be with-
held, in whole or in part, until there is no
longer any fallure to comply (or to carry
out the assurance or plans and specifications
or to provide adequate funds, as the case
may be) or, if such compliance (or other
action) is impossible, until the State repays
or arranges for the repayment of Federal
moneys to which the recipient was not en-
titled.

“GRANTS TO THE STATES FOR PLANNING AND
SERVICES

“Sec. 137. (a) (1) To carry out the pur-
poses of sectlon 130(1), the Secretary shall
make grants under this sectlon to assist the
States in meeting the costs of (A) developing
and administering their State plans, and (B)
compensation of personnel to provide, in ac-
cordance with approved State plans, services
for persons with developmental disabilities,
Grants under this section with respect to any
such service provided under a State plan may
be made only for the period beginning with
the first day of the first month for which such
& grant is made and ending with the close of
eight years after such first day.

*“{2) A grant under this section may be
made only to a State which (A) has a State
plan approved under this part, and (B) has
made an application for such grant in ac-
cordance with regulations of the Secretary.
For each of the fiscal years ending June 30,
1071, June 30, 1972, and June 30, 1973, a
grant to a State under this section shall be
made from the portion of the State's allot-
ment under section 132 which {s not desig-
nated in its State plan for construction pur-
poses. For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974, and each of the next six fiscal years, a
grant to a State under clause (B) of para-
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graph (1) of this subsection shall be made
from funds appropriated under section 131

b).

‘!(b) (1) A grant under this section for any
fiscal year to assist a State in meeting the
costs of developing and administering its
State plan may not exceed 5 per centum of
the State's allotment under sectlon 132 for
that fiscal year or $75,000, whichever is less.

“(2) (A) A grant under this section to as-
sist a State In meeting the costs of compen-
sation of personnel to provide services for
persons with developmental disabilities may
be made only for the period beginning with
the first day of the first month for which
such a grant {s made and ending with the
close of eight years after such first day; and,
except as provided in subparagraph (B), such
grants with respect to any State may not
exceed 75 per centum of such costs for each
of the first two years after such first day, 60
per centum of such costs for the third year
after such first day, 456 per centum of such
costs for the fourth year after such first day,
and 30 per centum of such costs for each of
the next four years after such first day,

“(B) In the case of any State providing
services for persons in an area designated by
the Secretary as an urban or rural poverty
area, grants under this section for the costs
of a State for compensation of personnel pro-
viding services for persons in such an area
may not exceed 90 per centum of such costs
for each of the first two years after such first
day, 80 per centum of such costs for the third
vear after such first day, 75 per centum of
such costs for the fourth and fifth years after
such first day, and T0 per centum of such
costs for each of the next three years after
such first day.

**(3) For the purpose of determining the
costs of a State for compensation of such
personnel, costs of a political subdivision
thereof or of a nonprofit private agency for
compensation of such personnel shall, sub=-
ject to such limitations and conditions as
may be prescribed by the Secretary by regu-
lation, be regarded as costs of such State.

“(e) Payment of grants under this section
may be made (after necessary adjustment on
account of previously made overpayments or
underpayments) in advance or by way of
reilmbursement, and no such terms and con-
ditions, as the Secretary may determine.

“WITHHOLDING OF PAYMENTS FOR PLANNING
AND SERVICE

“Sec. 138, Whenever the Secretary, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ing to the State planning and advisory coun-
cll (designated in accordance with section
184(b) (1) (A)) finds that—

‘(1) there is a failure to comply substan-
tially with any of the provisions required by
section 134 to be included in the State plan,
or

“{2) there is a fallure to comply substan-
tlally with any regulations of the Secretary
which are‘applicable to this part,
the Secretary shall notify such State council
that further payments for planning or serv-
ices will not be made to the State under
section 137 (or, In his discretion, that further
payments for planning or services will not be
made to the State under that section for
activities in which there 1s such fallure),
until he is satisfled that there will no longer
be such fallure, Until he is 50 satisfied, the
Secretary shall make no further payment
under that section to the State, or shall limit
further payment under that section to such
State to activities in which there is no such
failure.

“REGULATIONS ;

“Sec, 139, The Secretary, as soon as prac-
ticable, by general regulations applicable uni-
formly to all the States, shall prescribe—

“(1) the kinds of services which are needed
to provide adequate programs for persons
with developmental disabilities, the kinds
of services for which assistance may be pro-
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vided under this part, and the categories of
persons for whom such services may be pro-
vided;

“(2) standards as to the scope and quallty
of services which must be provided for per-
sons with developmental disabilities under a
State plan approved under this part;

“(3) the general manner in which a State,
in carrying out its State plan approved under
this part, shall determine priorities for serv-
ices and facilities based on type of service,
categories of persons to be served, and type
of disability, with special consideration being
glven to the needs for such services and facili-
ties In areas of urban and rural poverty; and

‘“(4) general standards of construction and

equipment for facllities of different classes
and in different types of location.
After appointment of the Council, regula-
tlons and revisions therein shall be promul-
gated by the Secretary only after consuiltation
with the Counecil.

“NONDUPLICATION

“Sgc, 140. (a) In determining the amount
of any payment for the construction of any
facility under a State plan approved under
this part, there shall be disregarded (1) any
portion of the costs of such construction
which are financed by Federal funds pro-
vided under any provision of law other than
this part, and (2) the amount of any non-
Federal funds required to be expended as a
condition of receipt of such Federal funds.

“(b) In determining the amount of any
grant under section 137 to assist a State in
meeting the costs of planning and of com-
pensation of personnel, there shall be dis-
regarded (1) any portion of such costs which
are financed by Federal funds provided un-
der any provision of law other than this part,
and (2) the amount of any non-Federal
funds required to be expended as a condi-
tion of receipt of such Federal funds.”

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sec. 102. (a) Section 401 of the Mental
Retardation Facilities and Community Men-
tal Health Centers Construction Aet of
1963 (42 U.S.C. 26901) 1s amended by—

(1) striking out *, and the District of
Columbia” and all that follows in subsec-
tlon (a) and inserting in lieu thereof “, the
Distriet of Columbia, and the Trust Terri-
tory of the Pacific Islands.”:

(2) amending subsection (b) to read as
follows:

“(b) The term ‘facility for the develop-
mentally disabled’ means a facility, or a
specified portion of a facility, designed pri-
marily for the delivery of one or more serv-
ices to persons affected by one or more de-
velopmental disabilities.”;

(3) striking out “mentally retarded”
wherever it occurs in subsection (d) and
inserting “developmentally disabled” in lieu
thereof;

(4) amending the first sentence of sub-
section (h)(2) to read as follows: “The
Federal share with t to any project in
the State shall be the amount determined by
the State agency described in the State plan,
but except as provided in paragraph (3), the
Federal share (A) for any project under part
C of title I may not exceed 6624 per centum
of the costs of construction of such project;
and (B) for any project under part A of title
II may not exceed 6625 per centum of the
costs of construction of such project or the
State's Federal percentage, whichever is the
lower.”; and

(6) adding at the end of the section the
following subsections:

“(1) The term ‘developmental disability’
means a disability attributable to mental re-
tardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, or another
neurological eondition of an individual found
by the Secretary to be closely related to men-
tal retardation or to require treatment simi-
lar to that mmu for mentally retarded in-
dividuals, which disability originates before
such individual attains age elghteen, which
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has continued or can be expected to continue
indefinitely, and which constitutes a sub-
stantial handicap to such Individual.

“(m) The term ‘services for persons with
developmental disabilities’ means specialized
services or special adaptations of generic
services directed toward the alleviation of a
developmental disability or toward the so-
clal, personal, physieal, or economic habilita-
tion or rehabilitation of an individual af-
fected by such a disability, and such term
includes diagnosis, evaluation, treatment,
personal care, day-care, domliclliary care,
speclal llving arrangements, training, edu-
cation, sheltered employment, recreation,
counseling of the individual affected by such
disability and of his family, protective and
other social and socio-legal services, in-
formation and referral services, and follow-
along services, and transportation services
necessary to assure delivery of services to
persons with developmental disabilities.

“(n) The term °‘regulations’ means (un-
less the text otherwise indicates) regulations
promulgated by the Secretary.”

(b) Sections 403 and 405 of such Act are
amended by inserting “or the developmen-
tally dlsabled"” after “mentally retarded”
wherever it occurs.

APPLICATION OF NEW PROVISIONS RELATING TO
DURATION OF GREANTS AND FEDERAL SHARE TO
CONTINUATION GRANTS TUNDER EXISTING
STAFFING GRANT PROGRAM

Sec. 103. (a) Effective with respect to
costs of compensation of professional and
technical personnel of any facility for the
mentally retarded for any period after June
30, 1970, for which a grant has been or is
made under subsection (a) of section 141 of
part D of the Mental Retardation Facilities
Construction Act, subsection (b) of such
section is amended to read as follows:

“(b) (1) Grants under this section for
such costs for any facility may be made only
for the period beginning with the first day
of the first month for which such a grant is
made and ending with the close of eight
years after such first day; and, except as pro-
vided in paragraph (2), such grants with
respect to any facility may not exceed 75 per
centum of such costs for each of the first
two years after such first day, 60 per centum
of such costs for the third year after such
first day, 456 per centum of such costs for the
fourth year after such first day, and 30 per
centum of such costs for each of the next
four years after such first day.

“(2) In the case of any such facility pro-
viding services for persons in an area desig-
nated by the SBecretary as an urban or rural
poverty area, grants under this section for
such costs for any such facility may not ex-
ceed 90 per centum of such costs for each
of the first two years after such first day, 80
per centum of such costs for the third year
after such first day, 76 per centum of such
costs for the fourth and fifth years after such
first day, and 70 per centum of such costs
for each of the next three years after such
first day.”

(b) In the case of any mental retardation
facility for which a staffing grant was made
under section 141 of the Mental Retarda-
tion Facilities Construction Act before July
1, 1870, (1) the provisions of subsection (b)
of sectiom 141 of such Act (as amended by
subsection (a) of this section) shall, with
respect to costs incurred after June 30, 1970,
apply to the same extent as if such subsec-
tion of (b) had been in effect on the date
a stafing grant for such facility was in-
itially made, and (2) non-Federal funds made
avallable for costs incurred after the date
such grant was initlally made but before
June 30, 1970, shall not, to the extent they
exceed the minimum amount of non-Federal
funds required under such subsection with
respect to grants for costs Incurred after
June 30, 1970, be taken into account.in ap-
gg!nntg section 142(a) (3) of such Act to such
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EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 104, The amendments made by sec-
tions 101 and 102 of this title shall apply
with respect to fiscal years beginning after
June 30, 1970. Funds appropriated before
June 8$0, 1070, under part C of the Mental
Retardation Facilities Construction Act shall
remain available for obligation during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO PART B OF
THE MENTAL RETARDATION FACIL-
ITIES CONSTRUCTION ACT

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS

Sec. 201. (a) The first sentence of section
121(a) of the Mental Retardation Facilities
Construction Act Is amended—

(1) by striking out “clinical facilities pro-
viding, as nearly as practicable, a full range
of inpatient and outpatlent services for the
mentally retarded (which, for purposes of
this part, includes other neurological handi-
capping conditions found by the Secretary
to be sufficiently related to mental retarda-
tion to warrant inclusion in this part) and”;

(2) by striking out “clinical training” and
inserting in lieu thereof: “interdisciplinary
tralning”; and

(3) by striking out "each for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1969, and the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1970" and inserting in
lieu thereof: “for each of the next five fiscal
years through the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973",

(b) Buch section 121(a) is amended by
striking out “the mentally retarded” in the
second sentence and the second time and
third time it appears in the first sentence
and inserting in leu thereof “persons with
developmental disabilities”.

(c) Sections 124 and 125 of the Mental Re-
tardation Facllities Construction Act are
each amended by striking out “the mentally
retarded” each place it appears in those sec-
tions and inserting in lieu thereof “persons
with developmental disabilities”.

DEMONSTRATION AND TRAINING GRANTS

Sec. 202. Part B of the Mental Retardation
Facilities Construction Act is amended by
redesignating sections 122, 123, 124, and 125
as sections 123, 124, 125, and 126, respectively,
and by adding the following new section
after section 121:

“DEMONSTRATION AND TRAINING GRANTS

“Sec. 122. (a) For the purposes of assist-
ing institutions of higher education to con-
tribute more effectively to the solution of
complex health, education, and social prob-
lems of children and adults suffering from
developmental disabllities, the BSecretary
may, In accordance with the provisions of
this part, make grants to cover costs of ad-
ministering and operating demonstration
facilities and interdisciplinary training pro-
grams for personnel needed to render spe-
clalized services to persons with development
disabilities, Including established disciplines
as well as new kinds of training to meet criti-
cal shortages in the care of persons with
developmental disabillties.

“(b) For the purpose of making grants
under this section, there are authorized to
be appropriated $15,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971; #$17,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972; and $20,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973.”

Sec, 203, Section 123 of such Act, as S50
redesignated by section 202 of this Act, is
amended by inserting “(a)" after “Sec. 123.”,
by Iinserting “the construction of” before
“any facllity”, and by adding the following
new subsection at the end thereof:

“(b) Applications for demonstration and
training grants under this part may be ap-
proved by the Secretary only if the applicant
is a college or university operating a facility
of the type described in section 121, or is a
public or nonprofit private agency or organi-
zatlon operating such a facility. In consid-
ering applications for such grants, the Secre-
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tary shall give priority to any application
which shows that the applicant has made ar-
rangements, in accordance with regulations
of the Secretary, for a junior college to par-
ticipate in the programs for which the ap-
plication 1s made.”

Sec. 204. Section 124 of such Act, as s0 re-
designated by section 202 of this Act, is
amended by striking out “for the construc-
tion of a facility” and “of construction™ in
subsection (a) thereof, and by striking out
“in such installments consistent with con-
struction progress,” in subsection (b).

Sec. 205. Section 126 of such Act, as so re-
designated by sectlon 202 of this Act, is
amended by inserting “construction” before
“flmd-s"

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT
Sec. 206. Part B of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:
“MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

“Sec, 127. Applications for grants under
this part may be approved by the Secretary
only if the application contains or is sup-
ported by reasonable assurances that the
grants will not result in any decrease in the
level of State, local, and other non-Federal
funds for services for persons with develop-
mental disabilities and training of persons
to provide such services which would (ex-
cept for such grant) be available to the ap-
plicant, but that such grants will be used to
supplement, and, to the extent practicable,
to inerease the level of such funds.”

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

Sgc. 207. (a) The heading for title I of the
Mental Retardation Facllitles and Commu-
nity Mental Health Centers Construction Act
of 1963 is amended by striking out “THE

MENTALLY RETARDED" and inserting in
lleu thereof “PERSONS WITH DEVELOP-
MENTAL DISABILITIES”.

(b) Section 100 of such title is amended

to read as follows:
“SHORT TITLE

“Sec. 100. This title may be cited as the
‘Facilities for the Developmentally Disabled
Construction Aect'."

(c) The heading for part B of such title
is amended to read as follows:

“PART B—CONSTRUCTION DEMONSTRATION
AND TRAINING GRANTS FOR UNIVERSITY-AF-
FILIATED FACILITIES FOR PERSONS WITH DE-
VELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES"

And amend the title so as to read: “An
Act to amend the Mental Retardation
Facilities and Community Mental Health
Centers Construction Act of 1963 to as-
sist the States in developing a plan for
the provision of comprehensive services
to persons affected by mental retarda-
tion and other developmental disabili-
ties originating in childhood, to assist
the States in the provision of such serv-
ices in accordance with such plan, to
gssist in the construction of facilities to
provide the services needed to carry out
such plan, and for other purposes.”

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate disagree to the
amendments of the House to S. 2846 and
ask for a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that the Chair be author-
ized to appoint the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The motion was agreed fo: and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr, Yar-
BOROUGH, Mr. WiLLiams of New Jersey,
Mr. KExNEDY, Mr. NELsON, Mr. EAGLE-
TON, Mr. CransTtON, Mr. HucHEs, Mr,
Dominick, Mr. Javits, Mr. MurPpHY, Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Prouty, and Mr. Saxse conferees on the
part of the Senate.

AMENDMENT OF TITLE VII OF THE
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr, President, I
ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Represent-
atives on S. 3586.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeLLmoN) laid before the Senate the
amendments of the House of Represent-
atives to the bill (S. 3586) to amend title
VII of the Public Health Service Act to
establish eligibility of new schools of
medicine, dentistry, osteopathy, phar-
macy, optometry, veterinary medicine,
and podiatry for institutional grants un-
der section 771 thereof, to extend and
improve the program relating to training
of personnel in the allied health profes-
sions, and for other purposes, which were
to strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert:

SectioN 1. (a) Paragraph (1) of subsection
(a) of section 791 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 205h(a) (1)) is amended
(1) by striking out “and” after “June 30,
1969;", and (2) by striking out the period
and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and
the following: *; $20,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending Ju.ne 30, 1971; $30,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972; and $40,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973."

(b) Paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of
such section is amended by striking out “July
i, :939" and inserting in lieu thereof “July

" 19727

Sec. 2. (a) Effective with respect to appro-
priations for the fiscal year beginning July 1,
1970, section 792 of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 295h-1(a)) is amended as
follows:

(1) Subsection (a) of such section is
amended to read as follows:

“Baslc Improvement Grants

“SEC. T92. (a) (1) There are authorized to
be appropriated $15,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, $15,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, and $15,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, for
basic iImprovement grants under this sub-
section.”

(2) Subsection (b) of such section 1is
amended—

: (A) by striking out the subsection head-

ng,

(B) by striking out “(b) (1) " and inserting
in lleu thereof “(2)",

(C) by striking out “paragraph (2)" and
inserting in lleu thereof “paragraph (3}",

(D) by striking out “June 30, 1970" and
inserting in leu thereof “June 30, 1973”, and

(E) by striking out *(2) " in paragraph (2)
and inserting in lleu thereof “*(3)".

(3) Subsection (c) is repealed and the fol-
lowing new subsections are inserted immedi-
ately before subsection (d):

“Special Improvement Grants

“(b) There are authorized to be appro-
priated $15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, $20,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1872, and $30,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, for gpecial
improvement grants to assist tralning cen-
ters for allled health professions in projects
for the provision maintenance, or improve-
ment of the specialized function which the
center serves.

“Special Projects for Experimentation, Dem-
onstration; and Institutional Improve-
ment
‘() (1) There are authorized to be ap-

propriated $10,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
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ing June 30, 1971, $20,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1972, and $30,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, for
grants and contracts for speclal projects un-
der this subsection.

T'“(2) The Becretary is authorized, from
sums avallable therefor from appropriations
made under this subsection and subsection
(b), to make grants to public or nonprofit
private agencies, organizations and institu-
tions, and to enter into contracts with indi-
viduals, agencies, organizations, and institu-
tions, for special projects related to tralning
or retraining of allled health personnel,
including—

“(A) planning, establishing, or developing
new programs, or modifying or expanding
exlsting programs, including interdisciplin-
ary training programs;

“(B) developing or establishing special
programs, or adapting existing programs, to
reach special groups such as returning vet-
erans with experience in a health field, the
economically or culturally deprived, or per-
sons reentering any of the allied health
flelds;

“(C) developing, demonstrating, or evalu-
ating new or improved teaching methods or
ourriculums;

“(D) developing, demonstrating, or es-
tablishing interrelationships among institu-
tions which will facilitate the training, re-
tralning, or utillzation of allied health man-
power;

“(E) developing, demonstrating, or evalu-
ating new types of health manpower;

“(F) developing, demonstrating, or evalu-
ating techniques for appropriate recognition
(including equivalency and proficlency test-
ing mechanisms) of previously acquired
training or experience; and

“(G) developing, demonstrating, or evalu-
ating new or improved means of recrultment,
retraining, or retention of allied health man-
power.”

(b) Effective with respect to grants from
appropriations for the fiscal year beginning
July 1, 1870, subsection (d) of sectlon 792 is
amended—

(A) by striking out “basic or special im-
provement” in paragraph (1);

(B) by inserting “in the case of a basic
or special improvement grant,” immediately
after “(A)" in paragraph (2)(A); and

(C) by striking out “for grants under sub-
section (c)"” In paragraph (3) and inserting
in lieu thereof *“for special improvement
grants under subsection (b) and for special
project grants under subsection (e¢)”.

(c) Effective with respect to grants from
appropriations for the fiscal year beginning
July 1, 1970, section T95(3) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 205h—4) is amended by striking out
“as applied to any training center for allied
health professions” and inserting in lieu
thereof *, as applied to any training center
for allied health professions or to any pri-
vate agency, organization, or imstitution ap-
I;gmg for a grant under section 792(c) or

(d) (1) Effective with respect to the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1970, sections 794 and
798 of such Act (42 U.S.C, 206h-3, 205h-T)
are repealed.

(2) Effective with respect to the fiscal year

July 1, 1970 (sectlon 797 of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 265h—-6) is amended by strik-
ing out “793, or 794" and Inserting in lieu
thereof ‘“‘or T93™.

SEc. 3. (a) Subsection (a) of section T893 of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
205h-2(a)) 15 amended by (1) by striking
out “and’ after “June 30, 1969;", and (2) by
inserting after “June 30, 1970;" the follow-
ing: *$8,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971; $10,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1972; and $12,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30,, 1972; and $12,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973;".

(b) Effective with respect to grants from
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appropriations for the fiscal year beginning
July 1, 1970—

(1) Subsection (b) of such section is
amended by striking out “training centers
for allied health professions™ and inserting
in lleu thereof “agencies, organizations, and
Institutions™,

(2) Subsection (c) of such sectlon is
amended by striking out “centers” and In-
serting in lleu thereof “public or nonprofit
private agencles, organizations, and Insti-
tutions".

And amend the title so as to read: “An
Act to amend the Public Health Service
Act to extend for three years the pro-
grams of assistance for training in the
allied health professions, and for other
purposes.”

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate disagree to the
amendments of the House on S. 3586 and
ask for a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that the Chair be author-
ized to appoint the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr., YARr-
BOROUGH, Mr. WirrLiams of New Jersey,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. NELSON, Mr. EAGLETON,
Mr., CransTON, Mr. HucHES, Mr. DomMI-
NICK, Mr., Javirs, Mr. MURPHY, MTr.
ProuTy, and Mr. Saxse conferees on the
part of the Senate.

THE YEAR 1963 AND THE WAR

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, in Septem-
ber of 1963 President John F. Kennedy
submitted to an interview by two NBC
reporters—Chet  Huntley and David
Brinkley. In that interview the President
expressed public views exactly contrary
to those his former aide, Kenneth O'Don-
nell says he privately held.

I ask unanimous consent to insert in
the Recorp at this point pertinent ex-
cerpts from the President’s interview of
September 9, 1963, and I call particular
attention to the last’ two sentences
thereof:

What I am concerned about is that Amer-
icans will get impatient and say, because they
don't llke events In Southeast Asia or they
don't like the Government in Saigon, that we
should withdraw, That only makes it easy
for the Communists. I think we should stay.
We should use our influence in as effective a
way as we can, but we should not withdraw.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcORrp,
as follows:

PresmmENT EENNEDY'S NBC TV INTERVIEW,
SEPTEMBER 9, 1963—EXCERPTS

Mr, HuNTLEY. Are we likely to reduce our
ald to South Viet-Nam now?

The PrEsSmENT. I don't think we think that
would be helpful at this time. If you reduce
your aid, It is possible you could have some
effect upon the government structure there.
On the other hand, you might have a situa-
tlon which could bring about a collapse.
Strongly In our mind is what happened in
the case of China at the end of World War
II, when China was lost—a weak government
became increasingly unable to control events,
We don't want that.

""Mr, BRINXLEY. Mr. President, have you had
any reason to doubt this so-called “domino
theory,” that if South Viet-Nam falls, the
rest of Southeast Asia will go behind it?

The PRESIDENT. No, I believe it. I believe

it. I think that the struggle is close enough.
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China is so large, looms so high just be-
yond the frontlers, that if Bouth Viet-Nam
went, it would not only-give them an im-
proved -geographic position -for a guerrilia
assault on Malaya but would also give the
impression that the wave of the future in
Southeast Asia was China and the Commu-
nists. So I belleve it.

Mr. Brinxrey. With so much of our pres-
tige, money, so on, committed in South Vieg-
Nam, why can't we exercise a little more in-
fluence there, Mr. President?

The PreEsSIDENT. We have some influence.
We have some Influence and we are attempt-
ing to carry it out. I think we don't—we
can’t expect these countries to do every-
thing the way we want to do them. They have
their own interests, their own personalities,
their own tradition. We can't make every-
one in our image, and there are a good
many people who don't want to go In our
image. In adidtlon, we have anclent strug-
gles between countries. In the case of In-
dia and Pakistan, we would like to have
them seftle Eashmir, That is our view of
the best way to defend the subcontinent
against communism. But that struggle be-
tween India and Pakistan Is more important
to a good many people in that area than
the struggle against the Communists, We
would like to have Cambodia, Thailand, and
South Viet-Nam all in harmony, but there
are anclent differences there. We can’t
make the world over, but we can Influence
the world. The fact of the matter is that
with the assistance of the United States
and SEATO |[Southeast Asia Treaty Organ-
ization], Southeast Asia and indeed all of
Asla has been maintalned Iindependent
agalnst a powerful force, the Chinese Com-
munists. What I am concerned about is that
Americans will get impatient and say, be-
cause they don't like events in Southeast
Asla or they don't like the Government in
Balgon, that we should withdraw. That only
makes it easy for the Communists. I think
we should stay. We should use our influ-
ence In as effective a way as we can, but we
should not withdraw, * * *

WHAT PRESIDENT KENNEDY
WOULD HAVE DONE

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, on
the same subject, I had prepared brief
remarks, and I should like to present
them at this time.

Over the weekend, Life magazine made
available to the press excerpts of a book
that Mr. Kenneth O'Donnell, former key
aide to President Eennedy, has written.

To say the least, his remarks are ex-
tremely surprising, and in order to keep
history straight, I think that some ex-
planation should be made by either Mr,
O’Donnell or the majority leader or both.
For example, on September 9, 1963,
which was after the President’s remarks
to Mr. O'Donnell, the President said in
a television interview:

Americans will get impatlent and say, be-
cause they don't like events In Southeast

Asia or they don't like the government in
Salgon, that we should withdraw.

That only makes it easy for the Com-
munists, I think we should stay. We should
use our influence In as effective a way as we
can, but we should not withdraw,

To add to the confusion of Mr. O’Don-
nell’s statement is the remembrance of
the fact that Robert Kennedy supposed-
ly advised his brother to increase the
military personnel in Vietnam.

The Washington Daily News of today
has a very penetrating editorial on the
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whole subject which I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
my remarks so that my colleagues might
have the opportunity to see for them-
selves some of the questions that the
O’Donnell report immediately raised in
the minds of many of us, and now I find
it in the minds of some of the press, also.

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

WaAT KEENNEDY WourLp HavE DONE

Eenneth P. O'Donnell, a key aide to Pres-
ident Kennedy, has just belatedly disclosed
that JFKE had decided in the spring of 1963
to withdraw all U.S. troops from South Viet-
nam in 1965. i

In a new boock, Mr. O'Donnell says the
President planned, after his re-election in
1964, to “take the risk of unpopularity”
and pullout, even tho “I'll be damned every-
where as a Communist appeaser.”

Mr. O'Donnell’s version will please people
who revere Mr. Kennedy’s memory and be=-
lieve, almost as an article of falth, that he
would not have invelved this nation so deeply
and bloodily in Vietnam.

The O'Donnell report is confirmed by Sen-
ate Democratic Leader Mike Mansfleld, who
1s credited with helping “convert” Mr, Ken-
nedy to withdrawal. Even at this surprisingly
late date for the disclosure, we don't doubt
Mr. O’'Donnell's and Sen. Mansfield's word.
But we are left with some nagging questions,
among them:

Did Mr. O'Donnell, who stayed on in the
White House, warn President Johnson, that
he was taking a path that Mr. Kennedy had
decided against? Why didn't Sen. Mansfleld
speak up?

How was it that Mr., Kennedy's decision
was a secret to his braln trust, the Rusks,
McNamaras, Bundys and Rostows, who urged
the new President to sehd troops to Vietnam
and pursue the policy of his fallen prede-
cessor?

After he left the White House in January,
1965, and was a private citizen, why didn't
Mr. O'Donnell see it as his patriotic duty to
alert the country that Mr. Johnson was lead-
ing It to what Mr. Eennedy had regarded
as disaster?

Whatever Mr. Kennedy had declded, he
hardly took the country Into his confidence.
On Sept. 9, 1963, months after his remarks
to Mr. O'Donnell, he sald in a TV interview
he feared that:

“Americans will get impatient and say, be-
cause they dont like events in Southeast
Asia or they don't like the government in
Salgon, that we should withdraw. :

“That only makes it easy for the Com-
munists. I think we should stay. We should
use our influence in as effective a way as
we can, but we should not withdraw.”

Mr. O'Donnell tells us what Mr. Kennedy
intended and doesn't stress what the Presi-
dent did. As a reminder, when Gen. Elsen-
hower left office in 1960, there were 1,364
U.S. advisers in South Vietnam. Under Mr.
Eennedy, the figure grew to 16,575 and Amer-
lbcaél soldiers were fighting and dying in com-
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It's also useful to recall the situation in
early. 1963, when Mr. Kennedy reportedly
declded to withdraw. The war was at a low
level, the authoritarian Diem regime seemed
solidly implanted, our military was saying
that things were looking up, and it was
normal to plan to get out in 1965.

In November, however, Mr, Diem was over-
thrown, with encouragement by the Ken-
nedy Administration. A period of chaos and
revolving governments started. The Viet
Cong moved to the offensive and began chew-
ing up the South Vietnamese army.

This was & new ball game from spring,
1963. In 1964 a Communist takeover by force
of arms was imminent. President Johnson,
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advised by Kennedy holdovers, reacted with
& troop buildup. We do not know what JFK
would have done. Neither does Mr. O'Donneill.

PROSPECTS FOR SINE DIE AD-
JOURNMENT PRIOR TO NOVEM-
BER ELECTIONS

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr, President, last
week I made the prediction that the
Congress would have to return after the
November election this fall to consider
at least the Defense appropriations bill.

I was misinformed of the intention of
the House leaders with respect to that
appropriations bill. I have been assured
by Chairman Ma=oON personally that the
Defense bill will be completed prior to
any recess in October.

I would hope, therefore, that the Sen-
ate could proceed to the electoral re-
form, welfare reform, and the appro-
priations bills prior to the end of Oc-
tober and that the Congress will not
need to return after the election in No-
vember.

I believe, however, that the legislative
program for this Congress should be
completed in this Congress, and if we
can work together it can be all com-
pleted in time for a sine die adjournment
prior to the November election.

However, if our work is not completed
we will be back after the elections.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp a
statement made by the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee of the House,
Mr. MaHON, the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Rules, Mr. COLMER,
and one of the distinguished Republican
leaders in the other body, Mr. RHODES.
All these statements indicate that the
House intends to go ahead.

I apologize to them if I said anything
which carried the wrong implication be-
cause I am just as anxious as anyone else
in this body to complete the schedule be-
fore the elections, if possible, and will
do everything I can in that respect.

But I repeat, if we do not complete the
schedule outlined by the elections, then
we will, of necessity, have to come back
after the elections because it is the inten-
tion of the joint leadership to see to it
that the administration’s program is put
through, if at all possible, this year.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

| House proceedings, August 3, 1970,
p. 26980]
SCHEDULING OF THE DEFENSE AFPPROPRIATION
BILL; FisCAL YEAR 1971

Mr. MaroN. Mr. Speaker, in the Washing-
ton Post of yesterday, in a UPI story by John
Hall, there is attributed to Benator Mans-
FIELD, the Democratic leader of the Senate,
certaln statements about the defense appro-
priation bill. I quote the story in part:

“In addition, he (Senator Mansfield) said
he had been advised that managers of Presi-
dent'Nixon's $72-billion defense appropria=
tions bill do not want to bring it to a vote
in the House until after the Nov. 3 election,

in which all House seats and 85 Senate seats
are at stake.

“Mansfield sald he did not know why the
House wanted to hold up action on the de-
fense measure.”

Mr. Speaker, I am shocked that any such

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

inaccurate information. should have been
conveyed to SBenator MansFIELD In regard to
the defense appropriation bill. I do not say
this In criticism of Senator MawsFiELD. We
are old friends and I have the greatest re-
spect for him. It is simply a case of his hav-
ing been misadvised.

Senator MawsFIELD, on March 18, put In
the ReEcorp of the proceedings of the other
body the reporting schedule—which I issued
the day before—of the House Appropriations
Committee, and applauded our efforts to move
the appropriation bills rapidly.

The Committee on Appropriations finished
its hearings on the Defense appropriation bill
weeks ago, and has wanted to move forward
with House conslderation of the measure as
quickly as feasible. Our March 17 reporting
schedule called for the Defense appropriation
bill to be approved by the committee on
June 3 and to be considered by the House sev-
eral days later.

We were unable to meet that timetable, or
a somewhat later date, because of the failure
of the Senate to pass the defense authoriza-
tion bill, HR. 17123, upon which many of the
items in the Defense appropriation bill are
based. Of course, agreement in conference on
the authorization would also be required.

The House passed the authorization bill—it
having been reported out of the committee by
the gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
Rivers) on May 6, nearly 3 months ago.

I earnestly hope that the Senate will, in the
very near future, pass the authorization bill,
and that any difference between the two
bodies can be expeditiously worked out in
conference so that we may be able to bring
the appropriation bill before the House at the
earliest date—and certainly weeks before the
election,

I wish to flatly and bluntly repudiate the
intimation that the managers of the defense
appropriation bill desire to postpone consid-
eration of the defense measure until after the
November election. Any such suggestion tends
to indicate that the House expects to play
politics with an issue involving the security
of the Nation. This intimation is unfortunate
and must not be permitted to stand.

The defense appropriation bill is the only
regular appropriation bill for the current
fiscal year 1971 remaining for House consid-
eration. We would like to sweep the slate
clean before the August recess, but we have
not been able to do so because finallzation
of action on the authorization bill has not
taken place,

I would say further, Mr. Speaker, that after
consultation with the Speaker, the majority
leader of the House, and the minority leader
of 'the House, I find no intimation whatever
that there is any such plan of delay in de-
fense appropriation action in the House.

Mr. CoLMER. Mr. Speaker, I take this time in
order to congratulate the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. MaxoN) upon his statement and
the manner in which he has expedited the
consideration of these appropriation bills.

Time did not permit me to ask him the
question, but I wondered if he had discussed
this with the distinguished majority leader
in the other body, as to whether they still ad-
here to the program.

Mr. Speaker, it appears to this humble
Member of this body that thete is a definite
movement on foot to prolong this session of
the Congress until the very final day of the
year.

The gentleman from Texas and others on
his committee have expedited these appro-
priation bills, and there is no reason why we
should be forced to stay around here until
Christmas again.

Mr, Speaker, in my humble bogk, this is
just another case of the tail wagging the dog,
with the other body calling all of the signals.
I have a high regard for the Senate majority
leader; in fact, I entertain genuine affection
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for him personally, but I do not feel that he
should attempt o run this body too and it is
difficult to belleve he does.

Mr. RHoODES. Mr. Speaker, I wish to con-
gratulate my good friend, the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Texas, on the statement that
he just made, I wish to assure him and to
assure the House that on the minority side
of the Committee on Appropriations and on
the minority side of the House there is a
definite feeling that we should go ahead with
the business of appropriating funds for this
fiscal year. We feel that it is incumbent on
the House and the other body to do this.

I would like to say to my good friend from
Texas at this time that if at any time it
appears likely there is some sort of a slow-
down on authorizations to make the defense
appropriation bill come up after the election,
I personally will be glad to go with the gen-
tleman from Texas to the Committee on
Rules and ask for a rule walving points of
order so that this appropriation bill could be
brought up and the great Department of De-
Tense could be apprised as to what funds it
has to operate for the next fiscal year.

Mr, Speaker, I have been amazed and ap-
palled, as I am sure the gentleman from
Texas has, at some of the stories I have seen
in newspapers and in the communications
media concerning the possibility that there
would be a movement afoot to load up ap-
propriation bills which have political appeal,
with the idea that the last bill will be for
the Department of Defense and sufficient
cuts could be made there so that there will
be a balanced budget. This would in my
opinion, be completely lrresponsible, and
would be playing politics with national secu-
rity. The Department of Defense bill must
not be made a political football and when
it is passed it must contain funds adequate
for the proper support of our Defense Estab-
lishment, with no surplus, but with suffi-
clent funds printed to take care of the de-
fense needs of this country, which, after all,
is the most important duty this body has
to perform.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
10 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 10 o’clock
tomorrow morning.

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

FEDERAL-STATE UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION PROGRAM—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

Mr. LONG, Mr. President, I submit a
report of the committee of conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendments of the Senate to the
bill—H.R. 14705 to extend and improve
the Federal-State unemployment com-
pensation program. I ask unanimous-con-
sent for the present consideration of the
report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Berimon) . The report will be read for
the information of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of May 5, 1970, p. 14189, CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays on the conference report.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Frank J.
Crowley, Education and Public Welfare
Division, Legislative Reference Service,
Library of Congress, be granted the priv-
ileges of the floor during the debate and
consideration of the conference report
on H.R. 14705, the Employment Security
Amendments of 1970.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this is the
conference report on the Employment
Security Amendments of 1970, The bill
passed the Senate on April 7, 1970, by
a vote of 77 to 0. However, before pass-
ing the bill the Senate amended it in 43
respects.

Basically, the bill has three principal
features. First, it extends coverage of the
unemployment compensation program
to more than 4,700,000 additional jobs.
Second, it establishes a permanent pro-
gram of extended benefits for people
who exhaust their regular State bene-
fits during periods of high unemploy-
ment. And, third, it improves the financ-
ing of the unemployment compensation
program. In the process, the bill also
makes a number of relatively minor
changes in administrative aspects of the
unemployment compensation system.

While the Senate made a total of 43
changes in the House text, the large ma-
jority of those changes were not contro-
versial; rather they were necessitated
because of the passage of time since the
bill passed the House. Senators will re-
call that the Tax Reform Act was be-
fore the Senate in November of last year
when the House acted on this unemploy-
ment compensation bill.

I believe it is fair to say that there
are only seven significant amendments
in the bill—two of these were floor
amendments, four were committee
amendments and the last one involved a
floor modification of a committee
amendment. Of these, the Senate re-
ceded on four and the House receded on
three. Virtually all of the remaining
Senate amendments were agreed to by
the House.

Agricultural employees: The most
important of the Senate amendments
would have extended coverage of the
unemployment insurance system to
large farms, specifically those employing
eight or more workers in each of 26
different weeks during the last year.
This Senate amendment would have
added 275,000 jobs and 23,000 employers
to the unemployment compensation pro-
gram. The Secretary of Labor testified
before the committee that this extension
of coverage was the most important un-
resolved issue in the House bill. I was
glad the Finance Committee and the
Senate were willing to extend the pro-
tection of the system to employees of
large farms, and 1 vigorously defended
the committee bill on the floor. Unfor-
tunately, we were not able to persuade
the House conferees to accept the Sen-
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ate amendment or any part of it. They
advised us that after the most careful
deliberation, they had rejected similar
amendments in the House Ways and
Means Committee and under those cir-
cumstances they were not willing to
have it now thrust on them as a Senate
amendment. On this important question
the only concession we were able to ob-
tain from the House conferees was to
make the coverage of agricultural work-
ers the top priority in a special study of
the unemployment compensation sys-
tem called for in another provision of
the bill.

Small firms: The Senate bill deleted
provisions of the House bill which ex-
tended the coverage of the unemploy-
ment compensation system to employees
of small firms. Under existing law, the
Federal unemployment tax does not ap-
ply and unemployment benefits need not
be extended to employees unless the firm
employs four or more persons in each of
20 different weeks during the year. The
House bill covered small firms—those
either employing one or more workers
during 20 weeks in a calendar year, or
paying wages of $800 or more in any
calendar quarter. The Senate deleted
this House provision on the theory that
it imposed unnecessarily complicated
tax and recordkeeping requirements on
many small businesses whose employees
could not be eligible for benefits in any
event because of the part-time nature
of their employment. Nonetheless, the
House conferees insisted that there was
little reason not to cover this group and
they argued that the administrative bur-
dens were not as severe as the Senate had
felt. Because they felt so strongly, the
Senate conferees yielded to them but
only after the $800 per quarter alterna-
tive test in the House language had been
increased to $1,500. We felt this change
would enable very small firms to continue
to avoid the tax and recordkeeping bur-
den where benefits for the workers in-
volved would be absolutely minimum.
This change provides coverage for 1.3
million jobs and 627,000 employers.

Faculty and research personnel: I am
pleased to report that the House con-
ferees did agree to Senate amendments
extending the unemployment compensa-
tion program to faculty, research, and
administrative personnel of State hos-
pitals and institutions of higher learning.
This adds about 115,000 jobs to the sys-
tem. The Senate bill provided that these
faculty, research, and administrative
staff personnel would not be considered
unemployed during the summer months
when their school was not in session so
long as they had a contract to return
to work—either for the same institution
or another institution—after the summer
recess is over. This, too, was accepted
by the House conferees.

Sheltered workshops: The Senate bill
had expanded coverage of the unemploy-
ment compensation program to encom-
pass so-called clients of sheltered work-
shops. These are the handicapped people
for whom the sheltered working environ-
ment is provided. The House bill, al-
though extending the program to cover
the staff of these sheltered workshops,
had not included the clients themselves.
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The Finance Committee—and the Sen-
ate—felt that their employment should
be covered so that they, too, would realize
unemployment compensation benefits as
a right, rather than have to rely on
charity for their sustenance, in the event
they should lose their jobs. I regret that
the House conferees would not accept
this Senate amendment. They argued
that it would lead to such increased
costs in the operation of sheltered work-
shops—like the Good Will Industries—
that they would be hard pressed to pro-
vide employment opportunities for the
handicapped. We were not able to salvage
any of this amendment, and for that I
am sorry. But the House conferees were
clearly of the opinion that their bill went
as far as they felt it could go at this
time.

Local colleges and hospitals: The Sen-
ate bill added new language to the House
text authorizing the coverage of em-
ployees of county or municipal hospitals
and institutions of higher education un-
der special rules permitting these insti-
tutions to elect to have their employees
covered under an agreement to make
payments in lieu of taxes. I am pleased
that this amendment was agreed to by
the House conferees. It permits 436,000
additional jobs to be covered under the
system.

Unrelated amendments: Two amend-
ments not related to the unemployment
compensation program were added to the
bill during Senate debate. Of these one
was accepted by the House with a rela-
tively minor change. The other was re-
jected.

Industrial development bonds: The
first of these additional amendments was
offered by the senior Senator from Ala-
bama, the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Banking and Currency
(Mr. SparkMaN). It was identical to an
amendment the Senate had previously
agreed to during consideration of the tax
reform bili of 1969. Senator SPARKMAN’S
amendment was designed to exempt from
the registration requirements of the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission any
industrial development bonds issued by a
State or local government if the interest
on that bond remains tax exempt under
the industrial development bond pro-
visions of the Internal Revenue Code.

As I have noted, an identical amend-
ment had been agreed to when the tax
reform bill was before us last year. If was
deleted from that bill because the House
conferees felt that since the registra-
tion reguirement itself was the result of
an administrative aection, the matter
could be corrected administratively.

The chairman of the House Ways and
Means Committee personally wrote the
Chairman of the BSecurities and Ex-
change Commission about the matter
shortly after the conference action in
December. Chairman Budge replied that
while the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission had little objection to the adop-
tion of an amendment to the statute,

they felt the situation was such that they

could not reverse their earlier adminis-
trative action, That being the case, Sen-
ator SparEMAN reoffered his amendment
and with relatively minor modification,
it was agreed to by the House conferees.
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"I might say that a question has devel-
oped as to the implications of the con-
ference agreement on certain housing
bonds, presently exempt from the regis-
tration requirements of the Securities
and Exchange Commission.

The conferees did not intend to re-
quire registration of any security which
is exempt from registration under exist-
ing law. Thus, this amendment will not
change the exempt status under section
3(a) (2) of the Securities Act of 1933 or
section 3(a) (12) of the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934 of bonds or other ob-
ligations issued by housing or mortgage
finanece agencies or authorities of States
or local governments to finance pro-
grams to provide residential housing or
mortgage loans for residential housing
where these programs are administered
by the agency or authority or by the
State or local government.

This amendment does, however, re-
lieve a compliance burden on many
State and local governments in their ef-
fort to attract and expand business in
their communities. It does not affect the
Federal revenues.

A number of Senators have announced
that they will make an effort to defeat
the conference report and demand a
further conference with the House on
the question of coverage of agricultural
workers.

This matter had not been dealt with by
the House. But Senators will recall, the
Finance Committee added amendments
to the House-passed version extending
the coverage of the unemployment insur-
ance system to employees of large
farms—those employing eight or more
farmworkers in each of 26 different
weeks during the year. In extending this
coverage, however, the Finance Com-
mittee carved out an exception for farm-
workers employed by “crew leaders”—
those who shepherd migratory workers
from job to job across State lines as the
planting and harvesting seasons come
and go.

It was the committee’s thought that
this exception was essential if we were to
devise a workable plan for adding agri-
cultural employees to the unemployment
compensation program, We were con-
vinced that providing coverage for migra-
tory workers raised problems for which
we had no solution at this time. We felt
that experience with the coverage of a
limited group of regular farmworkers
might provide experience that would en-
able us to work out a plan in the future
for bringing migratory workers under
the system.

Unfortunately, the Senate was not will-
ing to agree to the committee plan.
Rather, it insisted on immediately bring-
ing migratory workers within the farm
coverage provision. The senior Senator
from Delaware, who is also the ranking
minority member of the committee, ad-
vised the Senate when it was consider-
ing that amendment of the many prob-
lems involved. He said it raised problems
we could not solve. I, too, advised the
Senate that there were problems with re-
spect to the coverage of migratory
workers for which we had no answers.

It was not a lack of compassion that
prompted the committee to omit the
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coverage of these workers. It was very
practical administrative problems, I pre-
dicted at the time the Senate agreed to
the migratory worker amendment that
we woulld not be able to solve the prob-
lems of the migratory worker in con-
ference. As it turned out, my prediction
was true,

As a matter of fact, the addition of
the migratory worker amendment in the
Senate solidified the opposition to cov-
erage of any farmworkers at this time.
The House conferees raised a number of
questions about the Senate amendment
which we could not answer.

Ever since the Federal-State system of
unemployment insurance began, cover=
age of farmworkers has generally been
thought of as a desirable objective. And,
every time that farmworker coverage has
been proposed, we have been told that
the administrative problems are too
great and that time is needed for a study
of the matter.

In the years that have gone by, some
limited coverage of farmworkers has
been provided in several jurisdictions
and studies of the problems involved in
specific States have been undertaken.
There has, however, been no study of the
nationwide problems involved. In the
light of all this, it seemed to the Finance
Committee that the best way to secure
knowledge of what the problems might
be was to attack head on and to provide
coverage limited to those farmworkers
who most nearly equate with the types
of employment that are now covered. In
effect, we would have provided a nation-
wide experiment in farm coverage. This
we thought was something that could be
done. In this, we were more venture-
some than our friends on the House
Committee on Ways and Means. Acting
on the same information that we had,
they had decided that even the limited
coverage we had proposed in committee
was not possible.

In considering farmworker coverage
in committee, we had given careful con-
sideration to the special problems pre-
sented by migrant farmworkers. We
concluded that they should not be cov-
ered at this time, and we thought that if
migratory farmworker coverage was not
provided, the conferees from the Ways
and Means Committee might be con-
vinced that they should go along with a
proposal for more limited coverage of
farmworkers.

As it turned out, the measure that we
took to conference included coverage for
migratory workers, The inclusion of that
provision made our task in conference
impossible. However, in the course of the
conference, it was also made clear that
until a thorough study of the whole
farmworker coverage problem was made,
no provision for covering farmworkers
could be acceptable to the House. We at
least were able to get the study started
by making specific reference to it in the
statute.

In addition to raising these problems,
the House conferees were of the opinion
that the cost of covering farmworkers
would be far greater than we estimated,
and that this would involve tremendous
subsidization by other employers to pay
benefits to farmworkers. They insisted
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that since they had rejected a farm cov-
erage amendment in the Ways and
Means Committee they were not willing
to have it thrust on them now as a Sen-
ate amendment. And they refused to
yield to any degree.

1f Senators will look at the good in the
conference bill, the improvements that it
would make in the unemployment pro-
gram, I am sure that they will vote for
it. The bill extends coverage to a num-
ber of groups who are now without pro-
tection. It improves the financing of the
existing program, and it establishes an
extended benefits program for periods
when unemployment is high. It seems to
me that these are worthwhile improve-
ments which should not be lost in a dis-
pute over a questionable extension of
coverage,

But make no mistake about it. If this
conference report is not agreed to here
today, it will not be agreed to in this
Congress. It will be a dead bill. There is
virtually no chance that we could get
another conference with the House of
Representatives. They let a bill com-
parable to this one die in 1966 because
they did not like the Senate amendment

I would like to have prevailed on the
farm coverage amendment—I voted for
it in committee. But even without it, I
believe this is a good bill. With unem-
ployment continuing to rise, it is more
important than ever that we get the ex-
tended benefits program enacted into
law now so it will not be necessary to pass
emergency legislation later on. But that
is not all the bill does. It also provides
coverage of the unemployment compen-
sation program for an additional 4.7 mil-
lion people who had not previously been
protected, and improves the financial
structure of the system. These three fac-
tors make this a good bill—one that
should be enacted.

I have already noted that there has
been no nationwide study of the prob-
lems involved in extending unemploy-
ment insurance to farmworkers. How-
ever, an important regional study of the
issue is getting underway at the Uni-
versity of Connecticut. This study will
cov